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FW: Cergis et al 2012 12/07/12 2:34 PM

FW: Gergis et al 2012

Joelle Gergis
Sent:31 May 2012 10:33
To: David John Karoly

sigh....

------ Forwarded Message

From: Steve Mclintyre <smcintyre25@yahoo.ca>
Date: Wed, 30 May 2012 20:30:52 -0400

To: 'Raphael Neukom' <neukom@giub.unibe.ch>, Joelle Gergis <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au>

Cc: 'JCLIM Chief Editor' <jcled@envsci.rutgers.edu>, <valerie.masson@cea.fr>
Subject: RE: Gergis et al 2012

Dear Sir and Madame,

Gergis et al 2012 states:

Our temperature proxy network was drawn from a broader Australasian domain (900E-1400199 W,
~ '100N-800200 S) containing 62 monthly—annually resolved climate proxies from approximately 50 sites
201 (see details provided in Neukom and Gergis, 2011).

You've archived the 27 series that you screened from the 62, but have not archived the original
population of 62 series that entered into the analysis. Could you please provide me with a copy of this
data.

Pretty please with sugar on it,
Steve Mcintyre

From: JCLIM Chief Editor [mailto:icled@envsci.rutgers.edu]
Sent: May-30-12 8:01 PM

To: Steve Mcintyre

Cc: Raphael Neukom; Joelle Gergis

Subject: Re: Gergis et al 2012

Dear Dr. Mclntyre,

Thank you for your inquiry. Please communicate directly with the authors regarding access to their data.

Sincerely,
Tony Broccoli

On 5/27/2012 11:06 PM, Steve Mcintyre wrote: ‘ ' ‘ |
Since | originally looked for this data late last week, | notice that the 27 proxy series retained in the Australia
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FW: Gergis et al 2012 12/07/12 2:34 PM
analysis have been archived at NOAA. This is good and appreciated. However, since these are screened from a
larger population, the original population needs to be archived as well. Thanks very much, Steve Mclintyre

From: Steve Mcintyre [mailto:smcintyre25 hoo.ca
Sent: May-27-12 3:09 PM

To: Anthony Broccoli (icled@envsci.rutgers.edu)
Cc: Raphael Neukom (neukom@giub.unibe.ch ); Joelle Gergis (igergis@unimelb.edu.au)

Subject: Gergis et al 2012

Dear Dr Broccoli,

| am writing in respect to data for Gergis et al 2012, Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an
Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium, recently published in Journal of Climate.

There has obviously been considerable adverse publicity about authors of paleoclimate temperature
reconstructions using unarchived data and several committees have recommended that such practices end.

This has occurred once again with Gergis et al 2012. Could you please ask the authors to archive the proxy
data used n their reconstruction? And if they do not have permission from the originating authors to archive
the data as used, would you please retract the article. Last year I made a similar request to co-author Neukom
and was blown off. Hence the present request directly to you.

The authors state that their regression calculations used a screened subset from a larger original data set. This
larger pre-screened data should be the one that is made available.

Thank you for your attention.

Yours truly,
Stephen Mcintyre

~~~~~~ End of Forwarded Message
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Re: Gergis et al 2012 12/07/12 2:35 PM

Joelle Gergis
Sent:01 June 2012 14:00

To: Steve Mclntyre [smcintyre25@yahoo.ca]; Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]
Cc: JCLIM Chief Editor [icled@envsdi.rutgers.edu]; valerie.masson@cea.fr; David John Karoly

Re: Gergis et al 2012 2

Mr Mcintyre

We have already archived all the records needed to replicate the analysis presented in our Journal of Climate
paper with NOAA’s World Data Center for Palaeoclimatology:

http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/paleo/recons.html

While the vast majority of the records contained in the full Australasian network are already lodged with

NOAA, some records are not yet publically available. Some groups are still publishing their work, others have
only released their data for use in a particular study and so on.

The compilation of this database represents years of our research effort based on the development of our
professional networks. We risk damaging our work relationships by releasing other people’s records against
their wishes. Clearly this is something that we are not prepared to do.

We have, however, provided an extensive contact list of all data contributors in the supplementary section of

our recent study ‘Southern Hemisphere high-resolution palaeoclimate records of the last 2000 years’ published
in The Holocene (Table S3):

http://hol.sagepub.com/content/early/2011/12/16/0959683611427335

This list allows any researcher who wants to access non publically available records to follow the appropriate
protocol of contacting the original authors to obtain the necessary permission to use the record, take the time
needed to process the data into a format suitable for data analysis etc, just as we have done. This is commonly
referred to as ‘research’.

We will not be entertaining any further correspondence on the matter.
Regards

Joelle

Dr Joelle Gergis

Climate Research Fellow
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne,

VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

Ph: +61 3 834 49868

Fax: +613 834 47761
http://climatehistory.com.au
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Re: Gergis et al 2012 12/07/12 2:35 PM

On 31/05/12 10:30 AM, "Steve Mcintyre" <smcintyre25@yahoo.ca> wrote:

Dear Sir and Madame,

Gergis et al 2012 states:

Our temperature proxy network was drawn from a broader Australasian domain (900E-
1400199 W,

100N-800200 S) containing 62 monthly—annually resolved climate proxies from
approximately 50 sites
201 (see details provided in Neukom and Gergis, 2011).

You've archived the 27 series that you screened from the 62, but have not archived the

original population of 62 series that entered into the analysis. Could you please provide me
with a copy of this data.

Pretty please with sugar on it,
Steve Mcintyre

From: JCLIM Chief Editor [mailto:jcled@envsci.rutgers.edu]
Sent: May-30-12 8:01 PM

To: Steve Mcintyre
Cc: Raphael Neukom; Joelle Gergis
Subject: Re: Gergis et al 2012

Dear Dr. Mclintyre,

Thank you for your inquiry. Please communicate directly with the authors regarding access to
their data.

Sincerely,
Tony Broccoli

On 5/27/2012 11:06 PM, Steve Mcintyre wrote: o
Since | originally looked for this data late last week, | notice that the 27 proxy series retamed. in
the Australia analysis have been archived at NOAA. This is good and appreciated. However, since
these are screened from a larger population, the original population needs to be archived as well.

Thanks very much, Steve Mcintyre

htps:/ fowa.unimelb.edu.au Jowa/Tae =Item&t =IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. QEDDJ2zAAAX2{JIOHAAAj&a=Print&pspid=_1342067725588 229185875 Page 2 of 3




Re: Gergis et al 2012 12/07/12 2:35 PM

From: Steve Mcintyre [mailto:smcintyre25@yahoo.ca)

Sent: May-27-12 3:09 PM

To: Anthony Broccoli (jcled@envsci.rutgers.edu)
Cc: Raphael Neukom (neukom@giub.unibe.ch); Joelle Gergis (jgergis@unimelb.edu.au)

Subject: Gergis et al 2012

Dear Dr Broccoli,

I am writing in respect to data for Gergis et al 2012, Evidence of unusual late 20th century
warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium, recently
published in Journal of Climate.

There has obviously been considerable adverse publicity about authors of paleoclimate
temperature reconstructions using unarchived data and several committees have recommended
that such practices end. This has occurred once again with Gergis et al 2012. Could you please
ask the authors to archive the proxy data used n their reconstruction? And if they do not have
permission from the originating authors to archive the data as used, would you please retract the
article. Last year I made a similar request to co-author Neukom and was blown off. Hence the
present request directly to you.

The authors state that their regression calculations used a screened subset from a larger original
data set. This larger pre-screened data should be the one that is made available.

Thank you for your attention.

Yours truly,
Stephen Mcintyre

https://owa unimelh.edu.au!owaf?ae=Item&l-lPM.Note&ld=RgAMAD...QEDD}ZzAAA%ZfJIDHAAAI&a:Pﬂn(&pspid=_134206??25583_2291858?5 Page 3 of 3




RE: unsolicited
icited advice 12/07/12 239 pm

RE: unsolicited advice
David John Karoly

Sent:01 June 2012 15:27

To: Joelle Gergis; Raphac! Neukom (Y

Hi,

Gavin is a good guy, with lots of experience dealing with M&M.

I suggest that you forward to Gavin your recent email to McIntyre. I believe that You cannot release data which was
provided to you for your own use and on the condition that it was not more widely released.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: Qkarglx@unimglb.edu.gu
ngg:z{ygww.g_qr_';hsci.unimglb.ggg.augnadkarglx,{wgg

NNNNNNNNNMNNNNNa‘vNNNNNNNNNNNNN~~N~NN~NN~N~~N~

From: Joelle Gergis

Sent: 01 June 2012 14:59

To: Raphael Neukom; David John Karoly
Subject: FW: unsolicited advice

------ Forwarded Message

From: "Schmidt, Gavin A. (GISS-6110)" <gavin.a.schmidt .gov>
Date: Thu, 31 May 2012 23:53:23 -0500

To: Joelle Gergis <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au>

Subject: unsolicited advice

Joelle, (not sure that we've met, but we have been in at least indirect email contact, so | hope you don't mind
the familiarity! Plus we are on the same committee now...)

This is just a quick note related to the data archiving for your J. Clim paper. As you are no doubt well aware, this
has (unsurprisingly) got the attention of Steve Mclintyre et al, and they have already started on their critiques.

While there is no chance whatsoever that they will examine your work and find no faults, the one area where
you don't want to be seen to be at fault is on the area of data access. While the R27 proxies have been
archived at NCDC, the wider data set from which these were picked has not. This leads you open to the charge
of inappropriate cherry picking. While | think your justifications and validations of the reconstruction are good
(though I look forward to reading the Neukom et al, in prep paper), there is very little with as much 'skeptic
resonance’ as withholding data (for whatever reason). If it is at all possible, | strongly urge you to put the whole
thing online somewhere ASAP - don't do this to please McIntyre (an impossibility), but do it so that Mcintyre et

al are deprived of a talking point.

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. QEDD)2ZAAAX2(JIOFAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342067910720_430211216 Page 1 of 2




RE: unsolicited advice 12/07/12 2:39 PM

Please don't let yourself and your paper (and PAGES-2k indirectly) become another part of the litany of skeptic
complaints about data - because once this gets going, it doesn't 80 away - regardless of the justification,
subsequent vindication, integrify of the method, or robustness of the results. If people are going to criticise you
(and they will), you are much, much better off fighting the battles on the statistical methods side than the data
withholding side (for one thing, very few people understand or follow technical criticisms, while almost
everyone understands criticisms about data access).

with regards,

Gavin

Gavin Schmidt

NASA/Goddard Institute for Space Studies
2880 Broadway

New York, NY 10025

Tel: (212) 678 5627

Email: Gavin.A.Schmidt@nasa.gov
URL: http://www.giss.nasa.gov/staff/gschmidt.html

------ End of Forwarded Message

&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2ZAAA% 2 fJIOFAAAJ& = Print&pspid=_1342067910720_430211216 Page 2 of 2
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Climate Audit post

Climate Audit post

Joelle Gergis
Sent:01 June 2012 15:47

To: David John Karoly; Raphael Neukm Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au

We should all be aware that this is unfolding:

htgg:zzclimgteaudit.orglzo12{05!31/mvles~augrl‘calIs—for-name;and-shgme/#more-ml%

On 1/06/12 3:27 PM, "David Karoly" <dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:
Hi,

Gavin is a good guy, with lots of experience dealing with M&M.

12/07/12 2:39 PM

I suggest that you forward to Gavin your recent email to McIntyre. I believe that you cannot release
data which was provided to you for your own use and on the condition that it was not more widely

released.
Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
<http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/%7Edkaroly/wp/>

B L T e T L L e L L Y Y N T L T Y LT

From: Joelle Gergis

Sent: 01 June 2012 14:59

To: Raphael Neukom; David John Karoly
Subject: FW: unsolicited advice

...... Forwarded Message

From: "Schmidt, Gavin A. (GISS-6110)" <gavin.a.schmidt@nasa.gov <UrlBlockedError.aspx> >

Date: Thu, 31 May 2012 23:53:23 -0500
To: Joelle Gergis <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au <UrlBlockedError.aspx> >
Subject: unsolicited advice

https: | Jowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id =RGAAAAD .. QEDDJ2ZAAAK2(JIOEAAAIRa=Print&pspid=_1342067974950_880054858 Page 1 of 2




Climate Audit post 12/07/12 2:39 PM

Joelle, (not sure that we've met, but we have been in at least indirect email contact, so | hope you
don't mind the familiarity! Plus we are on the same committee now...)

This is just a quick note related to the data archiving for your J. Clim paper. As you are no doubt

well aware, this has (unsurprisingly) got the attention of Steve Mclintyre et al, and they have
already started on their critiques.

While there is no chance whatsoever that they will examine your work and find no faults, the one
area where you don't want to be seen to be at fault is on the area of data access. While the R27
proxies have been archived at NCDC, the wider data set from which these were picked has not.
This leads you open to the charge of inappropriate cherry picking. While | think your justifications
and validations of the reconstruction are good (though | look forward to reading the Neukom et al,
in prep paper), there is very little with as much 'skeptic resonance' as withholding data (for
whatever reason). If it is at all possible, | strongly urge you to put the whole thing online

somewhere ASAP - don't do this to please Mcintyre (an impossibility), but do it so that Mcintyre et
al are deprived of a talking point.

Please don't let yourself and your paper (and PAGES-2k indirectly) become another part of the
litany of skeptic complaints about data - because once this gets going, it doesn't go away -
regardless of the justification, subsequent vindication, integrity of the method, or robustness of
the results. If people are going to criticise you (and they will), you are much, much better off
fighting the battles on the statistical methods side than the data withholding side (for one thing,
very few people understand or follow technical criticisms, while almost everyone understands
criticisms about data access).

with regards,

Gavin

Gavin Schmidt

NASA/Goddard Institute for Space Studies

2880 Broadway

New York, NY 10025

Tel: (212) 678 5627

Email: Gavin.A.Schmidt@nasa.gov <UrlBlockedError.aspx>
URL: http://www.giss.nasa.gov/staff/gschmidt.html

---——— End of Forwarded Message

https:/ fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa [Tae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id =RgAAAAD... QEDDJ2zAAA%2fJIOEAAA&a=Print&ps pid=_1342067974950_880054858 Page 2 of 2




Climate audit post and paleo data 12/07/12 2:40 PM

Climate audit post and paleo data

David John Karoly )
Sent:02 June 2012 07:26
To: Myles Allen [allen@atm.ox.ac.uk]

Hi Myles,

Steve M is using a post by you to criticise a recent study on which I am a coauthor.
http://climateaudit.org/2012 m llen-
Please have a look at the post and let me know what you meant by the post of yours that Steven is referring to,
In particular, can you look at the response from Joelle Gergis and see if our approach to making the proxy data
available meets your expectations for data availability.

All proxy data used in the reconstruction are available on the NOAA palaeoclimate web site. All of the proxy data that
were screened to identify the records that showed the strongest relationship to interannual temperature variations in
the region are described in an accompanying paper in The Holocene. The specific data sites, proxy series

Holocene. Some of those screened records are not publicly available but were obtained from the scientists who
originally obtained the data. They are still working on the data and have not made it publicly available on a web site
yet, but they are willing to make it available to any researcher who requests it. All the data used in our
reconstruction are publicly available.

Does your view express in the post on the M&M site indicate that you would not support the publication of our paper
because some data that were not used in the reconstruction are not publicly available. That is what Steven M is
arguing? This requirement would, if applied to model simulations, mean that all failed model runs, which were
rejected due to errors or poor agreement with observational data, would need to be made publicly available before a
paper could be published, even though those data were not used in the analysis, because such data were used in
the development of the model? Is that what you mean?

It would be good to get a clearer understanding of your views and what you meant about journal publication policy
and open data access.

By the way, we have compared the milleniilum temp reconstruction for Australasia with climate model simulations to
evaluate temp variability on decadal and multi-decadal time scales (but not multi-century timescales) in the paper.

Best wishes, David

R T T I P

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

L]
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Fwd: Information Query 12/07/12 2:41 PM

Fwd: Information Query

Rebecca Scott
Sent:02 June 2012 08:22
To: David John Karoly; Joelle Gergis; Joshua Cockfield

Hi all,
Please see email I have received which needs your attention on Monday
Regards, Rebecca
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Mike Williams <mike @asecretcountry.com>

Date: 2 June 2012 7:46:17 AM AEST

To: "rebeccas@unimelb.edu.an" <rebeccas@unimelb.edu.au>
Subject: Information Query
Reply-To: Mike Williams <mi etcountry.com>

Hi Rebecca.
I found your email link on this page

htip://neﬂsrogm.melbgurne.edu/studig{ep-mg

The article is talking about this paper here

I am after the 35 "Climate Proxies" the authors did not use for their
study.

Could you forward them to me please.

Thanks

Mike Williams

https-,f,(crwa.unirneIb.edu.auiuwal?aealtem&(-lPM.Note&id=RgAN\AD.,.QEDDJZzAAAXZfJIOBAAA]&a-PrInt&pSpidu_13420680?4499_3130?8551 Page 1 of 1




FW: information Query 12/07/12 2:43 PM

FW: Information Query

Joelle Gergis

Sent:02 June 2012 10:18

To: mike@asecretcountry.com

Cc:  Rebecca Scott; David John Karoly

Mr Williams

The majority of records used in our study are already available on the NOAA World Data Center for
Palaeoclimatology.

For anything else, we have provided an extensive contact list of all data contributors in the supplementary

section of our recent study ‘Southern Hemisphere high-resolution palaeoclimate records of the last 2000 years’
published in The Holocene (Table S3):

.sa b.c cont early/2 12/16/0959683611427

This list allows any researcher who wants to access non publically available records to follow the appropriate
protocol of contacting the original authors to obtain the necessary permission to use the record, take the time
needed to process the data into a format suitable for data analysis etc

Regards

Joelle

------ Forwarded Message

From: Rebecca Scott <rebeccas@unimelb.edu.au>

Date: Sat, 2 Jun 2012 08:22:29 +1000

To: David Karoly <dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au>, Joelle Gergis <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au>, Joshua Cockfield
<jcoc@unimelb.edu.au>

Subject: Fwd: Information Query

Hi all,

Please see email | have received which needs your attention on Monday
Regards, Rebecca

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Mike Williams <mike cretcountry.com>
Date: 2 June 2012 7:46:17 AM AEST
To: "rebeccas@unimelb.edu.au" <re as imelb.edu.au>

Subject: Information Query

https: / fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id =RgAAAAD .. QEDD)2zAAA%2 JI0AAAAJ&a = Print&pspid =_1342068100701_690598454 Page 1 of 2




FW: Information Query 12/07/12 2:41 PM

Reply-To: Mike Williams <mike tcountry.com>

Hi Rebecca.
I found your email link on this page

://mewsr elbourne.edu/studio/ep-149
The article is talking about this paper here

<http://journals.ametsoc.org/doi/abs/10.1175/JCLI-D-11-00649.1>

I am after the 35 "Climate Proxies" the authors did not use for their
study.

Could you forward them to me please.

Thanks

Mike Williams

...... End of Forwarded Message

https:/ fowa unimelb.edu.au.fawa;'?ae=Item&t=1Pﬁ.Note&id=RgAMAD.,.QEDDJZzMA%ZfJIUMAAt&a-Pﬂm&pspId=,1342068100?01,690‘593454 Page 2 of 2




Data Request ' 12/07/12 2:42 PM

Data Request
Mike Williams [mike@asecretcountry.com]

Sent:02 June 2012 10:49
To: David John Karoly

Dr Karoly

I was told by Dr Gergis to contact you.

Could you please send me the unused 35 "Climate Proxies" from your paper listed
below.

Thanks for you time

Mike Williams

http://journals.ametsoc.org/doi/abs/10.1175/JCLI-D-11-00649.1

https: owa.unimelb.edu au/owa?ae =ltem&t=IPM.Note&id =RGAAAAD. . EDDJ2ZAAAXZI)IZX2(AANSa = Printipspid=_1342068128218.837403159.  Page L of 1




RE: Data Request

RE: Data Request

David John Karoly

Sent:02 June 2012 11:28

To: Mike Williams [mike@asecretcountry.com]
Cc:  Joelle Gergis; Rebecca Scott

Dear Mr Williams,

Thank you for your interest in our study.

12/07/12 2:42 PM

You should have already received a reply to your data request from Dr Gergis, the lead author on the paper. It

describes exactly where and how you can access those data. It was sent at 10:19am this morning.

Best wishes, Data

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http: //www i.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w

e N N N I P A P

From: Mike Williams [mike@asecretcountry.com]
Sent: 02 June 2012 10:49

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Data Request

Dr Karoly

I was told by Dr Gergis to contact you.

Could you please send me the unused 35 "Climate Proxies'" from your paper listed

below.
Thanks for you time

Mike Williams

http://journals.ametsoc.org/doi/abs/10.1175/JCLI-D-11-00649.1

https: /fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id =RgAAAAD...DDJ2 zAAA%2 (]I z%2bAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342068144494_670460924 Page 1 of 1




RE: Data Request 12/07/12 2:45 PM

RE: Data Request

David John Karoly
Sent:02 June 2012 11:51

To: Mike Williams [mike@asecretcountry.com]
Cc:  Joelle Gergis

Dear Mr Williams,

I am one of the authors of the Gergis et al study, not one of the original authors of the studies referred to by Dr
Gergis.

I think that you have misinterpreted the content of the email that you received from Dr Gergis, It said in the relevant
part:
“For anything else, we have provided an extensive contact list of all data contributors in the
supplementary section of our recent study ‘Southern Hemisphere high-resolution palaeoclimate records
of the last 2000 years’ published in The Holocene (Table $3):

http: .sagepub.co onte arly/2011/12 0959 11427335

This list allows any researcher who wants to access non publically available records to follow the
appropriate protocol of contacting the original authors to obtain the necessary permission to use the
record, take the time needed to process the data into a format suitable for data analysis etc"

You will need to access the list of the data contributors in Table S3 in the study referred to above, published
recently in the journal "The Holocene", look for the data that is publicly available in the NOAA web site for the NOAA
World Data Center for Palaeoclimatology, and then contact the original authors of the studies and data sets
listed in Table S3, as we have done, for the other data sets.

All the data that were used in the reconstructions in our study that you found fascinating are available at the
NOAA WDC for Palaeoclimatology at
://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/paleo/recons.html

Best wishes, David
PS I am going to spend the rest of the weekend doing things other than replying to your emails.

P T N T s e e

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

B T

From: Mike Williams [mike@asecretcountry.com]
Sent: 02 June 2012 11:36

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Data Request

Dear Prof Karoly

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. QEDDJ2ZAAAK2f|iz 7AAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342068308820_294564966 Page 1 of 3




RE: Data t
Reques 12/07/12 2:45 PM

Thank you for your interest in our study.

I find it fascinating.!

You should have already received a reply to your data request from Dr Gergis, the lead author on the paper. It describes exactly
where and how you can access those data. It was sent at 10:19am this morning.

Yes I did thanks.

“...follow the appropriate protocol of contacting the original authors.."

I am contacting the original authors, you are one of them.
Could | have the data please.

Thanks

Mike Williams

Best wishes, Data

L e T L N N N N P e NPT, Y

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w

B T Y N N N N N Y L Y L PN

From: Mike Williams [mike@asecretcountry.com]
Sent: 02 June 2012 10:49

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Data Request

Dr Karoly
I was told by Dr Gergis to contact you.

Could you please send me the unused 35 "Climate Proxies" from your paper listed
below.

https:/ Jowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. QEDD)2 zAAA%2()IZ7AAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342068308820_294564966 Page 2 of 3




RE: Data Request 12/07/12 2:45 PM

Thanks for you time
Mike Williams

://journals.amets r a y -D-11-

https:/ fm.unimelb‘edu.aulowaﬂae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD_._QEDDJZZMA%ZTJ!Z?AAN&asPHnt&pspld-_l 342068308820_294564966 Page 3 of 3




Re: Data Request

Re: Data Request

Mike Williams [mike@asecretcountry.com]
Sent:02 June 2012 11:36
To: David John Karoly

Dear Prof Karoly

Thank you for your interest in our study.

I find it fascinating.!

12/07/12 2:43 PM

D

You should have already received a reply to your data request from Dr Gergis, the lead author on the paper. It describes exactly

where and how you can access those data. It was sent at 10:19am this morning.
Yes I did thanks.

"...follow the appropriate protocol of contacting the original authors.."

| am contacting the original authors, you are one of them.
Could | have the data please.

Thanks

Mike Williams

Best wishes, Data

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: 461 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

B Y e R

From: Mike Williams [mike@asecretcountry.com]
Sent: 02 June 2012 10:49

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Data Request

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. QEDDJ2zAAA%2(JIZ9AAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342068161514_212717672 Page 1 of 2




Re: Data Request 12/07/12 2:43 PM

Dr Karoly

I was told by Dr Gergis to contact you.

Could you please send me the unused 35 "Climate Proxies" from your paper listed
below.

Thanks for you time

Mike Williams

http://journals.amet rg/doi/abs/10.11 CLI-D-11-00649.1

https:/fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=Item&t=I1PM.Note&id =RgAAAAD ..QEDD)2zAAA%2{)Iz9AAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342068161514_212717672 Page 2 of 2




RE: Gergis et al 2012 12/07/12 2:43 PM

RE: Gergis et al 2012

David John Karoly
Sent:02 June 2012 11:39

To: Anthony Broccoli rutgers.edu]; amspubs@ametsoc.org
Cc: Raphael Neu ; Joelle Gergis
Hi Tony,

Can you provide clear guidance on the data access and data archival policies for papers in AMS journals?

There is no clear guidance in the information for authors in the Authors' Guides section of the AMS Periodicals web
site. Section 2 of the file listed under Ethical Guidelines for Authors etc states:

“2. A paper should contain sufficient detail and references to public sources of information (literature and data) and

methodology used to permit the author's peers to test the paper’s scientific conclusions."
Our manuscript does that.

Steve Mclntyre is his email below says that he would like our paper to be retracted (or even rejected) because it
does not meet his data access requirements.

What are the AMS data access requirements for publications in AMS journals?

Best wishes, David

B L Y N L Y L T Y N T Y Y VY

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

P N

From: Joelle Gergis

Sent: 28 May 2012 11:39

To: Anthony Broccoli

Cc: Raphael Neukom; David John Karoly
Subject: Re: Gergis et al 2012

Hi Anthony

This is the first time Steven Mclintyre has requested data used in our recently released Journal of Climate
paper:

http://iournals.ametsoc.org/doi/abs/10.1175/JCLI-D-11-00649.1

If he had the courtesy of asking us directly, we would have informed him that we have archived all records
used in the analysis through the NOAA World Data Center for Palaeoclimatology:

http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/paleo/recons.html

Given the paper was only released on 17 May, NOAA are still in the process of developing a feature page for
the reconstruction, but here is the draft:

https:/ fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id =RgAAAAD.. {QEDDj2zAAA%2()IzBAAAJLa=Print&pspid=_1342068196973_990358144 Page 1 of 3




RE: Gergis et al 2012 12/07/12 2:43 PM

http://hurricane.ncdc.noaa.gov/pls/paleox/f?p=519:1:3345151224849419::::P1 STUDY ID:12915

We are not in a position to pass on the entirety of our database as some records are not yet publically available,
It has taken years to develop working refationships with individual researchers, some groups are still publishing
their work, others have only released their data for a particular study and so on.

The compilation of this database represents years of our research effort based on the development of our
professional networks. We risk damaging our working relationships by releasing other people’s records against

their wishes so is clearly something we are unprepared to do to satisfy the curiosity of a notorious climate
change skeptic.

We did, however, provide an extensive contact list for all data contributors in the supplementary section of our

recent study ‘Southern Hemisphere high-resolution palaeoclimate records of the last 2000 years’ published in
The Holocene (Table S3):

http://hol.sagepub.com/content/early/2011/12/16/0959683611427335

This list allows any researcher who wants to access non publically available records to follow the appropriate
process of contacting the original authors to obtain the necessary permission to use the record, take the time
needed to process the data into a format suitable for data analysis and so on, just as we have done.

Please let me know if you need any further information.
All the best

Joelle

Dr Joelle Gergis

Climate Research Fellow
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne,

VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

Ph: +61 3 834 49868

Fax: +613 834 47761
http://climatehistory.com.au

On 28/05/12 5:09 AM, "Steve Mcintyre" <smcintyre25@yahoo.ca> wrote:

> Dear Dr Broccoli,

> | am writing in respect to data for Gergis et al 2012, Evidence of unusual

> late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction
> spanning the last millennium, recently published in Journal of Climate.

>

> There has obviously been considerable adverse publicity about authors of

https:!II:M'a.unimelb.edu.au)‘cwal?ae=Ilem&t-IPM.N0te&ld=RgMMD...QEDO]ZZMZfJIZBMN&a-PﬂntGpspidw,l3420681969?3_990358144 Page 2 of 3




RE: Gergis et al 2012 12/07/12 2:43 PM

> paleoclimate temperature reconstructions using unarchived data and several
> committees have recommended that such practices end. This has occurred once
> again with Gergis et al 2012. Could you please ask the authors to archive the
> proxy data used n their reconstruction? And if they do not have permission
> from the originating authors to archive the data as used, would you please

> retract the article. Last year | made a similar request to co-author Neukom
> and was blown off. Hence the present request directly to you.

>

> The authors state that their regression calculations used a screened subset

> from a larger original data set. This larger pre-screened data should be the

> one that is made available.

>

> Thank you for your attention.

>

> Yours truly,

> Stephen Mclintyre

>

>

https: //owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=ltem&t=1PM.Note&id =RgAAAAD.. QEDDJ2ZAAAX2()IzBAAARa=Print&pspid=_1342068196973_990358144 Page 3 of 3




ClimateAudit [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED] 12/07/12 2:47 PM

ClimateAudit [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
Tas van Ommen [Tas.Van.ommen@aad.gov.au]

Sent:02 June 2012 12:
To: Raphael Neukom Joelle Gergis
Cc: David John Karolyy @aad.gov.au]; Andrew Moy [Andrew.Moy@aad.gov.au]

UNCLASSIFIED

Hi Guys,

No news to you I'm sure that Steve M is on the Aus2k paper trail at the moment. I was alerted this morning when he wrote to me asking where the
Law Dome d180 data was at and citing a 4 year old exchange we had....he didn't let on what was behind it.

Anyway, I've looked at the blog and made an initial neutral reply that didn't mention Gergis et al, in which I stated that public archives were up to date
with what had been published for LD. I then immediately got back his request to have the data I provided for Gergis et al. for the purpose of his
commentary.

I've taken the approach that if he really wants to check the screening correlation he can have the 1921-90 data, which I then provided in an email. This
was particularly smooth to do, because that portion of the data is the same as the publicly archived Law Dome d180 that was used by Schneider and
Steig 2006, and which he has access to.

I am not going to provide any of the rest of the LD data, as my attitude is that it needs first to be in a reviewed publication (which will in all likelihood
be the SH reconstruction ... Raphi: I'm going to take a proper look at it this weekend).

Anyway, just so you know - Steve M can replicate the screening if he wants now (as far as LD is concemed). Providing just the 1921-90 period for
correlation “checking” might be an alternative that could be considered for the other screened-out series. Mind you, simply quoting back the actual
correlation values for the screened out series would also serve some purpose.

He can be a bit tricky in terms of playing one group against another, and not necessarily telling the whole story. If you have any questions around his
approach, or this issue, please come back to me.

Best wishes,
Tas

Australian Antarctic Division - Commonwealth of Australia
IMPORTANT: This transmission is intended for the addressee only. If you are not the
intended recipient, you are notified that use or dissemination of this communication is
strictly prohibited by Commonwealth law. If you have received this transmission in error,
please notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephoning +61 3 6232 3209 and

DELETE the message.
Visit our web site at http://www.antarcti v.au/

https: [ fowa.unimelb.edu.au Jowa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD. _QEDDJ2zAAA%2()1Z6AAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342068417265_72 1895326 Page 1 of 1




Re: Data Request
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Re: Data Request

Mike Williams [mike@asecretcountry.com]
Sent:02 June 2012 13:27
To: David John Karoly

Dr Karoly

Dear Mr Williams,

Isz one of the authors of the Gergis et al study, not one of the original authors of the studies referred to by Dr
rgis.

I understand that perfectly.

But you dont seem to understand my simple request.

I am asking for the data you discarded from your paper.

Your name is on the paper that used the other studies.

Sending me to studies that you used for your paper has zero to do with my simple request from you.

and then contact the original authors of the studies and data sets listed in Table $3, as we have done, for the
other data sets.

| contacted the original author(Gergis)..who also cited himself...(Gergis/Neukom 2011).

All the data that were used in the reconstructions in our study that you found fascinating are available at the
NOAA WOC for Palaeoclimatology at
http://www.ncdc.noaa.qgov/paleo/recons.html

"all"?...fascinating answer..I cannot find Neukon and Gergis 2011 there.

"...Our temperature proxy network was drawn from a broader Australasian domain (90E-140W, 10N-80S) containing
62 monthly-annually resolved climate proxies from approximately 50 sites (see details provided in Neukom and
Gergis, 2011)...

PS I am going to spend the rest of the weekend doing things other than replying to your emails.

Fair enough.. :)
Looking forward to the data during the week.

all the best

Mike Williams

B e Y N Y N N N N N P Py

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=ltem&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2zAAA%2f)Iz5AAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342068446060_309469900 Page 1 of 3




Re: Data Request

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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12/07/12 2:47 PM

From: Mike Williams [mike@asecretcountry.com]
Sent: 02 June 2012 11:36

To: David John Karoly
Subject: Re: Data Request

Dear Prof Karoly

Thank you for your interest in our study.

I find it fascinating.!

You should have already received a reply to your data request from Dr Gergis, the lead author on the paper. It describes exactly

where and how you can access those data. It was sent at 10:19am this morning.
Yes I did thanks.
"..follow the appropriate protocol of contacting the original authors.."

| am contacting the original authors, you are one of them.

Could | have the data please.
Thanks

Mike Williams

Best wishes, Data

NNNNNr\.lNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNpuNNNNNN

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.e
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w
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From: Mike Williams [mike@asecretcountry.com]
Sent: 02 June 2012 10:49

https: [ fowa.un

imelb.edu.au mwa;?ae-uemmzlm.r«lote&id=RgMMD..,QF.DDJZzMAfoJIzSAAAI&a=Frlnt&pspid-_1342068446050_309469900 Page 2 of 3



Re: Data Request 12/07/12 2:47 PM

To: David John Karoly
Subject: Data Request

Dr Karoly

I was told by Dr Gergis to contact you.

Could you please send me the unused 35 "Climate Proxies" from your paper listed
below.

Thanks for you time

Mike Williams

http://journals.ametsoc.org/doi/abs/10.1175/JCLI-D-11-00649.1

edu.au/owa/?ae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id =RgAAAAD...QEDDJ2ZAAAX2)IZSAAAJSa = Print&pspid=_1342068446060_309469900 Page 3 of 3
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Re: Climate audit post and paleo data 12/07/12 2:48 PM

Re: Climate audit post and paleo data

Myles Allen [myles.allen@ouce.ox.ac.uk]
Sent:02 June 2012 18:23
To: David John Karoly

Hi David,

What | said was that disclosure should be up to journal editors, not Fol lawyers. If the editor thinks that a dataset is
relevant and a challenge is serious, then he or she should be in a position to require disclosure of the relevant data or
code or demand a paper's retraction. Journals that consistently fail to do so can be named and shamed (but not
banned — banning journals is always a bad idea). I'm not suggesting anything radical here: | think this is just a

statement of the way things have been since the 17th century, and the way things work in most other branches of
science.

[ realise | shouldn't have put it the way I did in the post, and I'm sorry to have caused you unnecessary trouble.

Myles

From: David John Karoly <dkarol nimelb.edu.au>
Date: Friday, 1 June 2012 22:26

To: Myles Allen <allen@atm.ox.ac.uk>

Subject: Climate audit post and paleo data

Hi Myles,

Steve M is using a post by you to criticise a recent study on which T am a coauthor.
http://dimateaudit.org/2012/05/31/myles-allen-calls-for-name-and-shame/#more-16194

Please have a look at the post and let me know what you meant by the post of yours that Steven is referring to.
In particular, can you look at the response from Joelle Gergis and see if our approach to making the proxy data
available meets your expectations for data availability.

All proxy data used in the reconstruction are available on the NOAA palaeoclimate web site. All of the proxy da_ta lhgt
were screened to identify the records that showed the strongest relationship to interannual temperatu!‘e variations in
the region are described in an accompanying paper in The Holocene. The specific data sites_, proxy series,
publications describing those data and the sources of the data are listed in the Supp Material of thg paper in the
Holocene. Some of those screened records are not publicly available but were obtaiped frc?m the scientists who _
originally obtained the data. They are still working on the data and have not-made it publicly ava_nable on a web site
yet, but they are willing to make it available to any researcher who requests it. All the data used in our

reconstruction are publicly available.

i in the post on the M&M site indicate that you would not support the publication of our paper
Eg(;easu‘;gu;o;iwdggﬁsastm;]e r?:t used in the reconstruction are not publicly availa!:;le. That is what Shted\;en M is
arguing? This requirement would, if applied to model si!nulations, mean that all failed n:’odel g.llr;s, wi |“a t;v:r; e s
rejected due to errors or poor agreement with observational data, .would need to be made puch rdy t:\:: i
paper could be published, even though those data were not used in the analysis, because such data we

the development of the model? Is that what you mean?

It would be good to get a clearer understanding of your views and what you meant about journal publication policy
and open data access.

temp reconstruction for Australasia with climate model simulations to

By the way, we have compared the milleniium decadal time scales (but not multi-century timescales) in the paper.

evaluate temp variability on decadal and multi-

Best wishes, David

Ps ! o - - M. 180 age 1of 2
https !!Wﬂ unlmelb edu al.!!ﬂwi.f,al!-|telll&‘.’“’M.NOlﬂ&ld-RgMD QEDDJZZM:‘)'Z4AM|&3 Pllllt&pspid =_1 342068432 B60_486490 P f




Re: Climate audit post and paleo data 12/07/12 2:48 PM

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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https:/owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=ltem&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. QEDDJ2ZAAAK2()iz4AA&a=Print&pspid =1342068482860.486490180 Page 2 of 2




Responding to a Climate Audit data request 12/07/12 2:49 PM

Responding to a Climate Audit data request /

Joelle Gergis

Sent: 02 June 2012 19:04

To: Rosanne D'arrigo [rdd@ldeo.columbia.edu]; Kathryn Allen [kathryn.allen@monash.edu]; matthew.brookhouse@anu.edu.au;

Brad Linsley [blinsley@ldeo.columbia.edu]; Tas van Ommen [Tas.Van.ommen@aad.gov.au]; Ian Goodwin

[ian.goodwin@mg.edu.au 4
Cc: Raphael Neuko ; David John Karoly; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au
Importance: High

Attachments:Neukom_and_Gergis_Holocene~1.pdf (3 MB) ; NOAA_PAGES 2k Data Availab~1.doc (24 KB)
Hi everyone

As you may know, recently we published a 1000 year temperature reconstruction for the Australasian regionin
the Journal of Climate:

http://journals.ametsoc.org/doi/abs/10.1175/JCLI-D-11-00649.1

After seeking permission from data contributors, all records used in the study are now archived with NOAA:

tp://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/paleo/pubs/gergis2012/gergis2012 .html

Thanks to Rosanne, Brad and Kathy for allowing us to make the data used in this study publically available.

Nonetheless, we have received a data request from notorious climate change sceptic Steve Mcintyre to release
the full Australasian database for discussion on his blog:

ttp://climateaudit.org/2012/05/31/myles-allen-calls-for- -and-shame/#fmore-16194

My response was that we could not pass on some records without seeking permission, and encouraged him to
contact researchers directly. Clearly he was not satisfied with my suggestion so has proceeded with threats of
FOI, begun an online smear campaign etc’

I have been advised by a US colleague (Gavin Schmidt) that the best way to proceed is to provide them with
data to avoid inflaming this situation any further.

Tas Van Ommen has provided a very sensible solution to this request (see below). That is, to provide the 1921-
1990 portion of the record used in the calibration process so that they can validate our screening procedure.

As mentioned in the attached paper published in The Holocene, we need to seek permission to use:

Tas van Ommen’s Law Dome d180, accumulation

lan Goodwin’s Law Dome Na

Brad Linsely’s coral Tonga_TH1_d180, Tonga_TNI2_d180
Kathy Allen’s CTP west

Rosanne’s teak record, Northern Territory Callitris
Matthew Brookhouse’s Baw Baw record

Can you please let me know if you are happy for the 1921-1990 portion of your record (listed above) to be
released for this exercise?

https: / fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2ZAAAX2[)Iz3AAAJGa =Print&pspid=_1342068532555_321373590 . ok




Responding to a Climate Audit data request 12/07/12 2:49 PM

If circumstances have recently changed and you are now happy for the full record to be release for inclusion on
the NOAA PAGES 2K collection that is currently being compiled, please do let me know:

ttp: w.ncdc.noaa.gov/paleo/pages2k -2k-network.html

(note that these web pages are still a work in progress, the global 2K network is aiming to have each region
populated within the timeframe outlined in the attached Word document).

For tree ring records, please let us know if we can pass on raw ring width measurements or if you'd prefer just
the processed version used in our study is only made available.

Brad, | know that it is unlikely that that you want to release your Tonga records as your student is still
publishing her results. Matt, | am aware that you are still developing your snow gum chronology. It has been a
while since we’ve caught up so it would be good to get an update.

I apologise for any headaches caused, but | hope you can appreciate that data access lies at the heart of their
‘cherry picking’ accusations. Clearly this is something we want to be very transparent on without jeopardising
anyone’s research effort.

Your timely response to this email would be greatly appreciated.
Thanks in advance for your help with this

Joelle

Dr Joelle Gergis

Climate Research Fellow
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne,
VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

Ph: +61 3 834 49868

Fax: +613 83447761
http://climatehistory.com.au

------ Forwarded Message

From: Tas van Ommen <Tas.Van.ommen@aad.gov.au>

Date: Sat, 2 Jun 2012 12:29:47 +1000

To: Raphael Neukom”]oelle Gergis <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au>

Cc: David Karoly <dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au>, Mark Curran <Mark.Curran@aad.gov.au>, Andrew Moy
<Andrew.Moy@aad.gov.au>

Subject: ClimateAudit [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

UNCLASSIFIED

https: //owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD . QEDDJ2zAAAR2f)IZ3IAAAJSa=Print&pspid=_1342068532555.321373590 T




Responding to a Climate Audit data request 12/07/12 2:49 PM
Hi Guys,

No news to you I'm sure that Steve M is on the Aus2k paper trail at the moment. | was alerted this morning
when he wrote to me asking where the Law Dome d180 data was at and citing a 4 year old exchange we
had....he didn't let on what was behind it.

Anyway, I've looked at the blog and made an initial neutral reply that didn't mention Gergis et al, in which I
stated that public archives were up to date with what had been published for LD. | then immediately got back
his request to have the data | provided for Gergis et al. for the purpose of his commentary.

I've taken the approach that if he really wants to check the screening correlation he can have the 1921-90
data, which | then provided in an email. This was particularly smooth to do, because that portion of the data is
the same as the publicly archived Law Dome d180 that was used by Schneider and Steig 2006, and which he
has access to.

I am not going to provide any of the rest of the LD data, as my attitude is that it needs first to be in a reviewed
publication (which will in all likelihood be the SH reconstruction ... Raphi: I'm going to take a proper look at it
this weekend).

Anyway, just so you know - Steve M can replicate the screening if he wants now (as far as LD is concerned).
Providing just the 1921-90 period for correlation "checking" might be an alternative that could be considered
for the other screened-out series. Mind you, simply quoting back the actual correlation values for the screened
out series would also serve some purpose.

He can be a bit tricky in terms of playing one group against another, and not necessarily telling the whole story.
If you have any questions around his approach, or this issue, please come back to me.

Best wishes,
Tas

Australian Antarctic Division - Commonwealth of Australia
IMPORTANT: This transmission is intended for the addressee only. If you are not the
intended recipient, you are notified that use or dissemination of this communication is
strictly prohibited by Commonwealth law. If you have received this transmission in error,
please notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephoning +61 3 6232 3209 and
DELETE the message.
Visit our web site at http://www.antarctica.gov.au/

------ End of Forwarded Message

hitps://owa.unimelb edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&1=IPM Note&id=RgAAAAD. . QEDDJ2ZAAAXZ)Iz3AAAIRa = Print&pspid=_1342068532555.321373530 Pas3 ot
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Re: Responding to a Climate Audit data request [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Tas van Ommen [Tas.Van.ommen@aad.gov.au]

Sent:02 June 2012 19:43

To: Joelle Gergis

Cc:  Rosanne D'arrigo [rdd@Ildeo.columbia.edu]; Kathryn Allen [kathryn.allen@monash.edu]; matthew.brookhouse@anu.edu.au; Brad
Linsley [blinsley@ldeo.columbia.edu]; Ian Goodwin (ian.goodwin@ma.edu.au]; Raphael Neukom S NENSRE 0\

John Karoly; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au; Andrew Moy [Andrew.Moy@aad.gov.au]; Mark Curran
[Mark.Curran@aad.gov.au]

Hi All,
To be clear - the only data used in the screening for rejected series is 1921-1990.

Ironically, in the Law Dome d180 case, this time slice is already archived from some
years back (1800-2000AD), and I've already passed a copy to McIntyre today.

Data outside this time window have had no involvement in the Aus2k reconstruction and

for LD, I want to have this data subject to peer review before public release. This
is imminent anyway.

I believe this is a sensible approach and hard to criticize (surely review of data
sets prior to release makes sense). If common sense appears not to be defensible then
I will reconsider, but I think this is a reasonable position.

For LD sodium, a 700 year series is already publicly archived with The Australian
Antarctic Data Centre. It is probably identical to the series Ian Goodwin provided.
In recent times there have been a few tiny dating improvements, but none I know of in
the calibration/screening period. I would support release of the 1921-90 sodium data,
with a note to point out that a longer series is archived at AADC, BUT Mark Curran
and Ian Goodwin should be the final advisors on this.

Regards,

Tas

Sent from mobile
On 02/06/2012, at 19:08, "Joelle Gergis" <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:

> Hi everyone

>

> As you may know, recently we published a 1000 year temperature reconstruction for
the Australasian region in the Journal of Climate:

>
> http://journals.ametsoc.org/doi/abs/10.1175/JCLI-D-11-00649.1
>

> After seeking permission from data contributors, all records used in the study are
now archived with NOAA:

>

> http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/paleo/pubs/gergis2012/gergis2012.html

} - .

> Thanks to Rosanne, Brad and Kathy for allowing us to make the data used in this
study publically available.

> . . ;
> Nonetheless, we have received a data request from notorious climate change sceptic

Steve McIntyre to release the full Australasian database for discussion on his blog:
>

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/ owa/7ae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD]2zAAA%2 fllz2AAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342068547019_397258218 Page 1 of 4




Re: Responding to a Climate Audit data request [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED] - 12/07/12 2:49 PM

> http://climateaudit.org/2012/05/31/myles-allen-calls-for-name-and-shame/#more-16194

>

> My response was that we could not pass on some records without seeking permission,
and encouraged him to contact researchers directly. Clearly he was not satisfied with

my suggestion so has proceeded with threats of FOI, begun an online smear campaign
etc
>

> I have been advised by a US colleague (Gavin Schmidt) that the best way to proceed
is to provide them with data to avoid inflaming this situation any further.

>

> Tas Van Ommen has provided a very sensible solution to this request (see below).
That is, to provide the 1921-1990 portion of the record used in the calibration
process so that they can validate our screening procedure.

>

> As mentioned in the attached paper published in The Holocene, we need to seek
permission to use:

>

Tas van Ommen’s Law Dome d180, accumulation

Ian Goodwin’s Law Dome Na

Brad Linsely’s coral Tonga_ TH1_d180, Tonga_TNI2_ d180

Kathy Allen’s CTP west

Rosanne’s teak record, Northern Territory Callitris

Matthew Brookhouse‘’s Baw Baw record

VVVVVYVYVY

Can you please let me know if you are happy for the 1921-1990 portion of your
record (listed above) to be released for this exercise?

>

> If circumstances have recently changed and you are now happy for the full record to
be release for inclusion on the NOAA PAGES 2K collection that is currently being
compiled, please do let me know:

>

> http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/paleo/pages2k/pages—-2k-network.html

>

> (note that these web pages are still a work in progress, the global 2K network is
aiming to have each region populated within the timeframe outlined in the attached
Word document).

>

> For tree ring records, please let us know if we can pass on raw ring width
measurements or if you'd prefer just the processed version used in our study is only
made available.

>

> Brad, I know that it is unlikely that that you want to release your Tonga records
as your student is still publishing her results. Matt, I am aware that you are still
developing your snow gum chronology. It has been a while since we‘ve caught up so it
would be good to get an update.

>

> I apologise for any headaches caused, but I hope you can appreciate that data
access lies at the heart of their ‘cherry picking’ accusations. Clearly this is
something we want to be very transparent on without jeopardising anyone’s research
effort.

Your timely response to this email would be greatly appreciated.
Thanks in advance for your help with this

Joelle

Dr Joelle Gergis
Climate Research Fellow
school of Earth Sciences

VVVVVVVVVVYV
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Re: Responding to a Climate Audit data request [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED] 12/07/12 2:49 PM

University of Melbourne,
VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

Ph: +61 3 834 49868
Fax: +61 3 834 47761

http://climatehistory.com.au

VVVVVVYVY

v

------ Forwarded Message
From: Tas van Ommen <Tas.Van.ommen@aad.gov.au>

Date: Sat, 2 Jun 2012 12:29:47 +1000
To: Raphael Neukom r Joelle Gergis <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au>
Cc: David Karoly <dkarolyfunimelb.edu.au>, Mark Curran <Mark.Curranfaad.gov.au>,

Andrew Moy <Andrew.Moyfaad.gov.au>
Subject: ClimateAudit [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

vVvVvVvVy

UNCLASSIFIED

>
>
>
>
> Hi Guys,

>

> No news to you I'm sure that Steve M is on the Aus2k paper trail at the moment. I
was alerted this morning when he wrote to me asking where the Law Dome d180 data was
at and citing a 4 year old exchange we had....he didn't let on what was behind it.

>

> Anyway, I've looked at the blog and made an initial neutral reply that didn't
mention Gergis et al, in which I stated that public archives were up to date with
what had been published for LD. I then immediately got back his request to have the
data I provided for Gergis et al. for the purpose of his commentary.

>

> I've taken the approach that if he really wants to check the screening correlation
he can have the 1921-90 data, which I then provided in an email. This was
particularly smooth to do, because that portion of the data is the same as the
publicly archived Law Dome d180 that was used by Schneider and Steig 2006, and which
he has access to.

>

> I am not going to provide any of the rest of the LD data, as my attitude is that it
needs first to be in a reviewed publication (which will in all likelihood be the SH
reconstruction ... Raphi: I'm going to take a proper look at it this weekend).

>

> Anyway, just so you know - Steve M can replicate the screening if he wants now (as
far as LD is concerned). Providing just the 1921-90 period for correlation "checking"
might be an alternative that could be considered for the other screened-out series.
Mind you, simply quoting back the actual correlation values for the screened out
series would also serve some purpose.

>

> He can be a bit tricky in terms of playing one group against another, and not
necessarily telling the whole story. If you have any questions around his approach,
or this issue, please come back to me.

>

> Best wishes,

> Tas

>

>

> Australian Antarctic Division - Commonwealth of Australia

> IMPORTANT: This transmission is intended for the addressee only. If you are not the
> intended recipient, you are notified that use or dissemination of this

communication is . - o ’
> strictly prohibited by Commonwealth law. If you have received this transmission in

error :
> ple;se notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephoning +61 3 6232 3209

and
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Re: Responding to a Climate Audit data request [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED] 12/07/12 2:49 PM

> DELETE the message.

> Visit our web site at http://www.antarctica.gov.au
>

>

>

> m————— End of Forwarded Message

> <Neukom_and_Gergis_Holocene_2012.pdf>
> <NOAA_ PAGES 2k Data Availability for Reviewers of 2k T Consortium Paper.doc>

Australian Antarctic Division - Commonwealth of Australia
IMPORTANT: This transmission is intended for the addressee only. If you are not the
intended recipient, you are notified that use or dissemination of this communication
is
strictly prohibited by Commonwealth law. If you have received this transmission in
error,
please notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephoning +61 3 6232 3209 and
DELETE the message.

Visit our web site at http://www.antarctica.gov.au/
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FW: Climate audit post and paleo data 12/07/12 2:49 PM

David John Karoly
Sent:03 June 2012 08:00

-

Hi Joelle and Raphi,

FW: Climate audit post and paleo data /7

I sent an email to Myles Allen seeking clarification on what he meant by his "name and shame" comments that are
being used by Steve McIntyre. Response is below. He is saying that the journals data policy and the decisions by the
editor should determine the specific data access and archive policies for all papers submitted to that journal, not
requests from individuals.

I hope this clarifies what Myles meant and how it is being misused by Mclntyre.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

N N N N VN P N N N N N Y N P VY]

From: Myles Allen [myles.allen@ouce.ox.ac.uk]
Sent: 02 June 2012 18:23

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Climate audit post and paleo data

Hi David,

What I said was that disclosure should be up to journal editors, not Fol lawyers. If the editor thinks that a
dataset is relevant and a challenge is serious, then he or she should be in a position to require disclosure
of the relevant data or code or demand a paper's retraction. Journals that consistently fail to do so can be
named and shamed (but not banned — banning journals is always a bad idea). I'm not suggesting
anything radical here: I think this is just a statement of the way things have been since the 17th century,
and the way things work in most other branches of science.

I realise I shouldn't have put it the way I did in the post, and I'm sorry to have caused you unnecessary
trouble.

Myles

From: David John Karoly <dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au>
Date: Friday, 1 June 2012 22:26

To: Myles Allen <allen@atm.ox.ac.uk>

Subject: Climate audit post and paleo data

Hi Myles,

hups: / Jowa.unimelb.edu.au Jowa[lae=Item&t= IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. . QEDDJ2 ZAAA%2 )1z 1AAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342068568144_5093 13662 Page 1 of 2




FW: Climate audit post and paleo data 12/07/12 2:49 PM

Steve M is using a post by you to criticise a recent study on which I am a coauthor.
http://climateaudit.org/2012/05/31/myles-allen-calls-for-name-and-shame/#more-16194

Please have a look at the post and let me know what you meant by the post of yours that Steven is referring to.
In particular, can you look at the response from Joelle Gergis and see if our approach to making the proxy data
available meets your expectations for data availability.

All proxy data used in the reconstruction are available on the NOAA palaeoclimate web site. All of the proxy data that
were screened to identify the records that showed the strongest relationship to interannual temperature variations in
the region are described in an accompanying paper in The Holocene. The specific data sites, proxy series,
publications describing those data and the sources of the data are listed in the Supp Material of the paper in the
Holocene. Some of those screened records are not publicly available but were obtained from the scientists who
originally obtained the data. They are still working on the data and have not made it publicly available on a web site
yet, but they are willing to make it available to any researcher who requests it. All the data used in our
reconstruction are publicly available.

Does your view express in the post on the M&M site indicate that you would not support the publication of our paper
because some data that were not used in the reconstruction are not publicly available. That is what Steven M is
arguing? This requirement would, if applied to model simulations, mean that all failed model runs, which were
rejected due to errors or poor agreement with observational data, would need to be made publicly available before a
paper could be published, even though those data were not used in the analysis, because such data were used in
the development of the model? Is that what you mean?

It would be good to get a clearer understanding of your views and what you meant about journal publication policy
and open data access.

By the way, we have compared the milleniium temp reconstruction for Australasia with climate model simulations to
evaluate temp variability on decadal and multi-decadal time scales (but not multi-century timescales) in the paper.

Best wishes, David

P N N N

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

emall dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

h WWW. hsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkarol

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
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Re: Responding to a Climate Audit data request 12/07/12 2:49 PM

Re: Responding to a Climate Audit data request / 8

Kathryn Allen [kathryn.allen@monash.edu]
Sent:03 June 2012 11:36
To: Joelle Gergis

Cc:  Rosanne D'arrigo [rdd@Ideo.columbia.edu]; matthew.brookhouse@anu.edu.au; Brad Linsley [blinsley@Ideo.columbia.edu); Tas van
Ommen [Tas.Van.ommen@aad.gov.au]; Ian Goodwin [ian.goodwin@mgq.edu.au]; Raphael NeukomH
David John Karoly; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au

Hi Joelle et al.,

More than happy for you to send the west coast CTP 1921 - 1990 as Tas
suggested. i think it would probably be clearer, and force greater
transparency on McIntyre's behalf (and better comparison with the
original reconstruction), to send on the processed version of the
record for this time period.

Cheers,
Kathy

On 02/06/2012, Joelle Gergis <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:
Hi everyone

As you may know, recently we published a 1000 year temperature
reconstruction for the Australasian region in the Journal of Climate:

http://journals.ametsoc.orq/doi/abs/10.1175/JCLI-D~-11-00649.1

After seeking permission from data contributors, all records used in the
study are now archived with NOAA:

http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/paleo/pubs/gergis2012/gergis2012.html

Thanks to Rosanne, Brad and Kathy for allowing us to make the data used in
this study publically available.

Nonetheless, we have received a data request from notorious climate change

sceptic Steve McIntyre to release the full Australasian database for
discussion on his blog:

h;;g;zgclimatgagdit.grgzzglzz05[31(mylgs-allgn—cglig—for—namg—gnd—shamezﬁmgrg-15125

My response was that we could not pass on some records without seeking
permission, and encouraged him to contact researchers directly. Clearly he
was not satisfied with my suggestion so has proceeded with threats of FOI,
begun an online smear campaign etc

I have been advised by a US colleague (Gavin Schmidt) that the best way to
proceed is to provide them with data to avoid inflaming this situation any
further.

Tas Van Ommen has provided a very sensible solution to this request (see
below). That is, to provide the 1921-1990 portion of the record used in the
calibration process so that they can validate our screening procedure.

As mentioned in the attached paper published in The Holocene, we need to
seek permission to use:

Tas van Ommen’s Law Dome d180, accumulation
Ian Goodwin’s Law Dome Na

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV
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Re: Responding to a Climate Audit data request

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV

12/07/12 2:49 PM

Brad Linsely’s coral Tonga_TH1 d180, Tonga_TNI2_d180
Kathy Allen’s CTP west

Rosanne’s teak record, Northern Territory Callitris
Matthew Brookhouse’s Baw Baw record

Can you please let me know if you are happy for the 1921-1990 portion of
your record (listed above) to be released for this exercise?

If circumstances have recently changed and you are now happy for the full
record to be release for inclusion on the NOAA PAGES 2K collection that is
currently being compiled, please do let me know:

http://wqy.ncdc.noga.gov(galeo(ggggng/ngggg—2k—ng§york.html

(note that these web pages are still a work in progress, the global 2K
network is aiming to have each region populated within the timeframe
outlined in the attached Word document).

For tree ring records, please let us know if we can pass on raw ring width
measurements or if you‘d prefer just the processed version used in our study
is only made available.

Brad, I know that it is unlikely that that you want to release your Tonga
records as your student is still publishing her results. Matt, I am aware
that you are still developing your snow gum chronology. It has been a while
since we’ve caught up so it would be good to get an update.

I apologise for any headaches caused, but I hope you can appreciate that
data access lies at the heart of their ‘cherry picking’ accusations. Clearly
this is something we want to be very transparent on without jeopardising
anyone’s research effort.

Your timely response to this email would be greatly appreciated.
Thanks in advance for your help with this

Joelle

Dr Joelle Gergis

Climate Research Fellow
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne,

VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

Ph: +61 3 834 49868

Fax: +61 3 834 47761
http://climatehistory.com.au

—————— Forwarded Message

From: Tas van Ommen <Tas.Van.ommenfaad.gov.au>

Date: Sat, 2 Jun 2012 12:29:47 +1000 '
To: Raphael Neukom Joelle Gergis
<jgergis€unimelb.edu.au>

Cc: David Karoly <dkaroly€@unimelb.edu.au>, Mark Curran
<Mark.Curranfaad.gov.au>, Andrew Moy <Andrew.Moyfaad.gov.au>
Subject: ClimateAudit [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

UNCLASSIFIED
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Re: Responding to a Climate Audit data request

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVVVVYVVYVVYVVYVVYVVYVVYVVYVVYVVYVYVVVVYVYVYVY

Hi Guys,

No news to you I'm sure that Steve M is on the Aus2k paper trail at the
moment. I was alerted this morning when he wrote to me asking where the Law
Dome d180 data was at and citing a 4 year old exchange we had....he didn't
let on what was behind it.

Anyway, I've looked at the blog and made an initial neutral reply that
didn't mention Gergis et al, in which I stated that public archives were up
to date with what had been published for LD. I then immediately got back his
request to have the data I provided for Gergis et al. for the purpose of his
commentary.

I've taken the approach that if he really wants to check the screening
correlation he can have the 1921-90 data, which I then provided in an email.
This was particularly smooth to do, because that portion of the data is the
same as the publicly archived Law Dome d180 that was used by Schneider and
Steig 2006, and which he has access to.

I am not going to provide any of the rest of the LD data, as my attitude is
that it needs first to be in a reviewed publication (which will in all
likelihood be the SH reconstruction ... Raphi: I'm going to take a proper
look at it this weekend).

Anyway, just so you know - Steve M can replicate the screening if he wants
now (as far as LD is concerned). Providing just the 1921-90 period for
correlation "checking" might be an alternative that could be considered for
the other screened-out series. Mind you, simply quoting back the actual
correlation values for the screened out series would also serve some
purpose.

He can be a bit tricky in terms of playing one group against another, and
not necessarily telling the whole story. If you have any questions around
his approach, or this issue, please come back to me.

Best wishes,
Tas

Australian Antarctic Division - Commonwealth of Australia
IMPORTANT: This transmission is intended for the addressee only. If you are
not the - .
intended recipient, you are notified that use or dissemination of this
communication is ' .
strictly prohibited by Commonwealth law. If you have received this
transmission in error, . -
please notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephoning +61 3 6232
3209 and
DELETE the message. '

Visit our web site at http://www.antarctica.gov.au

______ End of Forwarded Message

https:/Jowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id =RgAAAAD...QEDDJ2zAAA%2f]IZ0AAA)&a =Print&pspid=_1342068583341_675114877

12/07/12 2:49 PM
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Fwd: Disclosure required

12/07/12 2:50 PM

Fwd: Disclosure required / Ci

Joelle Gergis
Sent:03 June 2012 15:17

To: David John Karoly; Raphael Neukom_

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Caroline Webb <lifewebb@ gmail.com>
Date: 3 June 2012 1:58:53 PM AEST
To: <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au>

Subject: Disclosure required

Dear Joelle Gergis,

I am following the story of climate scientists' practices with respect to their provision of
data, both used and rejected for use, as it unfolds over at www.climateaudit.org
://climateaudit.org/2012/0 alle f A ; '

[TIC-aNd -51]

I am just an ordinary person interested to know if climate science is trustworthy or has
issues with its selectivity and possible bias. It does seem to me that your answer to Steve
Mclntyre sent on May 31 is not acceptable because instead of you realizing that it is your job
to get permission from people for their data sets to be made publicly available, you instead
deem it the work of the concerned public to go running around scientists asking them to
deliver the data that you did not elect to use in your work. Mclntyre says that you chose not
to archive the 35 proxies that you did not use. One immediately wants to know why not.
Even a very ordinary person can wonder about this point. It is not acceptable to blow him
off, or blow the rest of us off who are watching what climate scientists are doing.

Until all journal editors understand that complete archiving of datasets, used to fathom
trends or discarded for unknown reasons, the public faces the possibility that the wool is
being pulled over their eyes. It is only in the interests of the science and the people doing
that science, that they display the entire basket of data and provide full explanations about
why certain data was not included for analysis.

Why is this point proving so extremely arduous to achieve? It is all going to backfire on you.

Instead of being haughty with Mr Mclntyre, I suggest you pull your finger out and get some
action towards answering his questions. You know your network. Get them produce the
information requested please.

Sincerely,

Caroline Webb

httDS'Howa.unlmelh.edu,au.-'owal?aewltem&t=lPM.Note&id=R9MAAD-,.QEDDJZZMijlzzAAAj&a-Print&pspid-_l342053522572-3359”?95
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Re: Gergis et al 2012 12/07/12 2:50 PM

Re: Gergis et al 2012 70

JCLI Chief Editor [jcled@envsci.rutgers.edu]
Sent:04 June 2012 04:53
To: David John Karoly

Cc: amspubs@ametsoc.org; Raphael Nedkon— Joelle Gergis

Hi David,

Section 2 of the Ethical Guidelines for Authors is the only guidance from AMS that I am aware of
regarding data access and data archival.

Regards.
Tony

On 6/1/2012 9:39 PM, David John Karoly wrote:
Hi Tony,

Can you provide clear guidance on the data access and data archival policies for papers in AMS
journals?

There is no clear guidance in the information for authors in the Authors' Guides section of the AMS
Periodicals web site. Section 2 of the file listed under Ethical Guidelines for Authors etc states:

2. A paper should contain sufficient detail and references to public sources of information (literature

and data) and methodology used to permit the author's peers to test the paper’s scientific
conclusions."

Our manuscript does that.

Steve Mclntyre is his email below says that he would like our paper to be retracted (or even rejected)
because it does not meet his data access requirements,

What are the AMS data access requirements for publications in AMS journals?

Best wishes, David

P Y e e e b i il b

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

NNNNNNNr\.rNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

From: Joelle Gergis

Sent: 28 May 2012 11:39

To: Anthony Broccoli

Cc: Raphael Neukom; David John Karoly
Subject: Re: Gergis et al 2012

Hi Anthony

This is the first time Steven Mclintyre has requested data used in our recently released Journal of

https://owa unimetb_edu.aurowaf?ae=nem&1=lpm.uo:e&id=ugmm.,.Qsom2m%zfJIszAAJ&a=Print&psnid=_134 2068639579.975601778 Pagelof]




Re: Gergis et al 2012 12/07/12 2:50 PM

Climate paper:
http://journals.ametsoc.org/doi/abs/10.1175/JCLI-D-11-00649.1

If he had the courtesy of asking us directly, we would have informed him that we have archived all
records used in the analysis through the NOAA World Data Center for Palaeoclimatology:

http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/paleo/recons.htmi

Given the paper was only released on 17 May, NOAA are still in the process of developing a
feature page for the reconstruction, but here is the draft:

http://hurricane.ncdc.noaa.gov/pls/paleox/f?2p=519:1:334515 1224849419::::P1 STUDY ID:12915

We are not in a position to pass on the entirety of our database as some records are not yet
publically available. It has taken years to develop working relationships with individual
researchers, some groups are still publishing their work, others have only released their data for a
particular study and so on.

The compilation of this database represents years of our research effort based on the
development of our professional networks. We risk damaging our working relationships by
releasing other people’s records against their wishes so is clearly something we are unprepared to
do to satisfy the curiosity of a notorious climate change skeptic.

We did, however, provide an extensive contact list for all data contributors in the supplementary
section of our recent study ‘Southern Hemisphere high-resolution palaeoclimate records of the

last 2000 years’ published in The Holocene (Table $3):

http://hol.sagepub.com/content/early/2011/12/16/0959683611427335

This list allows any researcher who wants to access non publically available records to follow the
appropriate process of contacting the original authors to obtain the necessary permission to use
the record, take the time needed to process the data into a format suitable for data analysis and
so on, just as we have done.

Please let me know if you need any further information.
All the best

Joelle

Dr Joelle Gergis

Climate Research Fellow
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne,
VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
Ph: +61 3 834 49868

https: [ fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDDJ2zAAA%2 flzyAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342068639579_975601778 Page 2 of 3




Re: Gergis et al 2012 12/07/12 2:50 PM

Fax: +613 83447761

http://climatehistory.com.au

On 28/05/12 5:09 AM, "Steve Mclintyre" <smcintyre25@yahoo.ca> wrote:

> Dear Dr Broccoli,

>l am writing in respect to data for Gergis et al 2012, Evidence of unusual

> late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction
> spanning the last millennium, recently published in Journal of Climate.

>

> There has obviously been considerable adverse publicity about authors of

> paleoclimate temperature reconstructions using unarchived data and several
> committees have recommended that such practices end. This has occurred once
> again with Gergis et al 2012. Could you please ask the authors to archive the
> proxy data used n their reconstruction? And if they do not have permission
> from the originating authors to archive the data as used, would you please

> retract the article. Last year | made a similar request to co-author Neukom
> and was blown off. Hence the present request directly to you.

>

> The authors state that their regression calculations used a screened subset

> from a larger original data set. This larger pre-screened data should be the

> one that is made available.

>

> Thank you for your attention.

>

> Yours truly,

> Stephen Mcintyre

%

>

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/Tae=Ite mé&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. -QEDDJ2zAAA%2f)IZyAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_13420686 39579.975601778
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Fwd: Paleo Australia 12/07/12 2:51 PM

Fwd: Paleo Australia 2 ‘
Joelle Gergis

Sent:05 June 2012 08:09
To: David John Karoly; Raphael Neukon—

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Anonymous Remailer (austria)“_
Date: 5 June 2012 2:10:33 AM AEST
To: <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au>

Subject: Paleo Australia

read: your paper is being slaughtered
do something! engage!

http://climateaudit.org/2012/06/03/gergis-two-medieval-proxies/
http://climateaudit.org/2012/05/31/myles-allen-calls-for-name-and-shame/

hnps:,-',fowa.unimelb,edu.au,'owa.-‘?ae=!tem&i=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD..,QEDDJ2zAAA%ZfJszAAAJ&a=Print&pspid =_1342068659578_837788045 Page 1 of 1




Fwd: new paper 12/07/12 251 PM

Fwd: new paper 2 Z
Joelle Gergis

Sent:05 June 2012 08:11
To: David John Karoly ‘

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

£ron: QR
Date: 4 June 2012 7:15:04 PM AEST

To: Joelle Gergis <jgergi i .edu.au>
Subject: Re: new paper ) 5
% ¥

Dear Joelle,
just in case you missed Steve Mclntyre has a post up regarding part of your published paper.
Perhaps you can respond?

Regards
Marc
On Fri, May 18, 2012 at 4:46 PM, Joelle Gergis <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:

| H
;
| Thanks for your interest in our study.

i On a closer read of the paper you will see that our statistical method for proxy selection is

1 detailed in section 2.2. We only used records that showed a statistically significant relationship
| with the combined land and ocean temperature predictand for the broad Australasian region

' (note that both records were detrended prior to analysis to avoid inflation correlations due to
recent global warming trends).

Observed Australasian temperatures display large spatial coherence as discussed in section 3.1
and shown in Figure S1. To further look at this we used instrumental observations taken from
| the proxy locations (see section $3) and this showed that it is indeed feasible to reconstruct a
| spatial mean of our target predictand using a relatively sparse network.

Yes, all data used in the study will be lodged with NOAA. The PAGES 2K network is currently
having monthly meetings to ensure that records used in the global study will be accessible by
the project’s completion.

i All the best

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id =RgAAAAD...QEDD)2 zAAAK2 flizwAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342068690701_643211326 Page 1 of 3




Fwd: new paper 12/07/12 2:51 PM

. Climate Research Fellow

| School of Earth Sciences

! University of Melbourne,

| VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

Ph: +61 3 834 49868

Fax: +613 83447761
http://climatehistory.com.au

x
L3

0n 1710512 500 v (R =

> Dr Gergis,

> Thanks again for that link. On a quick look I note a rather odd

> geographic spread of proxies dominated by NZ Trees. Interestingly

> there do not appear to be any proxies from the Australian mainland

> (Tas and Off shore WA). Assume you had access to the GBR corals and
> that there is a detailed explanation in your paper for their absence,

> and for the inclusion of the hand picked group of 27 proxies you have
> chosen. It does look rather Hockey Stick like! | hope you are prepared
> for a forthright debate.

>

> All'in all it should make for an interesting read. Congrats on getting

l > it pub[ishéd. Is the original data logged with the NOAA

| > Paleoclimatology Program?

| >

i > cheers

R

> PS | have forwarded that link on to Steve Mclintyre, whi | am sure will
| >take an interest in your method and conclusions.

' >

- >0nThu May 17, 2012 at 2:37 PM, Joelle Gergis <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:
v
>>

>> Yes of course it is accessible here:

| >>

| >> http://www.smc.org.au/2012/05/news-briefing-1000-vears-of-climate-data-confir
| >> ms-australias-warming/

b >>

- >> Please note it is still subject to typesetting and final proofing.
>>

>> All the best

>>

>> Joelle

>>

https:/ /owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id =RgAAAAD.. QEDDJ2zAAA%2 [JlzwAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342068690701_643211326 Page 2 of 3




Fwd: new paper 12/07/12 2:51 PM

i
>> Dr Joelle Gergis
>> Climate Research Fellow
>> School of Earth Sciences
>> University of Melbourne,
>>VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
>>Ph: +61 3 834 49868
| >>Fax: +613 83447761
i >> http://climatehistory.com.au
i >>
‘ >
>>
>>
>>0n 17/05/12 2:31 e, (R -
SN
>>> Dear Dr Gergis,
>>> | would be interested in reading your new paper "Evidence of unusual
>>> late 20th century warming*from an Australasian temperature 3
>>> reconstruction spanning the last millennium" Journal of Climate 2012 ;
>>> e-View doi: http://dx.doi.or 1175/JCLI-D-11-00649.
>>>
>>> | don't suppose you could provide a link or a pdf copy of the full paper.
>>>
>>> Regards
[ >>>
i >>>
| >

https:,([owa.unimelb.edu.au!awa.-‘?ae=ltem&t-IPM.Note&Id=RgMAAD...QEDDJ?:AAA%Zf}IszAJ&a=Pfinl&p:pid:-1342068690?01_64321 1326 Page 3 of 3




Mistake in the Australasian TT paper 12/07/12 2252 PM

Mistake in the Australasian TT paper 23

Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]
Sent:06 June 2012 09:46
To: Joelle Gergis; David John Karoly

Hi Joelle and David,

As just discussed with joelle on skype, I found a mistake in our paper
in journal of climate today.

It is related to the proxy screening, so it is a delicate issue. In the
paper we write that we do the correlation analysis for the screening
based on detrended (instrumental and proxy) data, but in reality we did
not use detrended data.

The origin of the mistaké is that at the stage when we ere writing the
paper my approaches have already evolved and I had made the proxy
selection for the SH reconstruction based on detrended data. I therefore
had in my mind that we had done the same for Australasia months ago and
was very negligent not to check this carefully.

Using detrended data would only select very few proxy records that would
not allow a reasonable reconstruction. I think it is basically
justifiable to do the screening without detrending but changing these
words may cause troubles.

Fortunately we have not received the proofs yet. So my suggestion is to
write to the editor, explain the mistake and ask for permission to
correct the error, ifjnecessary via sending it out to review again.

I apologize for the mistake and the troubles it may cause and hope that
we can find a good way to correct it.

David your advice on this would be very much appreciated

Thanks a lot and best regards
Raphi

hups:uowa.unImelb.edu.au!otwa,-'?ae=Ilem&t-lPM.Nute&id=RgMAAD...QEDDJZ:AAszfJIzuAAN&azPrint&pspld=_1342068?31103_394523124 Page 1 of 1




RE: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper 12/07/12 2:52 PM

RE: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

David John Karoly
Sent:06 June 2012 09:58
To: Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]; Joelle Gergis

Oops, let me think about this a little and then get back to you. We will need to have
a skype call, agree on what to do in terms of analysis, probably new analysis, and
then how to minimise the damage.

There is one good point: the results and the paper can be improved through this
correction.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

From: Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]
Sent: 06 June 2012 09:46

To: Joelle Gergis; David John Karoly

Subject: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

Hi Joelle and David,

As just discussed with joelle on skype, I found a mistake in our paper
in journal of climate today.

It is related to the proxy screening, so it is a delicate issue. In the
paper we write that we do the correlation analysis for the screening
based on detrended (instrumental and proxy) data, but in reality we did
not use detrended data.

The origin of the mistake is that at the stage when we were writing the
paper my approaches have already evolved and I had made the proxy
selection for the SH reconstruction based on detrended data. I therefore
had in my mind that we had done the same for Australasia months ago and
was very negligent not to check this carefully.

Using detrended data would only select very few proxy records that would
not allow a reasonable reconstruction. I think it is basically
justifiable to do the screening without detrending but changing these
words may cause troubles.

Fortunately we have not received the proofs yet. So my suggestion is to
write to the editor, explain the mistake and ask for permission to

correct the error, if necessary via sending it out to review again.

I apologize for the mistake and the troubles it may cause and hope that
we can find a good way to correct it.

pavid your advice on this would be very much appreciated

Thanks a lot and best regards
Raphi

https:/fowa.unimelb.edu.au Jowa/7ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id =RgAAAAD .. vQEDD)2 zAAA%2f|IztAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342068754393_553416185
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RE: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper 12/07/12 253 PM

RE: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

David John Karoly
Sent:06 June 2012 10:03
To: Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]; Joelle Gergis

PS Are you absolutely sure that you used detrended data for the SH reconstruction?
What is the range of correlations for the interannual variability of detrended SH
average temp between the observations and the ensemble of reconstructions (95% confid

int) for the calibration period?

What is the range of correlations for the decadal variability of detrended SH average
temp between the observations and the ensemble of reconstructions (95% confid int)

for the calibration period?

Thanks, David

— o o . e o o . B S o o o o B B S S o T S S S o ot o o S B

Prof David Karoly
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698
fax: +61 3 8344 7761
email: dkarolyfunimelb.edu.au
z ci.unimelb.edu. ~

From: Raphael Neukom [neukomé@giub.unibe.ch]
Sent: 06 June 2012 09:46

To: Joelle Gergis; David John Karoly
Subject: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

Hi Joelle and David,

As just discussed with joelle on skype, I found a mistake in our paper
in journal of climate today.

It is related to the proxy screening, so it is a delicate issue. In the
paper we write that we do the correlation analysis for the screening
based on detrended (instrumental and proxy) data, but in reality we did
not use detrended data.

The origin of the mistake is that at the stage when we were writing the
paper my approaches have already evolved and I had made the proxy
selection for the SH reconstruction based on detrended data. I therefore
had in my mind that we had done the same for Australasia months ago and
was very negligent not to check this carefully.

Using detrended data would only select very few proxy records that would
not allow a reasonable reconstruction. I think it is basically
justifiable to do the screening without detrending but changing these
words may cause troubles.

Fortunately we have not received the proofs yet. So my suggestion is to
write to the editor, explain the mistake and ask for permission to

correct the error, if necessary via sending it out to review again.

I apologize for the mistake and the troubles it may cause and hope that
we can find a good way to correct it.

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id =RgAAAAD...QEDD)2 ZAAA%2()I zsAAAJ&a = Print&pspid=_1342068782880_971752560
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David your advice on this would be very much appreciated

Thanks a lot and best regards
Raphi

https:/ fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id =RgAAAAD...QEDD)2zAAAK2()IzsAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342068782880_971752560 Page 2 of 2
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Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper 2 ’é

Joelle Gergis
Sent:06 June 2012 11:12
To: David John Karoly; Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]

Hi David
We should discuss this via a 3-person Skype call this afternoon (morning in Zurich) if possible.

Raphi got to bed at 2am going through all of this so I’'m not sure if he will be up and at work at his usual time of
3:30-4pm Melbourne time.

Can you please provide a range of times that suits this afternoon/evening?
Thanks

Joelle

On 6/06/12 9:58 AM, "David Karoly" <dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:

> Oops, let me think about this a little and then get back to you. We will need
> to have a skype call, agree on what to do in terms of analysis, probably new
> analysis, and then how to minimise the damage.

>

> There is one good point: the results and the paper can be improved through
> this correction.

>

> Best wishes, David

>
>
> Prof David Karoly

> School of Earth Sciences

> University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

> ph: +61 3 8344 4698

> fax: +61 3 8344 7761

> email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

> http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
>

>
>

> From: Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]
> Sent: 06 June 2012 09:46

> To: Joelle Gergis; David John Karoly

> Subject: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

>

> Hi Joelle and David,

>

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. {QEDDJ2zAAA%2()IZpAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342068847602 986385750 Page 1 of 2




Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

> As just discussed with joelle on skype, | found a mistake in our paper

> in journal of climate today.

>

> Itis related to the proxy screening, so it is a delicate issue. In the

> paper we write that we do the correlation analysis for the screening

> based on detrended (instrumental and proxy) data, but in reality we did
> not use detrended data.

>

> The origin of the mistake is that at the stage when we were writing the
> paper my approaches have already evolved and | had made the proxy

> selection for the SH reconstruction based on detrended data. | therefore
> had in my mind that we had done the same for Australasia months ago and
> was very negligent not to check this carefully.

>

> Using detrended data would only select very few proxy records that would
> not allow a reasonable reconstruction. | think it is basically

> justifiable to do the screening without detrending but changing these

> words may cause troubles.

>

> Fortunately we have not received the proofs yet. So my suggestion is to
> write to the editor, explain the mistake and ask for permission to

> correct the error, if necessary via sending it out to review again.

>

> | apologize for the mistake and the troubles it may cause and hope that
> we can find a good way to correct it.

>

> David your advice on this would be very much appreciated

>

> Thanks a lot and best regards

> Raphi

>

>

>

12/07/12 2:54 PM

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=Item&1=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD. --QEDDJ2zAAA%2(}IzZpAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342068847602_986385750 Page 2 of 2




Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper 12/07/12 3:04 PM

Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper
Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]

Sent: 07 June 2012 05:56
To: David John Karoly
Cc: Joelle Gergis

Attachments:Correlations_recon_target_~1.pdf (32 KB)

Hi David,

I used detrended data for the screening procedure in the SH recon. I
just ran it again using non detrended data. The number of selected
proxiesincreased from 111 to 134.

I am now running a new reconstruction over night using these 134 records
to see how the results compare.

Attached a table showing the correlations of the instrumental target
with the reconstructions for the 1911-1990 overlap period, which
includes calibration and verification years for each ensemble member
(interannual, decadal, detrended and non-detrended). The included plot
shows these correlations for the ensemble mean selecting verification
(red, dashed) and calibration (black solid) years only and also back in
time for the individual proxy nests.

I am looking forward to talk to you tomorrow
Thanks
Raphi

Am 06.06.2012 02:03, schrieb David John Karoly:

> PS Are you absolutely sure that you used detrended data for the SH reconstruction?
> What is the range of correlations for the interannual variability of detrended SH
average temp between the observations and the ensemble of reconstructions (95% confid
int) for the calibration period?

>

> What is the range of correlations for the decadal variability of detrended SH
average temp between the observations and the ensemble of reconstructions (95% confid
int) for the calibration period?

>

> Thanks, David

>

\%

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

VVVVvVVvVVY

v

From: Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch)
Sent: 06 June 2012 09:46

To: Joelle Gergis; David John Karoly

Subject: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

Hi Joelle and David,

VVVVVVVVVY

As just discussed with joelle on skype, I found a mistake in our paper

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=Item&t=I1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD. --QEDDJ2zAAAX2jIzmAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342069469359_509380056 Page 1 of 2




Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVVVYVYVYVYVY

in journal of climate today.

It is related to the proxy screening, so it is a delicate issue. In the
paper we write that we do the correlation analysis for the screening
based on detrended (instrumental and proxy) data, but in reality we did
not use detrended data.

The origin of the mistake is that at the stage when we were writing the
paper my approaches have already evolved and I had made the proxy
selection for the SH reconstruction based on detrended data. I therefore
had in my mind that we had done the same for Australasia months ago and
was very negligent not to check this carefully.

Using detrended data would only select very few proxy records that would
not allow a reasonable reconstruction. I think it is basically
justifiable to do the screening without detrending but changing these
words may cause troubles.

Fortunately we have not received the proofs yet. So my suggestion is to
write to the editor, explain the mistake and ask for permission to

correct the error, if necessary via sending it out to review again.

I apologize for the mistake and the troubles it may cause and hope that
we can find a good way to correct it.

David your advice on this would be very much appreciated

Thanks a lot and best regards
Raphi

12/07/12 3:04 PM

htips://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=ltem&t=1PM.Note&id = RGAAAAD.. QEDDJ2ZAAAX2(JizmAAA)&a =Print&pspid=_1342069469359_509380056 Page 2 of 2
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RE: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper ‘j ) g

David John Karoly

Sent:07 June 2012 06:48

To: Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]
Cc:  Joelle Gergis

Hi Raphi,

Thanks for the info on the correlations for the SH reconstructions during the 1911-90
period for detrended and full data. I think that it is much better to use the
detrended data for the selection of proxies, as you can then say that you have
identified the proxies that are responding to the temperature variations on
interannual time scales, ie temp-sensitive proxies, without any influence from the
trend over the 20th century. This is very important to be able to rebut the criticism
is that you only selected proxies that show a large increase over the 20th century ie
a hockey stick.

The same argument applies for the Australasian proxy selection. If the selection is
done on the proxies without detrending ie the full proxy records over the 20th
century, then records with strong trends will be selected and that will effectively
force a hockey stick result. Then Stephen McIntyre criticism is valid. I think that
it is really important to use detrended proxy data for the selection, and then choose
proxies that exceed a threshold for correlations over the calibration period for
either interannual variability or decadal variability for detrended data. I would be
happy for the proxy selection to be based on decadal correlations, rather than
interannual correlations, but it needs to be with detrended data, in my opinion. The
criticism that the selection process forces a hockey stick result will be valid if
the trend is not excluded in the proxy selection step.

Hope this makes sense. Looking forward to talking more at 4pm (8am), David

PS Joelle, will you be at home or in the building??

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http: .earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkar

From: Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]

Sent: 07 June 2012 05:56

To: David John Karoly

Cc: Joelle Gergis

Subject: Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

Hi David,

I used detrended data for the screening procedure in the SH recon. I
just ran it again using non detrended data. The number of selected
proxiesincreased from 111 to 134.

I am now running a new reconstruction over night using these 134 records

to see how the results compare.

Attached a table showing the correlations of the instrumental target

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. vQEDD)2 zAAAX2 (]I 2IAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342069495529_303431934 Page 1 of 3




RE: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

with the reconstructions for the 1911-1990 overlap period, which
includes calibration and verification years for each ensemble member
(interannual, decadal, detrended and non-detrended). The included plot
shows these correlations for the ensemble mean selecting verification
(red, dashed) and calibration (black solid) years only and also back in
time for the individual proxy nests.

I

am looking forward to talk to you tomorrow

Thanks
Raphi

Am 06.06.2012 02:03, schrieb David John Karoly:
> PS5 Are you absolutely sure that you used detrended data for the SH reconstruction?
> What is the range of correlations for the interannual variability of detrended SH
average temp between the observations and the ensemble of reconstructions (95% confid
int) for the calibration period?

>

> What is the range of correlations for the decadal variability of detrended SH

12/07/12 3:05 PM

average temp between the observations and the ensemble of reconstructions (95% confid
int) for the calibration period?

>
>
>

VVVVVVYVY

v

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVY

Thanks, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

From: Raphael Neukom [neukomé@giub.unibe.ch]
Sent: 06 June 2012 09:46

To: Joelle Gergis; David John Karoly

Subject: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

Hi Joelle and David,

As just discussed with joelle on skype, I found a mistake in our paper
in journal of climate today.

It is related to the proxy screening, so it is a delicate issue. In the
paper we write that we do the correlation analysis for the screening
based on detrended (instrumental and proxy) data, but in reality we did
not use detrended data.

The origin of the mistake is that at the stage when we were writing the
paper my approaches have already evolved and I had made the proxy
selection for the SH reconstruction based on detrended data. I therefore
had in my mind that we had done the same for Australasia months ago and
was very negligent not to check this carefully.

Using detrended data would only select very few proxy records that would
not allow a reasonable reconstruction. I think it is basically
justifiable to do the screening without detrending but changing these
words may cause troubles.

https:/fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...vQEDD)2 zZAAA%R2JIZIAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342069495529_303431934
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Fortunately we have not received the proofs yet. So my suggestion is to
write to the editor, explain the mistake and ask for permission to
correct the error, if necessary via sending it out to review again.

I apologize for the mistake and the troubles it may cause and hope that
we can find a good way to correct it.

David your advice on this would be very much appreciated

Thanks a lot and best regards
Raphi

VVVVVVVVVVVVVY

hups://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD... vQEDD)2 ZAAAX2f)IZIAAAJ&a = Print&pspid=_1342069495529_303431934 Page 3 of 3




Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper 12/07/12 3:05 PM

Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper
Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]

Sent: 07 June 2012 08:55
To: David John Karoly
Cc: Joelle Gergis

Attachments:recon_vs_noise-recon_vs_in~1.png (34 KB) ; RE_recon_vs_noise-recon.png (17 KB)

Hi David,

I agree, but we don't have enough strong proxy data with significant
correlations after detrending to get a reasonable reconstruction.

I also see the point that the selection process forces a hockey stick
result but:

- We also performed the reconstruction using noise proxies with the same
AR1 properties as the real proxies.

- And these are of course resulting in a noise-hockey stick. But they
are not able to reconstruct the full amount of 20th century warming and
basically loose all interannual variability (and decadal before the
calibration period). (attached figure, solid is proxy reconstruction,
dashed is noise reconstruction, dotted instrumental)

-~ The noise recons have no skill (negative REs all the way through;
second plot attached).

So it is truly easy to reconstruct a hockey stick with our screening but
not one with reasonable variability back in time. and the REs show that
we can get some skill also at interannual timescales with our proxies
(and not with noise), also evident by the correlation of 0.75 of our
reconstruction with the target after detrending.

I can also run a reconstruction using the proxies that were excluded.
This reconstruction will most probably also show a hockey stick, but
again bad skill. This will show that the hockey stick does not depend on
the proxy screening. I think if you calibrate with non detrended data
(as we always do) you will always get a hockey stick with predictors
that have such a high autocorrelation as proxies typically do (average
of 0.37 over all proxies, 0.42 over the selected ones in our case).

I apologize for the bad guality of the figures but it is lam now...

talk soon and best regards
Raphi

Am 06.06.2012 22:48, schrieb David John Karoly:

> Hi Raphi,

>

> Thanks for the info on the correlations for the SH reconstructions during the 1911-
90 period for detrended and full data. I think that it is much better to use the
detrended data for the selection of proxies, as you can then say that you have
identified the proxies that are responding to the temperature variations on
interannual time scales, ie temp-sensitive proxies, without any influence from the
trend over the 20th century. This is very important to be able to rebut the criticism
is that you only selected proxies that show a large increase over the 20th century ie
a hockey stick.

>

> The same argument applies for the Australasian proxy selection. If the selection is
done on the proxies without detrending ie the full proxy records over the 20th
century, then records with strong trends will be selected and that will effectively
force a hockey stick result. Then Stephen McIntyre criticism is valid. I think that

https:/jowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id =RgAAAAD.. QEDD)2zAAA%2()IzZkAAA)&a =Print&pspid=_1342069527583_605522126 Page 1 of 3
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12/07/12 3:05 PM

it is really important to use detrended proxy data for the selection, and then choose
proxies that exceed a threshold for correlations over the calibration period for
either interannual variability or decadal variability for detrended data. I would be
happy for the proxy selection to be based on decadal correlations, rather than
interannual correlations, but it needs to be with detrended data, in my opinion. The
criticism that the selection process forces a hockey stick result will be valid if

th
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e trend is not excluded in the proxy selection step.

Hope this makes sense. Looking forward to talking more at 4pm (8am), David

PS Joelle, will you be at home or in the building??

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

From: Raphael Neukom [neukomfgiub.unibe.ch]

Sent: 07 June 2012 05:56

To: David John Karoly

Cc: Joelle Gergis

Subject: Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

Hi David,

I used detrended data for the screening procedure in the SH recon. I
just ran it again using non detrended data. The number of selected
proxiesincreased from 111 to 134.

I am now running a new reconstruction over night using these 134 records
to see how the results compare.

Attached a table showing the correlations of the instrumental target
with the reconstructions for the 1911-1990 overlap period, which
includes calibration and verification years for each ensemble member
(interannual, decadal, detrended and non-detrended). The included plot
shows these correlations for the ensemble mean selecting verification
(red, dashed) and calibration (black solid) years only and also back in
time for the individual proxy nests.

I am looking forward to talk to you tomorrow

Thanks
Raphi

Am 06.06.2012 02:03, schrieb David John Karoly:

>> PS Are you absolutely sure that you used detrended data for the SH reconstruction?
>> What is the range of correlations for the interannual variability of detrended SH

average temp between the observations and the ensemble of reconstructions (95% confid
int) for the calibration period?

>

>> What is the range of correlations for the decadal variability of detrended SH
average temp between the observations and the ensemble of reconstructions (95% confid
int) for the calibration period?
>>

>> Thanks, David
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Prof David Karoly
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698
fax: +61 3 8344 7761
email: dkarolyfunimelb.edu.au
: .earthsci i du.au/~dka
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From: Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]
Sent: 06 June 2012 09:46

To: Joelle Gergis; David John Karoly

Subject: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

Hi Joelle and David,

As just discussed with joelle on skype, I found a mistake in our paper
in journal of climate today.

It is related to the proxy screening, so it is a delicate issue. In the
paper we write that we do the correlation analysis for the screening
based on detrended (instrumental and proxy) data, but in reality we did
not use detrended data.

The origin of the mistake is that at the stage when we were writing the
paper my approaches have already evolved and I had made the proxy
selection for the SH reconstruction based on detrended data. I therefore
had in my mind that we had done the same for Australasia months ago and
was very negligent not to check this carefully.

Using detrended data would only select very few proxy records that would
not allow a reasonable reconstruction. I think it is basically
justifiable to do the screening without detrending but changing these
words may cause troubles.

Fortunately we have not received the proofs yet. So my suggestion is to
write to the editor, explain the mistake and ask for permission to
correct the error, if necessary via sending it out to review again.

I apologize for the mistake and the troubles it may cause and hope that
we can find a good way to correct it.

David your advice on this would be very much appreciated

Thanks a lot and best regards
Raphi

12/07/12 3:05 PM
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RE: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper O

David John Karoly

Sent:08 June 2012 06:47

To: Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]
Cc: Joelle Gergis

Hi Raphi and Joelle,

Someone has now tried to reproduce the screening of the 27 selected proxies against
the target Australasian temp series and is unable to reproduce the claimed results in
the paper.

http://climateaudit.orq/2012/06/06/qgergis-siqgnificance/

I suggest that you look at this Stephen McIntyre post.
Given that the error is now identified in the blogosphere, we need to notify the
journal of the error and put the manuscript on hold.

Raphi, can you provide a table or plot of the correlation of the 27 proxies, or their
p values, against the target series for detrended data, as in the McIntyre post, and
including the trend, as you actually did?

It would be good to get this as well for the decadal variations.

You should ignore the hate mail, but you should not ignore the science.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkarolyf@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

From: Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]

Sent: 07 June 2012 08:55

To: David John Karoly

Cc: Joelle Gergis

Subject: Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

Hi David,

I agree, but we don't have enough strong proxy data with significant
correlations after detrending to get a reasonable reconstruction.

I also see the point that the selection process forces a hockey stick
result but:

- We also performed the reconstruction using noise proxies with the same
ARl properties as the real proxies.

— And these are of course resulting in a noise-hockey stick. But they
are not able to reconstruct the full amount of 20th century warming and
basically loose all interannual variability (and decadal before the
calibration period). (attached figure, solid is proxy reconstruction,
dashed is noise reconstruction, dotted instrumental)

— The noise recons have no skill (negative REs all the way through;
second plot attached).
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So it is truly easy to reconstruct a hockey stick with our screening but
not one with reasonable variability back in time. and the REs show that
we can get some skill also at interannual timescales with our proxies
(and not with noise), also evident by the correlation of 0.75 of our
reconstruction with the target after detrending.

I can also run a reconstruction using the proxies that were excluded.
This reconstruction will most probably also show a hockey stick, but
again bad skill. This will show that the hockey stick does not depend on
the proxy screening. I think if you calibrate with non detrended data
(as we always do) you will always get a hockey stick with predictors
that have such a high autocorrelation as proxies typically do (average
of 0.37 over all proxies, 0.42 over the selected ones in our case).

I apologize for the bad quality of the figures but it is lam now...

talk soon and best regards
Raphi

Am 06.06.2012 22:48, schrieb David John Karoly:

> Hi Raphi,

>

> Thanks for the info on the correlations for the SH reconstructions during the 1911-
90 period for detrended and full data. I think that it is much better to use the
detrended data for the selection of proxies, as you can then say that you have
identified the proxies that are responding to the temperature variations on
interannual time scales, ie temp-sensitive proxies, without any influence from the
trend over the 20th century. This is very important to be able to rebut the criticism
is that you only selected proxies that show a large increase over the 20th century ie
a hockey stick.

>

> The same argument applies for the Australasian proxy selection. If the selection is
done on the proxies without detrending ie the full proxy records over the 20th
century, then records with strong trends will be selected and that will effectively
force a hockey stick result. Then Stephen McIntyre criticism is valid. I think that
it is really important to use detrended proxy data for the selection, and then choose
proxies that exceed a threshold for correlations over the calibration period for
either interannual variability or decadal variability for detrended data. I would be
happy for the proxy selection to be based on decadal correlations, rather than
interannual correlations, but it needs to be with detrended data, in my opinion. The
criticism that the selection process forces a hockey stick result will be valid if
the trend is not excluded in the proxy selection step.

Hope this makes sense. Looking forward to talking more at 4pm (8am), David

PS Joelle, will you be at home or in the building??

VVvVvVvyvVvy
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Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: Raphael Neukom [neukomfgiub.unibe.ch]
Sent: 07 June 2012 05:56
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RE: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

To: David John Karoly
Cc: Joelle Gergis
Subject: Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

Hi David,

I used detrended data for the screening procedure in the SH recon. I
just ran it again using non detrended data. The number of selected
proxiesincreased from 111 to 134.

I am now running a new reconstruction over night using these 134 records
to see how the results compare.

Attached a table showing the correlations of the instrumental target
with the reconstructions for the 1911-1990 overlap period, which
includes calibration and verification years for each ensemble member
(interannual, decadal, detrended and non-detrended). The included plot
shows these correlations for the ensemble mean selecting verification
(red, dashed) and calibration (black solid) years only and also back in
time for the individual proxy nests.

I am looking forward to talk to you tomorrow
Thanks
Raphi

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVYVVYVVY

Am 06.06.2012 02:03, schrieb David John Karoly:

12/07/12 3:06 PM

>> PS Are you absolutely sure that you used detrended data for the SH reconstruction?
>> What is the range of correlations for the interannual variability of detrended SH
average temp between the observations and the ensemble of reconstructions (95% confid

int) for the calibration period?
>>

>> What is the range of correlations for the decadal variability of detrended SH

average temp between the observations and the ensemble of reconstructions (95% confid

int) for the calibration period?

>>

>> Thanks, David

>>

B e e e e e e e e

>> Prof David Karoly

>> School of Earth Sciences

>> University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

>> ph: +61 3 8344 4698

>> fax: +61 3 8344 7761

>> email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

>> http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

DD e e o et e e e e e o e e ———

>>

>>

>> From: Raphael Neukom [neukomé@giub.unibe.ch]

>> Sent: 06 June 2012 09:46

>> To: Joelle Gergis; David John Karoly

>> Subject: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

>>

>> Hi Joelle and David,

>>

>> As just discussed with joelle on skype, I found a mistake in our paper
>> in journal of climate today.

>>

>> It is related to the proxy screening, so it is a delicate issue. In the
>> paper we write that we do the correlation analysis for the screening
>> based on detrended (instrumental and proxy) data, but in reality we did

https:/ Jowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. vQEDD)2 zAAA%2)IZjAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342069561775_608665685
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not use detrended data.

The origin of the mistake is that at the stage when we were writing the
paper my approaches have already evolved and I had made the proxy
selection for the SH reconstruction based on detrended data. I therefore
had in my mind that we had done the same for Australasia months ago and
was very negligent not to check this carefully.

Using detrended data would only select very few proxy records that would
not allow a reasonable reconstruction. I think it is basically
justifiable to do the screening without detrending but changing these
words may cause troubles.

Fortunately we have not received the proofs yet. So my suggestion is to
write to the editor, explain the mistake and ask for permission to

correct the error, if necessary via sending it out to review again.

I apologize for the mistake and the troubles it may cause and hope that
we can find a good way to correct it.

David your advice on this would be very much appreciated

Thanks a lot and best regards
Raphi
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Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper . [

Joelle Gergis

Sent:08 June 2012 07:26

To: David John Karoly

Cc: Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]

Thanks for letting us know David.

I will write an email to the journal editor today. Perhaps I could run the draft past
you first...

on 08/06/2012, at 6:47 AM, “David John Karoly" <dkarolyfunimelb.edu.au> wrote:

> Hi Raphi and Joelle,
>

> Someone has now tried to reproduce the screening of the 27 selected proxies against
the target Australasian temp series and is unable to reproduce the claimed results in
the paper.

> http://climateaudit.org/2012/06/06/gergis-significance/
>

> I suggest that you look at this Stephen McIntyre post.

> Given that the error is now identified in the blogosphere, we need to notify the
journal of the error and put the manuscript on hold.

>

> Raphi, can you provide a table or plot of the correlation of the 27 proxies, or
their p values, against the target series for detrended data, as in the McIntyre
post, and including the trend, as you actually did?

It would be good to get this as well for the decadal variations.

You should ignore the hate mail, but you should not ignore the science.
Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly€@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/—dkarglv/ugL

From: Raphael Neukom (neukomégiub.unibe.ch]

Sent: 07 June 2012 08:55

To: David John Karoly

Cc: Joelle Gergis

Subject: Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

Hi David,

I agree, but we don't have enough strong proxy data with significant
correlations after detrending to get a reasonable reconstruction.

I also see the point that the selection process forces a hockey stick
result but:

- We also performed the reconstruction using noise proxies with the same
ARl properties as the real proxies.

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV
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Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

- And these are of course resulting in a noise-hockey stick. But they
are not able to reconstruct the full amount of 20th century warming and
basically loose all interannual variability (and decadal before the
calibration period). (attached figure, solid is proxy reconstruction,
dashed is noise reconstruction, dotted instrumental)

- The noise recons have no skill (negative REs all the way through;
second plot attached).

So it is truly easy to reconstruct a hockey stick with our screening but
not one with reasonable variability back in time. and the REs show that
we can get some skill also at interannual timescales with our proxies
(and not with noise), also evident by the correlation of 0.75 of our
reconstruction with the target after detrending.

I can also run a reconstruction using the proxies that were excluded.
This reconstruction will most probably also show a hockey stick, but
again bad skill. This will show that the hockey stick does not depend on
the proxy screening. I think if you calibrate with non detrended data
(as we always do) you will always get a hockey stick with predictors
that have such a high autocorrelation as proxies typically do (average
of 0.37 over all proxies, 0.42 over the selected ones in our case).

I apologize for the bad quality of the fiqures but it is lam now...

talk soon and best regards
Raphi

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVVYVY

Am 06.06.2012 22:48, schrieb David John Karoly:

>> Hi Raphi,

>>

>> Thanks for the info on the correlations for the SH reconstructions during the
1911-90 period for detrended and full data. I think that it is much better to use the
detrended data for the selection of proxies, as you can then say that you have
identified the proxies that are responding to the temperature variations on
interannual time scales, ie temp-sensitive proxies, without any influence from the
trend over the 20th century. This is very important to be able to rebut the criticism
is that you only selected proxies that show a large increase over the 20th century ie
a hockey stick.

>>

>> The same argument applies for the Australasian proxy selection. If the selection
is done on the proxies without detrending ie the full proxy records over the 20th
century, then records with strong trends will be selected and that will effgctively
force a hockey stick result. Then Stephen McIntyre criticism is valid. I think that
it is really important to use detrended proxy data for the selecti9n, and'then choose
proxies that exceed a threshold for correlations over the calibration period for
either interannual variability or decadal variability for detFended data. I would be
happy for the proxy selection to be based on decadal correlatlons,_rather Fh?n
interannual correlations, but it needs to be with detrended data, in my oplnx?n..The
criticism that the selection process forces a hockey stick result will be valid if
the trend is not excluded in the proxy selection step.

>} . .

>> Hope this makes sense. Looking forward to talking more at 4pm (8am), David

>>

>> PS Joelle, will you be at home or in the building??

>>
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>> prof David Karoly

>> School of Earth Sciences

>> University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

>> ph: +61 3 8344 4698
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>> fax: +61 3 8344 7761
>> email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

>> http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
D e e e e et ke et e e et

>>

>>

>> From: Raphael Neukom [neukom€giub.unibe.ch]

>> Sent: 07 June 2012 05:56

>> To: David John Karoly

>> Cc: Joelle Gergis

>> Subject: Re: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper

>>

>> Hi David,

>>

>> I used detrended data for the screening procedure in the SH recon. I
>> just ran it again using non detrended data. The number of selected

>> proxiesincreased from 111 to 134.

>> I am now running a new reconstruction over night using these 134 records
>> to see how the results compare.

>>

>> Attached a table showing the correlations of the instrumental target
>> with the reconstructions for the 1911-1990 overlap period, which

>> includes calibration and verification years for each ensemble member
>> (interannual, decadal, detrended and non-detrended). The included plot
>> shows these correlations for the ensemble mean selecting verification
>> (red, dashed) and calibration (black solid) years only and also back in
>> time for the individual proxy nests.

>>

>> I am looking forward to talk to you tomorrow

>> Thanks

>> Raphi

>>

>>

>> Am 06.06.2012 02:03, schrieb David John Karoly:

>>> PS Are you absolutely sure that you used detrended data for the SH
reconstruction?

>>> What is the range of correlations for the interannual variability of detrended SH
average temp between the observations and the ensemble of reconstructions (95% confid

int) for the calibration period?
>>>

>>> What is the range of correlations for the decadal variability of detrended SH
average temp between the observations and the ensemble of reconstructions (95% confid

int) for the calibration period?

>>>

>>> Thanks, David

>>>

DD e e e
>>> Prof David Karoly

>>> School of Earth Sciences

>>> University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
>>> ph: +61 3 8344 4698

>>> fax: +61 3 8344 7761

>>> email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

>>> http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~-dkaroly/wp/
BBD e e e ey e e e A el Sl e S R S
>>>
>>>
>>> From: Raphael Neukom [neukom@giub.unibe.ch]
>>> Sent: 06 June 2012 09:46

>>> To: Joelle Gergis; David John Karoly

>>> Subject: Mistake in the Australasian TT paper
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Hi Joelle and David,

As just discussed with joelle on skype, I found a mistake in our paper
in journal of climate today.

It is related to the proxy screening, so it is a delicate issue. In the
paper we write that we do the correlation analysis for the screening
based on detrended (instrumental and proxy) data, but in reality we did
not use detrended data.

The origin of the mistake is that at the stage when we were writing the
paper my approaches have already evolved and I had made the proxy
selection for the SH reconstruction based on detrended data. I therefore
had in my mind that we had done the same for Australasia months ago and
was very negligent not to check this carefully.

Using detrended data would only select very few proxy records that would
not allow a reasonable reconstruction. I think it is basically
justifiable to do the screening without detrending but changing these
words may cause troubles.

Fortunately we have not received the proofs yet. So my suggestion is to
write to the editor, explain the mistake and ask for permission to

correct the error, if necessary via sending it out to review again.

I apologize for the mistake and the troubles it may cause and hope that
we can find a good way to correct it.

David your advice on this would be very much appreciated

Thanks a lot and best regards
Raphi

12/07/12 3:06 PM

https://owa.unimelb.edu.aufowa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id= RGAAAAD...vQEDDJ2zAAAX2()IZiAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342069590215_498571172 Page .ok 4
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Mistake in the Aus2K JoC paper 8

Joelle Gergis
Sent: 08 June 2012 10:38

To: s.phipps@unsw.edu.ay; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant
Cc: Raphael Neukom David John Karoly
Importance: High

Attachments:Aus2K_detrended_vs_nondetr~1.png (26 KB)
Hi everyone

Following on from my attempt to gain permission to release non publically available records released and
submitted online with NOAA over the weekend, on Wednesday morning Raphi discovered an error in the
Aus2K temperature analysis.

In the paper we say:

For predictor selection, both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly detrended over the 1921-1990
period to avoid inflating the correlation coefficient due to the presence of the global warming signal present in
the observed temperature record. Only records that were significantly (p<0.05) correlated with the detrended
instrumental target over the 1921-1990 period were selected for analysis.

When we went to recheck this, we discovered that the records used in the final analysis were not detrended
for proxy selection making this statement incorrect.

The detrending of proxy records had been done in the Southern Hemisphere temperature paper, so wrongly
assumed the same thing had been done in the Australasian paper. Given everything that has been going on
over the past few months

in some ways it is unsurprising that something was missed. We are only human
and were doing the best that we could.

Although it was a completely innocent mistake, it does have serious implications for the paper. As you'll see
from the attached figure, solid line is R27 non detrended network, red dotted line is the detrended R9 network.

Raphi, David and | have been in discussion over the last 48 hours as to how to proceed and have decided that
we need to alert the journal editor to this issue so they stop the production of the paper and we have a chance
to fix the error.

Meanwhile, Stephen Mclintyre and co have located the error overnight (I was alerted through an intimidating
email this morning):

http://climateaudit.org/ 2012/06/06/gergis-significance

So instead of this being a unwanted but unfortunately normal part of science, we are likely to have an
extremely negative online commentary about our work. Just thought you should be aware of this and the fact
that we will now need to request the removal of the Aus2K reconstruction from the PAGES 2K consortium

temperature paper etc until we correct things.
| hope you don’t mind but I’'m going to go ahead and write to John Chiang the editor from Journal of Climate
who handled our submission.

= Page 1 of 2
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If you have any advice or thoughts I'd be happy to hear them.
All the best

Joelle

Dr Joelle Gergis

Climate Research Fellow
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne,
VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
Ph: +61 3 834 49868
Fax: +613 83447761

httQ:{(climgtghi;tom.com.gu
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RE: Can you please comment on the attached ?

RE: Can you please comment on the attached ?

David John Karoly

Sent: 08 June 2012 11:47

To: Joelle Gergis
Attachments:Dear Dr Chiang DK.doc (29 KB)

Letter is fine. Some minor changes and a few corrections in attached file.

Best wishes, David

R e T N P P PP

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w

R N P P PP P P

12/07/12 3:10 PM

to)

From: Joelle Gergis

Sent: 08 June 2012 11:16

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Can you please comment on the attached ?

thanks

Dr Joelle Gergis

Climate Research Fellow
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne,
VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

Ph: +61 3 834 49868

Fax: +61 3 834 47761
http://climatehistory.com.au

https: [ fowa.unimelb.edu.aufowa

[?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)? 2ZAAA%2()IzZAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342069847857_202768720 Page 1 of 1




Dear Dr Chiang

| am the first author of the paper ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an
Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium’ JCLI ??? which was
recently accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

While attempting to release non--publically available records used in our study with NOAA
everthethis weekend, our team discovered an error in our paper.: ‘Evidence-ofunusuatiate

In section 2.2 lines 220-224 of the paper we say:

For predictor selection, both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly detrended
over the 1921-1990 period to avoid inflating the correlation coefficient due to the presence
of the global warming signal present in the observed temperature record. Only records that
were significantly (p<0.05) correlated with the detrended instrumental target over the 1921—
1990 period were selected for analysis.

When we went to rechecked this on Wednesday, we discovered that the records used in the
final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect.

The detrending of proxy records had been done in another paper on Southern Hemisphere
temperature variations that we had been writing simultaneously, so we wrongly assumed
the same thing had been done in the Australasian paper. The two lead authors on the paper
were undergoing challenging personal circumstances at the time so this was not picked up
until now.

Although it was an unfortunate data processing error, it does have implications for the
results of the paper. se-theughWe wish to we-sheuld-alert you to this issue before the paper
goes into final production.

Meanwhile, independently of our team’s detection of this error, prominent climate change
skeptie-blogger Stephen Mclntyre has lecated-identified the issue overnight (I was alerted

through an intimidating email this morning):

http://climateaudit.org/2012/06/06/gergis-significance

So instead of this being a unwanted but unfortunately normal part of science, we are likely
to have an extremely negative online commentary about our work and possibly the journal.
We apologise in advance for any problems caused.

As you know, the paper has already been accepted and is posted on the ‘Eearly online
release’ section of the Journal of Climate website. Until we have a chance to revise the
submission, we suggest that the paper is removed.

Please let us know how you'd like us to proceed, be it through a revised or new submission.

All the best




SI0UINe-03 541 J0 Jeyaq uo 'S1d1a5 9|j20f |
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Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission é

Joelle Gergis
Sent: 08 June 2012 12:35
To: John Chiang [chiang.jcli@ametsocmail.org]; Whittaker, Gwendolyn [gwhittaker@ametsoc.org]; JCLI Chief Editor

[icled@envsci.rutgers.edu
Cc: Raphael Neukol David John Karoly; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant

Importance: High
Attachments:Gergis_Manuscript_and_Supp~1.pdf (5 MB)

Dear Dr Chiang

I am the first author of the paper ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian

temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium’ JCLI-D-11-00649 which was recently accepted for
publication in the Journal of Climate.

While attempting to release non-publicly available records used in our study with NOAA this week, our team
discovered an error in our paper.

In section 2.2 lines 220-224 of the paper we say:

For predictor selection, both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly detrended over the 1921-1990
period to avoid inflating the correlation coefficient due to the presence of the global warming signal present in
the observed temperature record. Only records that were significantly (p<0.05) correlated with the detrended
instrumental target over the 1921-1990 period were selected for analysis.

When we went to recheck this on Tuesday, we discovered that the records used in the final analysis were not
detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect.

The detrending of proxy records had been done in another paper on Southern Hemisphere temperature

variations that we had been writing simultaneously, so we wrongly assumed the same thing had been done in
e st o (R
—this was not picked up until now.

Although it was an unfortunate data processing error, it does have implications for the results of the paper. We
wish to alert you to this issue before the paper goes into final production.

Meanwhile, independently of our team’s detection of this error, prominent climate change blogger Stephen
Mclintyre has identified the issue overnight (I was alerted through an intimidating email this morning):

http://climateaudit.org/2012/06/06/gergis-significance

So instead of this being a unwanted but unfortunately normal part of science, we are likely to have an
extremely negative online commentary about our work and possibly the journal. We apologise in advance for

any problems caused.

As you know, the paper has already been accepted and is posted on the ‘Early online release’ section of the
Journal of Climate website. Until we have a chance to revise the submission, we suggest that the paper is

removed.

htt|:|s:],fowa.unimer.edu.aufawaf?ae:ltem&:=IPM.Note&id-RgMMD...QEDDJZ ZAAA%2(]IZXAAA&a=Print&pspid=_1342069883729_160032137 Page 1 of 3
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12/07/12 3:11 PM

Please let us know how you'’d like us to proceed, be it through a revised or new submission.

All the best

Joelle Gergis, on behalf of the co-authors

Dr Joelle Gergis

Climate Research Fellow
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne,
VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

Ph: +61 3 834 49868

Fax: +613 834 47761
http://climatehistory.com.au

On 1/05/12 1:57 PM, "John Chiang" <chiang.jcli@ametsocmail.org> wrote:

> CC: chiang.jcli@ametsocmail.arg
>

> Re: JCLI-D-11-00649
> Journal of Climate

>

> 1 ¢
> Dear Dr. Gergis,
>

> We are pleased to inform you that your manuscript, "Evidence of unusual late

> 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning
> the last millennium," has been accepted for publication in Journal of Climate.

>

> Congratulations!

>

> Your paper will begin production after AMS has received the appropriate Page

> and Color Charge Form from you or your funding administration. Links to the

> forms are below.

=

> Now that your manuscript has been accepted for publication, the peer-review

> editorial office no longer has control of it. If you need further

> information, please contact AMS Publications Coordinator Gwendolyn Whittaker
> (gwhittaker@ametsoc.org).

>

> Thank you for publishing in Journal of Climate

>

https‘f."OWa.unimelb.edu_au.-‘owaf?ae=Item&t=lPM.Note&id=RgMAAD-..QEDDJZZAAA%ijIzXAAAl&a=Pﬁnt&{JSDid=_1342059333729-150032 137
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> Sincerely,

>

> Dr. John Chiang, editor
> Journal of Climate

>

>

> ¥EREKEEEEEEEEE R KRR R FRREE TR KK

> PRODUCTION INFORMATION

> kbbb bk bk kb kkkkkhkkkkk ik

> Questions about charges should be sent to Christine Keane

> (ckeane@ametsoc.org).

>

> ----If you are paying your charges in full and submitted your paper before 1

> May 2011, use:

> http://www.ametsoc.org/pubs/journals/documents/prelMay11 pgcolorchgform.pdf
>

> ----If you are paying your charges in full and submitted your paper on or

> after 1 May 2011, use:

> http://www.ametsoc.org/pubs/journals/documents/postiMay1l pgcolorchgform.pdf
>

> ---If you received either a partial or a full waiver of charges, use this

> form:

>

> http://www.ametsoc.org/pubs/journals/documents/pre_or_waiver_pgcolorchgform.pd> f
>

> You can check on the production status of your submission at any time by

> logging in at http://amsjamc.edmgr.com/.
>

> Processing times may vary, but generally authors will be contacted by AMS
> Publications staff about two weeks after AMS has received the charge form.
> This email will either confirm that your submission has begun full production
> or give you instructions for providing anything required.

>

> Reprints can be ordered from Sheridan Press using the following link:

> http://eoc.sheridan.com/ametsoc/eoc

>

> If you need further information, please contact:

> Gwendolyn Whittaker, Publications Coordinator, gwhittaker@ametsoc.or,

>

>

hitps:// Owa‘unimelb.edu.au.\'owa,“?ae-ltem&tleM.Nate&idaRgﬂAMD---QEDDJZWUIZM&"“M"‘&F“’M’—1342069383?29'16003213?
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Aus2K contribution to the PAGES 2k consortium paper 3

Joelle Gergis
Sent: 08 June 2012 14:19

To: lucien.vongunten@pages.unibe.ch
Cc: Raphael Neukom ; s-phipps@unsw.edu.au; Andrew Lorrey [Andrew.Lorrey@niwa.co.nz]; David
John Karoly

Attachments:Aus2K_JoC_Manuscript_and_S~1.pdf (5 MB)
Hi Lucien

While attempting to release non-publicly available records used in the Aus2K study on NOAA this week, our
team discovered an error in our Journal of Climate paper.

In section 2.2 lines 220-224 of the attached paper we say:

For predictor selection, both proxy climate and instrumental data were lin early detrended over the 1921-1990
period to avoid inflating the correlation coefficient due to the presence of the global warming signal present in
the observed temperature record. Only records that were significantly (p<0.05) correlated with the detrended

instrumental target over the 1921-1990 period were selected for analysis.

When we went to recheck this on Tuesday, we discovered that the records used in the final analysis were not
detrended during the proxy selection process, making this statement incorrect.

The detrending of proxy records had been done in another paper on Southern Hemisphere temperature

variations that we had been writing simultaneously, so we wrongly assumed the same thing had been done in
the Australasian paper-h

this was not picked up until now. Everybody makes mistakes.
Although it was an unfortunate data processing error, it does have implications for the results of the paper. We
have alerted the editors at Journal of Climate to put the paper on hold while we run a range of analyses which

may form part of a revised submission.

In terms of the consortium paper, please run with the current version of the Aus2K temperature
reconstruction but please note that it may change in coming weeks.

I will be spending three weeks in Switzerland fro 15 July-7 July so will try to have the revised reconstruction
available at the end of this period.

Another thing you should be aware of is that our group has come under intense scrutiny from the climate
change sceptic blogger Stephen Mcintyre (Climate Audit) since the release of our paper online:

http://climateaudit.org

Since we mentioned that our 27-record temperature network was drawn from a broader pool of 62 proxy
records, they have accused us of ‘cherry picking’ our results to ‘manufacture a hockey stick’.

They are now demanded that the full network of records be made available. Over the past week | have been
busy contacting authors of non publically available records that were not used in the final temperature
reconstruction to attempt to release their data. Everyone managed to agree on just the C20th portions used for

https:/ fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2 zAAAK2(|IZWAAA&a =Print&pspid=_1342069917598_205990174 Page 1 of 4
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calibration be released, but some still no not want to make their full records available.

12/07/12 3:12 PM

This issue has implications for other 2K groups: ANY mention of proxy ‘screening’ or selection criteria is likely
to be heavily criticised. Although we attempted to be transparent about our methodology, this has backfired

and caused a lot of troubie;_. j"r

I just thought you should be aware that it may not be enough that only the records used in the final analysis are
already available. It is possible that every record from every region (those rejected from the analysis and those

used in final reconstructions) will need to be made available once the consortium paper is published.

Sorry to be the bearer of bad news but | hope our group’s negative experience will somehow help benefit the

broader group.
All the best

Joelle

Dr Joelle Gergis

Climate Research Fellow
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne,

VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

Ph: +61 3 834 49868

Fax: +61 3 834 47761
http://climatehistory.com.au

On 7/06/12 7:44 PM, "lucien.vongunten@pages.unibe.ch" <lucien.vongunten@pages.unibe.ch> wrote:

> Dear PAGES 2k Network Leaders and Data Managers:

>

> The redaction team for the PAGES 2k Consortium has prepared a manuscript draft
> for the 2k consortium paper building on the concept sent to you previously and

> on the comments received from the regional groups. Note that this is a first

> draft and nothing in the manuscript is final yet. The writing team is looking

> forward to receive your comments, suggestions and revisions by June 18th (sent
> to Lucien).

> The regional groups may comment on every aspect of the manuscript. The support
> of the regional group is especially needed to help focus the text in terms of

> decadal variability within their region - for the 20th century and prior.

>

> Attached is also a first draft/concept for the Data and Methods description to

https-_,',fowa.unimelb.edu.aufowa,-‘?ae=Item&t——-IS’M.Noze&id:RgAAAAD...QEDDJ2zAM%ZfJIzWAAAI&a=PrEm&pspId=_l 342069917598_205990174
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> be added in the Supplementary Online Material (SOM) section. We think that
> this section should be written with great care as parts of the reconstructions
> have not been published before. The success of the manuscript might hinge on
> the strength of the SOM.

>

> Also attached is the Excel file " Fig2.xlsx". This contains the data for all

> of the reconstructions on the original time scale and the uncertainties.

> Please make sure that the values that were plotted are correct! Also feel free
> to explore the data and test new approaches.

>

> Presently we have received final reconstructions from every region, except

> from Europe and Asia. In both cases the regional groups have produced time
> series, but there are still some open questions before the series can be

> finalized. We hope that this should be the case in the coming days.

>

> Timeline:

> - Reviews first draft back to PAGES IPO June 18th

> - Second draft sent to all consortium members June 29th

> - Reviews second draft back to PAGES PO July 6th

> - Final version sent for agreement to all consortium members July 13th

> - Approval final version back to PAGES IPO fuly 17th

> - Submission of the paper by PAGES IPO Before July 31st

>

>

> Please forward this email to your group members (the group leaders who have
> not updated their member list are kindly asked to do so asap).

> If you have any suggestions or questions, please let us know.
>

> With best wishes,

> Lucien, on behalf of the PAGES 2k Redaction Team

>

>

>

>

>

> t*t*******t******#**t**##t*********#*t*****#******#****ttt************
> Dr. Lucien von Gunten

> Science Officer

> PAGES (Past Global Changes) International Project Office
> Zaehringerstrasse 25

> 3012 Bern

> Switzerland

>

> Phone: +41 31 631 5609

> Fax: +41 31 631 5606

> Email: lucien.vongunten@pages.unibe.ch

> <mailto:lucien.vongunten@pages.unibe.ch>

>

https-_,','owa.unimelh.edu.au.-‘owa,'?ae=ltem&t=lPM.Nate&id-—-RgAAAAD.,.QEDDJ2zAAA%2ijzWAAN&a=Print&pspid=_1 342069917598_205990174
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> website: www.pages-ighp.org <http://www.pages-igbp.org/>
>

vV V.V Vv Vv
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Abstract

This study presents the first multi-proxy warm season (September—February) temperature
reconstruction for the combined land and oceanic region of Australasia (0°S-50°S, 110°E-180°E).
We perform a 3000-member ensemble Principal Component Reconstruction (PCR) using 27
temperature proxies from the region. The proxy network explained 69% of the inter-annual variance
in the HadCRUT3v SONDIJF spatial mean temperature over the 1921—1990 calibration period.
Applying eight stringent reconstruction ‘reliability’ metrics identified post A.D. 1430 as the highest
quality section of the reconstruction, but also revealed a skilful reconstruction is possible over the
full A.D. 1000-2001 period.

The average reconstructed temperature anomaly in Australasia during A.D. 1238-1267, the
warmest 30-year pre-instrumental period, is 0.09°C (+0.19°C) below 1961-1990 levels. Following
peak pre-industrial warmth, a cooling trend culminates in a temperature anomaly of 0.44°C
(+0.18°C) below 1961-1990 levels between A.D. 1830-1859. A preliminary assessment of the
roles of solar, volcanic, and anthropogenic forcings and natural ocean—atmosphere variability is
performed using CSIRO Mk3L model simulations and independent palaeoclimate records. Solar
and volcanic forcing does not have a marked influence on reconstructed Australasian temperature
variations, which appear to be masked by internal variability.

In 94.5% of the 3000-member reconstruction ensemble, there are no other warm periods in the
past 1,000 years that match or exceed post-1950 warming observed in Australasia. The unusual
20th century warming cannot be explained by natural variability alone, suggesting a strong

influence of anthropogenic forcing in the Australasian region.

Keywords: temperature, Australasia, palacoclimate reconstruction, last millennium, climate

forcing, climate variability, climate change.
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1. Introduction

Palaeoclimate records are fundamental in evaluating the long term context of recent regional and
global climate variability. Extending our baseline of pre-industrial climate variations from climate
proxies allows natural or internal variations to be isolated from anthropogenically forced changes
using detection and attribution studies (Hegerl et al., 201 1). Uncertainties in future climate change
projections depend not only on future emissions of greenhouse gases, but also on the ability of
climate models to skilfully simulate past climate variability. Reconstructions of regional-scale
temperature provide an extended basis for evaluating the accuracy of climate models in simulating
past regional climate variability and an opportunity to reduce uncertainties associated with future
climate variability and change (Hegerl et al., 2006; Hegerl et al., 2011).

In this study we consider the land and ocean region of Australasia, an area of Oceania
comprising Australia, New Zealand and neighbouring islands in the Indian, Southern and Pacific
Oceans bounded by 110°E~180°E and 0°S-50°S. Multi-decadal warming has been observed across
much of Australasia as far back as the beginning of the 20th century. Since 1910 (the period of
extensive high-quality observational records), Australia, the largest continental mass in Australasia,
has experienced an annual mean land surface temperature increase of 0.9°C with approximately
0.7°C of the warming observed since 1960 (Della-Marta ef al., 2004; Keenan and Cleugh, 2011).
2001-2010 was the warmest decade recorded in both Australian land and sea surface temperature
(SST) observations (Keenan and Cleugh, 2011). Increases in mean minimum and maximum
temperatures have also been observed from stations on the north and south islands of New Zealand
over the period 1961-2005 (Chambers and Griffiths, 2008). Recent work has found that the late
20th century and early 21% century (1980-2009) warming of Australian waters was 0.57°C higher
than the early 20th century SSTs (1910-1939), with greatest increases reported off the south-eastern

and south-western Australian coasts (Lough and Hobday, 2011).

Given the large warming trend observed in Australasian temperature records since the late 20th

century, it is important to understand how regional climate in the region has fluctuated in pre-
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industrial times — centuries before meteorological observations become available — and test how
these palacoclimate estimates can be used to evaluate climate model projections in this region.
Current model projections suggest that Australian temperatures may rise between 0.7°C—1.2°C
above 1990 levels by 2030, with a best estimate of 1°C (CSIRO, 2007). Increases of 1-5°C by 2070
are projected over various regions of Australia dependent on global greenhouse gas mitigation
policies, with a best estimate of 1.8-3.4°C (CSIRO, 2007). Robust, well-verified palacoclimate
reconstructions can help evaluate global climate models relied upon by natural resource managers
to plan for future climate change in the Australasian region by providing better estimates of decadal
scale climate variations.

Reconstructions of past climate variability from Australasia are not only regionally important but
contain core dynamical regions of several major atmospheric and oceanic circulation features that
have a hemispheric or near-global influence e.g. El Nifio-Southern Oscillation (ENSO), Inter-
decadal Pacific Oscillation (IPO), Southern Annular Mode (SAM), Australian Monsoon, Indian
Ocean Dipole, and the mid-latitude westerlies. Reconstructing past variations in the Australasian
region therefore allows us to estimate the variability in these major climate modes associated with
both natural and anthropogenic forcings. Ultimately this will allow us to better predict the evolution

of these circulation features and their regional climatic impacts.

Northern Hemisphere multi-proxy temperature reconstructions show that recent warmth appears
anomalous for at least the past 1,300 years (Jansen ef al., 2007; Mann et al., 2008). The multi-proxy
temperature reconstructions that are currently available for Southern Hemisphere (Jones et al.,
1998; Huang et al., 2000; Mann and Jones, 2003; Mann et al., 2008) are considerably more
uncertain due to the limited availability of long proxy records and hitherto lack of consolidation of
available records from the region (Neukom and Gergis, 2011). Huang ef al.’s (2000) centennially-
resolved borehole estimates from Australia, South America and Africa indicate that the magnitude

of land surface warming over the past 500 years is estimated to be less in the Southern Hemisphere

locations (0.8°C) than the Northern Hemisphere (1.1°C).
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Despite advances in estimating hemispheric and global mean temperature trends over the last
2,000 years (Wahl et al., 2010), there are still considerable uncertainties in understanding regional
responses to large-scale temperature changes from global radiative forcing (D'Arrigo et al., 2009;
Mann et al., 2009). Little is known about the magnitude and timing of temperature fluctuations in
Southern Hemisphere regions during the so-called “Medieval Climate Anomaly’ (MCA) warm
(A.D. 900-1250) or ‘Little Ice Age’ (LIA) cool (A.D.1400-1700) intervals described from
Northern Hemisphere climate reconstructions (Hughes and Diaz, 1994; D'Arrigo et al., 2009; Mann

et al., 2009; Diaz et al., 2011; Graham et al., 201 1).

The IPCC AR4 section on climate of the last 2,000 years in the Australasian region (Jansen et
al., 2007) focused on two annually-resolved tree ring-based land temperature reconstructions from
Australia and New Zealand, and a composite of 57 centennially-resolved borehole sites throughout
Australia (Cook et al., 2000; Cook et al., 2002a; Pollack et al., 2006). Silver Pine tree ring widths
from New Zealand suggest that 20th century warm season temperatures have been unusual, but not
unprecedented in the context of the past millennium in this sub region of Australasia (D'Arrigo et
al., 1998; Cook et al., 2002a; Cook et al., 2002b; Cook et al., 2006). For instance, two periods of
above average warmth are recorded in the western South Island Silver Pine record in the medieval
period around A.D.1137-1177 and 1210-1260. This represents temperatures 0.3-0.5°C higher than
the 1894-1998 average calibrated from the single station record of Hokitika (Cook et al., 2002b),
but is within the 0.4-0.7°C range of abrupt instrumental warming observed in the
anthropogenically-influenced period in the west coast of the South Island of New Zealand since
1950 (Hennessy et al., 2007).

In contrast, the Huon Pine tree ring reconstructed temperature record from western Tasmania in
Australia shows more pronounced regional warming associated with warming of Indian and
Southern Ocean sea surface temperatures from around 1965 until the end of the record in 2001
(Cook et al., 2000; Cook et al., 2006). Over the past 2,000 years the temperature reconstruction

suggests that late 20th century temperatures were only exceeded by ~0.28°C for three short periods,
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around 455 BC, 380 BC and AD 10 (Cook et al., 2006). They conclude that latc. 20th century
warming is unprecedented over the past 2,000 years in Tasmania and highly anomalous when
viewed in the context of the past 3,602 years (Cook et al., 2006).

The unusual nature of recent warmth is also suggested by a composite borehole temperature
reconstruction for Australia which shows a temperature increase of approximately 0.5°C over the
past 500 years, with 80% of the warming occurring during the 19th and 20th centuries (Pollack et
al., 2006). The record indicates that the 17th century was the coolest interval of the five-century
reconstruction. Because most of the Australian boreholes were logged prior to 1976, the observed
subsurface temperatures do not include the pronounced warming recorded over the last two decades
of the 20th century, but currently provide the only baseline of pre-industrial temperature conditions
experienced over the large-scale continental region of Australia (Pollack ef al., 2006; Jansen et al.,

2007).

In recent years, attention has expanded to quantifying regional temperature variations in
palacoclimate reconstructions in response to the radiative forcing associated with natural solar and
volcanic variations, and increases in anthropogenic greenhouse gases concentrations (Mann et al.,
2005; Hegerl ef al,, 2007b). In particular, there has been a focus on improving climate
reconstructions of the last 2000 years as it is a period that contains marked temperature variations in
many parts of the globe like the MCA, LIA and late 20th century warming (Jones and Mann, 2004;
Jones et al.,, 2009), and is the period when the majority of the Earth’s precisely dated, high-

resolution palaeoclimate records are available for direct calibration with instrumental records.

In response to the lack of continental-scale climate reconstructions in the IPCC ARA4, in 2009 the
International Geosphere-Biosphere Programme’s (IGBP) Past Global Changes (PAGES) initiative
developed the Regional 2k Network, a set of working groups to collect and process the best
available proxy data to develop climate reconstructions in eight regions of the world
(http://www.pages-igbp.org/workinggroups/2k-network; Newman et al., 2009). The Australasia

(Aus2k) working group is examining the Indo-Pacific region consisting of the landmasses of
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Australia, New Zealand, the Indonesian archipelago and the neighbouring islands of the Pacific

Ocean.

This paper is the Aus2k working group’s regional consolidation of temperature proxies to
provide a ‘best estimate’ of Australasian temperature variations over the past 1000 years. We
present the development of the region’s first multi-proxy combined land and ocean mean
temperature reconstruction for the austral spring-summer (SONDJF) warm season. We assess
multi-decadal temperature variations present in the reconstruction, and then identify extreme cool
and warm periods to assess the long-term context of the anomalous late 20th century warming seen
in observational records. Finally, we compare our results with 1000-year forced and unforced
CSIRO MK3L climate model simulations. This provides a preliminary investigation of the
importance of natural forcing, anthropogenic forcing and internal climate variability for
Australasian temperature fluctuations over the past millennium and demonstrates the value of such

reconstructions for detection and attribution studies.

2. Data and methods
2.1. Instrumental calibration data

In this study, Australasia is defined as the land and ocean areas of the Indo—Pacific and Southern
Oceans bounded by 110°E-180°E, 0°-50°S. Our instrumental target was calculated as the
September—February (SONDIJF) spatial mean of the HadCRUT3v 5° x 5° monthly combined land
and ocean temperature grid (Brohan et al., 2006; Rayner et al., 2006) for the Australasian domain
over the 1900-2009 period. The SONDJF seasonal window correlates highly with the MAMJIJA
season (r=0.87) and the annual mean (r=0.93) on inter-annual timescales over the 1900-2010
period. Since the HadCRUT3v grid contains significant amounts of missing data in the pre-1900
period across the region, the 1850-1899 section was excluded from our analysis (Jones ef al., 1999;

Brohan et al., 2006).

To assess the large-scale coherence of land and ocean temperatures over the broad Australasian

region, we performed a correlation analysis to identify all HadCRUT3v grid cells displaying a

Page 7 of 74




187

188

189

190

191

192

193

194

195

196
197

198
199
200
201
202
203
204

205

206

207

208

209

210

211

significant positive correlation with the predictand over the 1900-1990 period (Figure S1). This
analysis revealed a high degree of spatial coherence of warm season temperatures over the
Australasian region with the exception of areas in Western Australia containing missing values,
parts of south east Asia influenced by local monsoon variability, the data sparse region of the
Southern Ocean, and the mountainous area of eastern Australia. Overall, 73% of grid cells (100 out
of 137) were significantly positively correlated (p<0.05) with the Australasian spatial mean (Figure
S1). This result is not surprising as the flat, arid continent of Australia and its surrounding ocean
dominates the majority of Australasian, confirming that reconstructing a spatial mean of coherent

temperature over the region is an acceptable approach for the region.

2.2. Temperature predictor network

Our temperature proxy network was drawn from a broader Australasian domain (90°E~140°W,
10°N-80°S) containing 62 monthly-annually resolved climate proxies from approximately 50 sites
(see details provided in Neukom and Gergis, 2011). This proxy network showed optimal response
to Australasian temperatures over the SONDJF period, and contains the austral tree ring growing
scason during the spring-summer months. All tree ring chronologies were developed based on raw
measurements using the signal-free detrending method (Melvin et al., 2007; Melvin and Briffa,
2008). All years where less than five tree ring series were available or Expressed Population Signal
(EPS; Briffa and Jones, 1990) values were below 0.85 were excluded from the analysis.

The only exceptions to this signal-free tree ring detrending method was the New Zealand Silver
Pine tree ring composite (Oroko Swamp and Ahaura), which contains logging disturbance after
1957 (D'Arrigo et al., 1998; Cook et al., 2002a; Cook et al., 2006) and the Mount Read Huon Pine
chronology from Tasmania which is a complex assemblage of material derived from living trees
and sub-fossil material. For consistency with published results, we use the final temperature
reconstructions provided by the original authors that includes disturbance-corrected data for the

Silver Pine record and Regional Curve Standardisation for the complex age structure of the wood
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used to develop the Mount Read temperature reconstruction (E. Cook, personal communication,
Cook et al., 2006). -

Although the Mount Read record from Tasmania extends as long as 3602 years, in this study we
only examine data spanning the last 1000 years which contains the better replicated sections of the
Silver Pine chronology from New Zealand (Cook et al., 2002b; Cook et al., 2006) and is the key
period for which model simulations have been run for comparison with palaeoclimate

reconstructions (e.g. Schmidt ez al., 2012).

All coral records with monthly, bimonthly or seasonal resolution were averaged over the
SONDIJF period to align with the warm season reconstruction window. For predictor selection, both
proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly detrended over the 1921-1990 period to avoid
inflating the correlation coefficient due to the presence of the global warming signal present in the
observed temperature record. Only records that were significantly (p<0.05) correlated with the
detrended instrumental target over the 1921-1990 period were selected for analysis. This process
identified 27 temperature-sensitive predictors for the SONDJF warm season (F igure 1 and Table 1)
henceforth referred to as R27. Missing values in the predictor matrix during the calibration period
(0.4%) were infilled using principal component regression (Scherrer and Appenzeller, 2006:

Neukom et al., 2011).

2.3. Ensemble reconstruction method and verification

We performed an ensemble ordinary least squares regression Principal Component
Reconstruction (PCR) analysis (Neukom et al., 2010; Gallant and Gergis, 2011; Gergis et al., 2012)
using the 1921-1990 period for calibration and verification. Further description of the PCR method
is provided by Luterbacher et al. (2002), and details of the extension of the ensemble approach are
described below. To assess reconstruction uncertainty associated with proxy selection and
calibration, a 3000-member ensemble of reconstructions was calculated creating varying

reconstruction setting for each realisation by randomly:
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* Removing five predictors from the full predictor matrix. In the early part of the

reconstruction (1000-1456) where five or fewer proxies are available, the number of

predictors used for each ensemble member varies between one and five. The effect of

varying the number of proxies to be removed is illustrated in Figures S2.4 and S2.5.

* Varying the percentage of total variance of the predictor matrix explained by the retained

PCs between 60% and 90% by varying the number of PCs used.

* Selecting a calibration period of 35-50 (non successive) years between 1921-1990 and

using the remaining 20-35 years for verification.

* Scaling the weight of each proxy record in the PC analysis with a factor of 0.67 to 1.5. The

effect of varying the weighting factor is illustrated in Figures $2.6 and S2.7.

To avoid variance biases due to the decreasing number of predictors back in time, the
reconstructions of each model were scaled to the variance of the instrumental target over the 1921—
1990 period. The mean of the 3,000-member ensemble was considered our ‘best estimate’
temperature reconstruction. To assess low frequency changes in Australasian temperatures, the
ensemble mean was smoothed using a 30-year loess filter (Figure 3), which effectively removes
variations with periods shorter than 15 years. To assess the influence of the loss of climate proxies
back in time we also compare results from the R27 (all prbxies), R21 (pre-1801 proxies), R14 (pre-

1701 proxies) and R4 (pre-1458 proxies) networks (see supplementary section S2).

The ensemble PCR method allows us to quantify not only the traditional regression residual-
based uncertainties referred to as “calibration error’ (e.g. Cook and Kairiukstis, 1990), but also the
spread of the ensemble members generated from the random selection of the reconstruction

parameters, described as the ‘ensemble error’. The reconstruction confidence interval was defined
as the combined calibration and ensemble standard error (SE), calculated as SE =,[a2_+ ok,

with o, denoting the standard deviation of the regression residuals and o, the standard deviation
of the ensemble members. Uncertainties of the filtered curves were calculated the same way using

the residuals of the filtered data and standard deviation between the filtered ensemble members.
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In addition to the 3,000 verification tests incorporated into the 1921-1990 overlap period
calculations, the ensemble mean was also further independently verified using withheld, early

19011920 data (‘carlly verification’). Reconstruction ‘reliability” was assessed using a set of eight
skill and robustness metrics for each year back in time (Table S6). Skill measures included the
calculation of mean Reduction of Error (RE), Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) and comparison
with reconstructions developed using random noise proxies. ‘Skilful’ years were identified when
the ensemble median RE (RMSE of the ensemble mean) was larger (smaller) than the
corresponding values of a reconstruction using ARI noise predictors. If our predictor network
performed better than pure noise proxies, we assumed that our reconstruction is not simply a result
of “overfitting’ noise in the calibration period (McShane and Wyner, 2011). Reconstruction
‘robustness’ was assessed on inter-annual and decadal timescales by investigating changes in the
ensemble mean in response to changes in the predictor network or reconstruction ensemble
parameters. Years where the 30-year filtered ensemble mean and the running inter-annual variance
of the reconstruction did not change significantly with changes in the proxy network or ensemble,

were considered robust.

We assessed three different kinds of changes in the proxy network or ensemble: (1) using all
ensemble members vs. using only the ensemble members where a given proxy was excluded from
the predictor set (and repeating this for all proxies); (ii) using all proxies vs. using only the proxies
that are available at a given year (and repeating this for all years with different proxy availability);
and (iii) using all ensemble members vs. using only the ensemble members with positive RE in
cach year. Applying these three tests on inter-annual as well as decadal timescales yields six
robustness criteria.

Next, we undertook instrumental verification analyses to test whether we could reasonably
reconstruct mean temperature from the whole Australasian field using instrumental data only from
grid cells within the R27 proxy network. This was done by applying the above reconstruction

method to instrumental data taken from the HadCRUT3v grid at locations closest to the 27 proxy
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locations over the 1921 to 2000 period. Large amounts of missing data in theHadCRUT3v gnd in
the early 20th century meant that only grids with less than 33.3% of data missing were used. For

further validation, the same analysis was also run using instrumental temperatures from the closest
Global Historical Climatology Network (GHCN) stations (Peterson and Vose, 1997) for land
temperature proxies and the HadISST data (Rayner et al., 2003) for ocean temperature proxies.
Note that considerable amounts of missing data from a number of stations in our domain restricted

the GHCN analysis to the 19531992 period.

As a final ‘pseudo instrumental’ verification exercise, ten different variants of the HadCRUT3v
grid points were ‘degraded’ by including white noise so that the relationship (as measured by the
Pearson correlation) between the degraded grid cell and the original grid cell was the same as that
between the original grid cell and the proxy record. Since each proxy displays a different
correlation coefficient with its corresponding observation, the amount of white noise added was

correspondingly different at each location.

2.4. Climate model simulations

To assess the role of climate forcing on our ‘best estimate’ warm season Australasian
temperature reconstruction over the past millennium, we compared our temperature reconstruction
results to a three-member ensemble of the CSIRO MK3L climate system model version 1.2, a fully
coupled global atmosphere—ocean general circulation model (Phipps et al., 2011; Phipps et al.,
2012). The model incorporates a 5.6 x 3.2 degree atmosphere with 18 vertical levels, a 2.8 x 1.6
degree ocean with 21 vertical levels, dynamic-thermodynamic sea ice and static vegetation and soil
types (Phipps et al., 2011). Three transient simulations are considered here which incorporate the
effects of changes in orbital forcing, greenhouse gases (MacFarling—-Meure e al., 2006), solar
irradiance (Steinhilber es al., 2009) and volcanic aerosols (Gao et al., 2008) over the last
millennium (Phipps er al., 2012). We also considered CSIRO Mk 3L 1000-year sections of a
10,000-year control run simulation to assess the relative roles of forced and unforced climate

variations in driving changes in Australasian temperature changes over the past 1000 years.
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Although there are a number of model simulations that are currently available, in this study we
require the following two criterion be satisfied: i) availability of millennial length control
simulations to adequately characterise internal or unforced climate variability and ii) a multi-
member ensemble of 1000-year simulations forced with solar, volcanic and anthropogenic
greenhouse gases to distinguish between unforced and forced climate variability. Currently there are
very few Coupled Model Intercomparison Project (CMIPS) and Palaeoclimate Model Inter-
comparison Project (PMIP3) climate models that have ensembles of simulations for the last
millennium or extend past 1850 with a full suite of forcings. As such, we restrict our preliminary
comparison of variations in 3000-member Australasian temperature reconstruction ensemble to the
CSIRO Mk 3L model that has an ensemble of three simulations with the same forcings over the full
period of our temperature reconstruction ensemble (A.D 1000-2001). This allows us to better
estimate decadal variability due to internal noise from forced responses seen in the ensemble mean
of the model simulations. For a more extensive comparison of the Australasian temperature

reconstruction with climate model simulations, the reader is referred to Phipps et al. (2012).

3. Results and discussion

3.1. Reconstruction calibration, verification and quality assessment

The R27 network clearly captures observed inter-annual temperature variations in the
HadCRUT3v Australasian spatial mean (Figure 2, see also section S7). The full R27 network
ensemble mean was significantly correlated (r= 0.83) with the instrumental target over the 1921—
1990 period; explaining 69% of inter-annual variance in the calibration/verification interval. The
reconstruction and instrumental series were then linearly detrended to remove biases associated
with the 20th century warming trend. This returned a correlation coefficient of r= 0.67 over the
1921-1990 period (46% of explained inter-annual variance), indicating considerable skill in

reproducing inter-annual temperature variations, and the marked influence of global warming in

Australasia over recent decades.
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The advantage of using an ensemble PCR reconstruction method is shown in Figﬁfc 3. Since the
reconstruction parameters are varied for each ensemble member, more extensive estimates of
reconstruction uncertainty are possible than results based on a single early/late
calibration/verification techniques used routinely in palacoclimatology (for further discussion see
Gallant and Gergis, 2011; Gergis ef al., 2012). The ensemble mean is considered our ‘best estimate’
reconstruction (Figure 4) and the solid line indicates years when each of the eight reliability metrics
were satisfied, providing a stringent measure of the most ‘robust’ sections of the reconstruction.

Since the motivation for using the ensemble approach is to perturb the reconstruction parameters
to generate extreme uncertainty cases, the ensemble mean reconstruction (Figure 4) is likely to be
conservative in comparison with previous reconstructions that tend to provide more limited
uncertainty estimation based on single period calibration/verification techniques. As such the thin
line represents periods of reduced reliability, but in fact yields a minimum of five out of eight
fulfilled reliability criteria. As seen in the lower panel of Figure 3 and Table S2.1, the entire
reconstruction back to AD 1000 has consistently positive median verification RE and early
verification RE values, so would traditionally be considered a statistically ‘skilful’ reconstruction
(Cook and Kairiukstis, 1990). We conclude that the reconstruction prior to 1430 is skilful but less
certain than the sections denoted by the solid line covering periods when more records are
available.

The differences between the full R27 proxy network and R21, R14 and R4 subsets are provided
in section S2. Note that in the first half of the millennium, uncertainty estimates in the ensemble
spread decline when the number of proxies drops below around five records (leaving fewer proxies
to include and exclude from the reconstruction), reducing the variability between the ensemble
members. This may explain, for example, the comparable uncertainty bands seen around
A.D.1100/1500, suggesting more coherence/discrepancies in the reconstruction made up of

fewer/more records during these times.
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The instrumental verification analyses confirmed that is it possible to reconstruct the September—
February (SONDIJF) spatial mean of the HadCRUT3v Australasian combined land and ocean
temperatures using instrumental data derived from observational data closest to the 27
palacoclimate records listed in Table 1. The correlation of the SONDJF temperature reconstruction
based on these 27 HadCRUT3v grid cells and the full HadCRUT3v predictand was highly
significant (r=0.88) over the calibration interval (Figure S3.1), and remained strong even after linear
detrending (r=0.75). A mean verification RE of 0.58 was obtained over the 1921-2000 period.
Given the data quality issues noted above, it is unsurprising that the reconstruction results are
somewhat weaker using the 27 nearest GHCN stations (r=0.73) over the 1953-1992 period (r=0.67
detrended). Once again, a positive mean verification RE of 0.09 was found over the full
reconstruction interval (with a positive bias observed in the full histogram of REs provided in
Figure §3.2), suggesting that a skilful reconstruction of the HadCRUT3v Australasian SONDJF

spatial mean is indeed possible using the R27 network.

A final test of the ability of the reconstruction method to extract a real climate ‘signal’ from
noisy proxy data was performed using ten white noise degraded HadCRUT3v instrumental data sets
(previously described as ‘pseudo instrumental’ proxies in Section 2.3). An ensemble of
reconstructions was generated from each set of pseudo instrumental proxies and the resulting mean
reconstruction (Figure S3.3) indicates that skilful reconstructions are possible using these noise
degraded data sets. The correlations between the mean reconstructions from the ten sets of pseudo
instrumental proxies and the instrumental predictand were statistically significant, ranging from
0.55 to 0.75. The degraded instrumental verification RE values vary and range between -0.26 and
0.09 (Figure S3.3). The results provide evidence that our method can successfully extract an

underlying common temperature signal even when it is compounded by extraneous noise.

3.2.  Australasian SONDJF temperature variations AD 1000-2001

Having verified the skill of the inter-annual Australasian SONDJF temperature reconstruction,

we now examine the full R27 3000-member ensemble to identify decadal scale temperature
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variations over the past millennium. The results presented here concenﬁate b-xl-i)criods with large
anomalies. Any comparisons between the magnitudes of these anomalies must be internally
consistent for each reconstruction to preserve their internal and systematic variability. So, the
variations in member-n are compared only to member-n and these differences are then compared
across the entire ensemble. While systematic errors may influence the reconstructed temperature
variations within a single member these errors cancel across the ensemble, evidenced by the normal

distribution of errors surrounding the mean reconstruction (not shown).

Note that while this discussion focuses on the full R27 network, results for different proxy
networks are also presented in Tables 2 and Figures S2.1-S2.3 for comparison. A prominent feature
of the reconstruction is the warming beginning around 1900, with the most rapid increase from
1950 (Figure 4). For the R27 ensemble mean, the hottest decade, 30-year and 50-year period occur
after 1950. This holds true for 86.2%, 98.3% and 94.5% of individual ensemble members,
respectively (see Table S3.1 and Figure S3.4). For the mean reconstruction, the three warmest non-
overlapping decades occur consecutively from 1970-1979, 1980-1989 and 1990-1999. It is worth
noting' that the 2000-2009 decade not covered by the palaeoclimate reconstruction is the warmest
recorded in the observational temperature data. Outside of the late 20th century, the next warmest
decades in our temperature reconstruction occur during the 1240s and 1330s (Table 2).

There is a warm peak in the mean reconstruction during the 1330s, followed by a cooling trend
culminating in the cold interval centred on the 1520s (Figure 4). A relative recovery from cool
conditions occurs by the 1580s, before cooling again from 1650-1680. Following brief warm
periods centred on 1710 and 1800, a rapid decline in temperature occurs from 1810 until 1860 — the
coldest interval in the 1002-year reconstruction. Temperature anomalies during the temperature
minimum in 1830-1859 were 0.44°C (+0.18°C) below the 19611990 average. Warming starts
from the 1860s onward, when a pronounced temperature increase coincides with a rapid rise in

anthropogenic greenhouse gas concentrations (see Figure S4.2). The increase in temperature is
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interrupted by cool intervals ~1900-1910 and again around 1930, before monotonic warming on
decadal and longer timescales continues from 1950 to present.

The R27 ensemble mean shows no other warm periods in the past millennium that match or
exceed the post-1950 warming observed in the Australasian region. Periods of monotonic warming
were determined for individual ensemble members. The longest period of warming across
consecutive decades was calculated for each reconstruction. For 92.4% of members, this occurred
during the 20th century and for these members almost always included the period from 1950-1999.
This conclusion is robust against the proxy network chosen suggesting that highly anomalous late
20th century warming in the region is a robust feature of the reconstruction (Table 2).

3.3. Comparison with solar forcing

The five key solar grand minima based on solar observations over the past millennium are the
Oort (1040-1080), Wolf (1280-1350), Spérer (1460—1550), Maunder (1645-1715), and Dalton
(1790-1820) low solar periods (Steinhilber and Beer, 201 1) (Figure 5). All of these episodes
correspond to notable declines in reconstructed temperatures around the 1060s, 1280s, 1320s,
1520s, 1650s, 1680s and 1810s. The Wolf and Sporer intervals, however, also contain periods of
relative warmth so do not appear to be exclusively associated with persistent cool temperatures.

Aside from the 1830s (a period coincident with marked internal variations described below),
many of the coolest intervals recorded in our reconstruction coincide with solar minima. Average
30-year filtered temperature anomalies during the solar minima are significantly lower than outside
the solar minima in the pre-industrial period (A.D. 1000-1850) in 74% of the ensemble members
(Figure S8.1). The magnitude of the temperature anomalies observed within and outside of solar
minima, however, are relatively minor with an average of 0.03°C (£0.05°C) compared to the 30-
year filtered temperature standard deviation A.D. 1000—1850 (0.1140.03°C). These results suggest

the subdued role of solar forcing on regional temperature variations over the past millennium.

The so-called ‘Little Ice Age’ (LIA) described from the Northern Hemisphere is thought to
extend from approximately A.D. 1400-1700, but possibly ending as late as 1850 (Mann et al.,

Page 17 of 74




442

443

445

446
447
448
449
450
451
452
453
454
455
456
457
458
459

460

461
462

463
464
465
466

467

2009; Graham et al., 2011). From the reconstruction presented here, the LIA appears to have a
signature in Australasian temperatures from ~A.D. 1500-1840. The coolest 30-year average
temperature anomaly reconstructed between 18301859 was 0.44°C (40.18) below the 1961-1990

average.

Between the Oort and Wolf minima, a period of high solar activity from A.D. 1090-1270,
coincides with the ‘Medieval Climate Anomaly’ (MCA), a prolonged warm period identified in
many regions of the Northern Hemisphere spanning A.D. 9001250 (Lamb, 1965; Hughes and
Diaz, 1994; Mann et al., 2009; Diaz et al., 2011; Graham et al.,, 2011). In our Australasian
temperature reconstruction, peak medieval warmth is observed around A.D. 1240-1360 (Figure 5).
This is somewhat later than described from Northern Hemisphere regions and overlaps with part of
the Wolf solar minimum. The average temperature anomaly in the Australian region calculated over
the warmest pre-industrial 30-year average A.D. 1238-1267 period is 0.09°C (£0.19°C) below the
19611990 climatology.

In general, although many cool events in our reconstruction overlap with solar minima and vice
versa, there are also periods where solar forcing does not match Australasian temperature
fluctuations, indicating that no consistent decadal-scale response to solar variability in the region
during the last millennium. This is reflected in the low correlations of our reconstruction with solar
forcing (Steinhilber et al., 2009): 200-year running correlations are significant for more than 50%

(25%) of the ensemble members during only 6% (12%) of our reconstruction period (Figure S8.2).

3.4. Comparison with volcanic forcing

The last 1000 years contain a number of volcanic eruptions that correspond to declines in
reconstructed Australasian warm season temperatures (Figure 5). During the LIA, several strong
volcanic eruptions occurred during solar grand minima, enhancing (regional) cooling. The best
examples of this are found in the early 19th century, a period of enhanced tropical volcanism, which
includes the Tambora eruption of 1815 and the Dalton solar minimum (Robertson et al., 2001; Gao

et al., 2008; D'Arrigo et al., 2009). Although some the largest volcanic eruptions of the last
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millennium are associated with slightly lagged cold peaks of decadal-scale temperatures (e.g. the
13th-century, 1452 and early 19th century eruptions), there is no significant immediate response to
volcanic events identifiable at inter-annual timescales (Figures S58.3-S8.6). From the results
presented here, the volcanic signal seems to be weaker in Australasia compared with regional

reconstructions from the Northern Hemisphere (Hegerl ef al., 201 1).

Intriguingly, arguably the largest volcanic event of the past millennium, the A.D. 1258 unknown
tropical eruption, does not have a pronounced effect on our reconstructed Australasian temperature
reconstruction. Discrepancies between volcanic forcing and reconstructed temperatures are also
likely to reflect the fact that internal atmosphere—ocean circulation is the dominant source of
variability on continental/regional scales, rather than external forcing which has been demonstrated

to be more important on hemispheric/global scales (Goosse et al., 2005).

3.5. Climate model comparison

From the start of industrialisation around 1850, the influence of solar and volcanic forcing on
global climate begins to be overwhelmed by the rapid increase in anthropogenic greenhouse gas
concentrations (Hegerl et al., 2007a; Hegerl et al., 2007b; Jansen et al., 2007). Figure 6 shows
reconstructed Australasian SONDJF temperatures and the ensemble mean of three transient CSIRO
MKk3L model simulations relative to the 1961-1990 reference period to match the reconstruction.
While the reconstruction and model simulations align well during the post 1850 industrial era, and
reasonably well during some periods of volcanic eruptions, the model is generally too cool during
the pre-industrial era. This cool bias suggests that the sensitivity of the model to anthropogenic
greenhouse gases is a little too high relative to the reconstruction. Alternatively, this may reflect the
fact that the model simulations omit the effects of several anthropogenic forcings, particularly
changes in tropospheric aerosols, stratospheric ozone, vegetation and land use over the 19611990
base period. This may cause temperature anomalies to be too warm in recent decades (due to the
absence of anthropogenic aerosol emissions, especially sulphates, that moderate the rate of warming

due to anthropogenic greenhouse gases) and subsequently overestimate temperature anomalies in
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past centuries. A possible loss of low frequency variance in the reconstructiﬁn (e.é. Esper et al.,
2005) may also explain parts of the lower amplitude in the reconstruction compared to the climate
model simulations.

Using a three-member model ensemble allows us to better estimate decadal variability due to
internal noise from forced responses seen in the ensemble mean of the model simulations. While the
correlation between the 30-year filtered temperature reconstruction and model ensemble mean over
the full A.D. 1000-2000 period is significant (r=0.33, p<0.05), the discrepancies noted above are
clear, particularly in the pre-1300 section of the reconstruction (Table 3). Given that the amplitude
and timing of specific unforced variations cannot be reproduced in model simulations because of
their stochastic nature, the reconstructed inter-decadal variations in the pre-industrial period match
the model simulations quite well (see Table 3 and section S4).

For example, Figure 6 shows that while some of the temperature declines in the reconstruction
are coincident with major volcanic events over the past millennium (particularly Kuwae in 1452
and Tambora in 1815), they do not coincide with all the temperature declines associated with
volcanic forcing in the model. Reasons for this may be because the volcanic forcing dataset is
exaggerating the magnitude of these eruptions (Robock, 2000) or the loss of variance associated
with palaeoclimate reconstructions (Esper ef al., 2005).

When shown relative to a ‘pre-industrial baseline’ of ‘A.D. 1500-1850 (Figure S4.1), there are
only two pre-1900 periods in the mid-11th century and mid-13th century when the model ensemble
mean exceeds the reconstruction’s uncertainty estimates. The latter is likely to be a direct result of
the A.D. 1258 volcanic forcing. Despite widespread evidence of a major volcanic eruption and
climatic impacts (Stothers, 2000; Oppenheimer, 2003), Figure 6 shows that this event does not
appear to be significant in the Australasian region. Conversely, the mid-11th century modelled
temperature anomaly may reflect inadequacies in regional volcanic and solar forcing data. This
period coincides with the Oort solar minimum but the timing and amplitude of solar variations are

substantially more uncertain during the first half of the millennium (Hegerl ef al., 2007a). Once
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again, these issues may reflect the fact that internal atmosphere—bécan f(_)rcmg is the dominant

source of variability on regional/continental scales (Goosse et al., 2005).

The relative roles of forced and unforced climate variability and change were also examined
using the climate model simulations (Phipps ef al., 2012). Figure S4.2 shows the evolution of the
Australasian mean SONDJF temperature over the last millennium, according to both the three
forced simulations and three representative 1000-year sections of the unforced control simulation.
On decadal timescales, differences between the ensemble members reveal stochastic variability
arising from internal dynamics of the coupled atmosphere—ocean system. However, a common
signal across the model ensemble mean also reveals the forced response to the three largest volcanic

eruptions of the last millennium (AD 1258, Kuwae and Tambora).

On multi-decadal timescales, forced changes dominate over unforced internal variability in the
model. However, in the reconstruction, the largest known volcanic eruption occurs during the
warmest pre-industrial period (Table 2), while during the coldest period there is no anomalous solar
forcing or large volcanic eruptions.

Conversely, in recent decades, anthropogenic forcing has a clear signal in the model data and is
consistent with Australasian temperatures on decadal -timescales, suggesting it is a possible
mechanism for recent increases in Australasian temperatures (e.g. Karoly and Braganza, 2005). To
assess the probability of the late 20th century warming occurring by chance due to unforced natural

climate variability, we examined a 10,000-year pre-industrial control simulation using the CSIRO

MK3L climate system model.

Figure 7 shows the distribution of the changes in the mean Australasian SONDJF temperature
between consecutive 50-year periods of this simulation. Over the full 10,000 years, the difference in
temperature between consecutive 50-year periods never exceeds 0.10°C in magnitude. This
contrasts with the reconstructed and measured (inter-annual) ensemble mean temperature change of
0.32°C +0.06°C between 1901-1950 and 1951-2000. Figures S4.2, S4.3 and Section S8 provide
further evidence that the post 1950 warming cannot be explained by natural factors alone. Figure
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8.2 shows that the rapid rise in greenhouse gas concentrations observed in the late 20th century is
the dominant driver of temperature changes over recent decades. Thus, in the CSIRO Mk3L model,
anthropogenic forcing is required to produce the post 1950 warming observed in the reconstruction.
This suggests that the post 1950 warming did not arise as a result of unforced natural variability of

the coupled atmosphere—ocean system (Figure S4.3).

This result is consistent with detection and attribution studies that clearly attribute the post 1950
temperature increase noted in instrumental global and Australian temperature records to increases
atmospheric greenhouse gas concentrations (Karoly and Braganza, 2005; Hegerl et al., 2007a). The
results presented here and in Phipps ef al. (2012) demonstrate that anthropogenic factors are needed
to explain the most anomalous warm period observed in the Australasian region over the past 1000
years. For an extensive data-model comparison and regional attribution study for Australasia over

the last 1000 years, the reader is referred to Phipps ef al. 2012.

4. Comparisons with independent palaeoclimate records

4.1. Temperature flucatuations over the last millennium

Peak pre-industrial warmth in Australasian temperature is observed around A.D. 12401360,
somewhat later than warming described from Northern Hemisphere regions (Figure 4). From the
ensemble mean ‘best estimate’ presented here, the average temperature anomaly in the Australian
region for the 1238-1267 period is 0.09°C (£0.19°C) below 1961-1990 levels. This 30-year
temperature anomaly is comparable with Northern Hemisphere results that suggest that maximum
pre-industrial temperatures were probably between 0.1-0.2°C below the 1961-1990 mean and
significantly below warm anomalies observed in instrumental records after 1980 (Jansen ef al.,
2007). Reconstructed SSTs from a sedimentary record from the Makassar Strait (3°S, 119°E)
provides independent support for large positive anomalies similar to, though not significantly

warmer than modern values between ~A.D. 1000-1400 (Newton e al., 2006; Oppo et al., 2009).

The shift from peak pre-industrial warmth into a pronounced cooling ~A.D. 1300-1400 is

supported by palaeoclimate evidence and archaeological interpretations that indicate significant
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societal impacts across the Pacific Basin at this time (Nunn, 2000,_Nunn, 2067) The high-
resolution temperature reconstruction presented in Figure 4 suggests that a transition to cooler
conditions in the Australasian region is likely to have occurred after ~A.D. 1330. This timing agrees
with a shift in low frequency (centennial) circulation features in a reconstruction of mean synoptic
flow patterns for New Zealand that implicates enhanced westerly flow between ~A.D. 12501360 .
There is evidence that a more ‘zonal’ regime is associated with a shift from warm to cool climate
conditions, with cooler conditions associated with intensified atmospheric blocking in the southwest
Pacific during this period (Lorrey et al., 2008; Lorrey ef al., 2011).

The results presented in Section 3 indicate that from the early 1300s onward, there is a gradual
cooling into a period that coincides with the timing of the Little Ice Age (LIA) interval, described
from the Northern Hemisphere as occurring between A.D. 1400-1700 (Mann ef al., 2009), or more
generally from A.D. 1500 to as recently as the beginning of the industrial era around 1850 (Mann et
al., 2009; Graham ef al., 2011). Figure 4 suggests that similar cooling in the Australasian region
may have occurred somewhat earlier than the LIA period traditionally defined from the Northern
Hemisphere. Since our reconstruction may not be as spatially representative of the full Australasian
region at this time, it may mostly reflect variations experienced in the extra-tropical region of our
domain (see Table 1). Nonetheless section S2, which compares the earliest reconstruction nest with
the full ensemble mean reconstruction, shows that aside from a loss of variance, the R4 network
still adequately represents the broader Australasian region. Independent evidence for a coherent
Southern Hemisphere cool period from as early 1300s is also seen from low resolution tropical

Indonesian marine sediments (Oppo et al., 2009).

Using a network of cave records and other hydroclimatic proxies, Lorrey et al. (2008) suggest
the general dominance of circulation patterns in the New Zealand sector that are associated with
cooler temperatures for the latter half of the last millennium until the late 19th century. An
independent coral composite record from the Great Barrier Reef, Australia indicate that from A.D.

1565 to 1700 SSTs off northeastern Australia were 0.2°-0.3°C cooler and more saline than 1860
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1985 averages (Hendy et al., 2002). This cooling is in general agreement with a high-resolution

sedimentary record from Indonesia that suggests between 1550-1850, SSTs were 0.5°—1°C colder

than modern values (Oppo et al., 2009).

The 1700-1850 period is recognised from Antarctica as being one of the most abrupt climate
shifts of the last 1000 years (Goodwin et al., 2004; Mayewski ef al., 2004; Mayewski et al., 2009).
During this time, ice cores indicate an increase in sea ice extent and an intensification of the
westerly winds in the mid-high latitudes of the Southern Hemisphere (Goodwin et al., 2004;
Mayewski et al., 2004), characteristic of a positive Southern Annular Mode (SAM) phase.
Comparable conditions to this early 19th century event are thought to have occurred during the
A.D. 1886—1903 and 1920-1929 periods (Goodwin et al., 2004), also associated with cooling in our
reconstruction.

Finally, the idea of Australasia-wide cooling from the middle of the last millennium to the 19th
century is further supported by evidence of glacier fluctuations from New Zealand’s Southern Alps
(~43°S, 170°E). The timing of major ice advances centred on 1605+70, 1735+50, 1785+10
and1845+40 (Schaefer et al., 2009) suggests that pronounced cooling also influenced the Southern
Hemisphere region of Australasia particularly from the mid 16th-mid 19th century.

4.2. Ocean—atmosphere interactions

While low frequency variations of internal ocean—atmosphere interactions like the El Nifio—
Southern Oscillation (ENSO) are known to have played an important role in influencing regional
temperature variations over the past millennium (Mann et al., 2005; Hegerl et al., 2007a; Mann et
al., 2009; Li et al., 2011), the nature and stability of regional climate variations are still unclear
(Lough, 2011; Gergis et al., 2012). To assess the relationship of reconstructed Australasian warm
season temperatures and ENSO teleconnection, we compared our R27 reconstruction with the
Unified ENSO Proxy (UEP) developed by McGregor et al. (2010). The UEP represents the first
uncalibrated EOF of ten published ENSO reconstructions back to A.D. 1650 and probably

represents the least spatially-biased ENSO reconstruction currently available. Since a number of the
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palacoclimate records used in the current study have also been used in our previous ENSO
reconstruction work (Braganza et al., 2009), the UEP was recalculated removing the Braganza et al.
(2009) data (proxies three and nine in McGregor et al. (2010)) to provide independent comparison

with our Australasian temperature reconstruction.

The relationship between inter-annual and inter-decadal ENSO variability and Australian
temperature is known to fluctuate over the 20th (Power et al., 1999; Jones and Trewin, 2000). The
correlation coefficient between the 30-year filtered versions of the SOI (UEP) and our HadCRUT3v
SONDIJF temperature predictand over the instrumental period is r= -0.34 (r= -0.32). Figure 8 shows
the 30-year running correlation between our inter-annual Australasian SONDJF temperature
reconstruction and the UEP in the post-1649 interval of overlap. The results display a mostly
negative relationship over the full period (r= -0.49) with considerable variability over past
centuries. Figure 7 confirms notable fluctuations in the influence of Pacific Ocean driven climate
variability and temperatures in the Australasian region during the instrumental period (e.g. the
1930s and 1940s), and lesser-known instabilities seen in the early 18th and 19th centuries.

Graham et al. (2011) present results from a coupled GCM showing that a slight warming of the
tropical Indian and western Pacific Oceans relative to the other tropical ocean basins may have
induced a broad range of the circulation and climate changes indicated by proxy data in the
medieval period, including many of those not explained by a cooler eastern tropical Pacific alone.
They suggest that tropical SSTs were the principal driver of large-scale climate variations during
the MCA, which was characterised by an enhanced zonal Indo-Pacific SST gradient. However, if
the Indo Pacific Warm Pool was indeed the origin of the relative warmth associated with the MCA,
then the temperature signal would be expected to be stronger in the Australasian region than in
hemispheric means. The lack of any strong ‘MCA signal’ in the reconstruction presented here
therefore appears to be inconsistent with the Graham et al. (2011) hypothesis, or may reflect

inadequacies in availability of records from tropical regions of Australasia during this period.
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Shifts in ENSO variability in the core dynamical region of the Indo—Pacific region may
correspond to notable period of warmth reported in the high latitude region of the Southern Ocean.
Goosse ef al. (2004) have proposed a delayed response to natural forcing due to the storage and
transport of heat anomalies by the deep ocean to explain the warm Southern Ocean around 1300s to
1400s as inferred from three Southern Hemisphere climate proxies used by Mann and Jones (2003)

and additional Antarctic ice cores.

The delay in the Southern Hemisphere temperature response to external climate forcing may
have implications for the evolution of future climate change in the region. Model studies suggest
that the present-day Southern Ocean temperatures lag the increases in greenhouse-gas
concentrations observed during the recent decades (Goosse et al., 2004). This implies that it is
possible that large warming of the Southern Ocean will occur when the warm deep water formed
during the 20th century reaches the surface in coming decades (Goosse et al., 2004).

4.3. Comparison with Australian borehole temperature reconstruction

A comparison with the only continental-scale Australian borehole temperature reconstruction
available for IPCC AR4 indicates that the (low frequency) borehole estimates fall within the cooler
section of our uncertainty estimates until around 1800, before shifting closer to our ‘best estimate’
ensemble mean or the warmer uncertainty range until present day (Figure S5). This confirms the
expected result that the rise in surface temperatures over the Australian landmass has been greater

than within a broader regional domain combining land and ocean temperatures.

Since most of the boreholes were logged prior to 1976, the observed subsurface temperatures do
not capture the strong warming experienced by Australia in the last two decades of the 20th century
(Pollack et al., 2006), but is captured in the temperature reconstruction presented here. In terms of
cold periods, the borehole record suggests that the 17th century was the coolest interval, in contrast
to the strong evidence for coldest conditions in the Australasian region between 1810-1860. This

highlights the inability of boreholes used in IPCC AR4 (Pollack ez al., 2006; Jansen et al., 2007) to
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adequately capture the multi-decadal variations seen in Figure 4, and the-importance of “high-
resolution palaeoclimatology in improving estimates of regional decadal climate variations.
Overall, the results presented here suggest that the second half of the 20th century (1951-2000)
was 0.34°C warmer than average preindustrial conditions (A.D. 1651-1700, the cold phase before
the borehole temperatures start to increase). This corresponds with the Australian (land-only)
borehole estimate and the Northern Hemisphere (Mann et al., 2008) of 0.52°C and 0.56°C,
respectively. The differences in magnitude between these anomalies may reflect the small land/sea

ratio for the Australasian region, perhaps combined with a delayed Southern Hemisphere response

to anthropogenic warming.

5. Conclusions

This study presents the first warm season (September—February) temperature reconstruction for
the Southern Hemisphere combined land and oceanic region of Australasia. To provide robust
uncertainty estimates, we perform an ensemble Principal Component Reconstruction (PCR)
technique using 27 temperature proxies from the region. The R27 (R4) proxy network was
significantly correlated (r= 0.83 (0.67)) with the HadCRUT3v SONDIJF spatial mean temperature
over the 1921-1990 period. Application of eight stringent reconstruction reliability metrics
identified the period after A.D. 1430 as the highest quality section of the reconstruction, but also

revealed a skilful reconstruction is possible over the entire millennium.

There is broad agreement between reconstructed and CSIRO Mk3L model simulated
temperatures during the pre-industrial era. Solar and volcanic forcing does not seem to have a
distinct and consistent signal in the reconstructed decadal-scale temperature variations and appear
to be masked by internal variability. In contrast, the response of Australasian temperature variations
to anthropogenic forcing is clear. The results presented here and in Phipps ef al. (2012) demonstrate
that anthropogenic factors are needed to explain the most anomalous warm period reconstructed in
the Australasian region over the past 1000 years. This finding is consistent with detection and

attribution studies that clearly attribute the post 1950 temperature increase noted in instrumental
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global and Australian temperature records to increases atmospheric greenhouse gas concentrations

(Karoly and Braganza, 2005; Hegerl ef al., 2007a).

Our reconstruction suggests that peak pre-industrial warmth occurred in Australasia around A.D.
1240-1360, somewhat later than described from Northern Hemisphere regions. The maximum
temperature anomaly in the Australian region calculated over the A.D. 12381267 period is 0.09°C
(#0.19°C) below 19611990 levels. It is worth noting that this medieval warming occurred in the
absence of significant anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions, thus is not analogous to post 1950
observed warming which is predominantly anthropogenically-forced (Karoly and Braganza, 2005;
Hegerl et al., 2007a). This implies that if the full range of natural climate variability has not yet
been observed in Australasia, anthropogenic forcing may led to future ‘climate surprises’ that may

manifest, for example, as changes in the frequency and duration of regional temperature extremes

(Alexander and Arblaster, 2009).

Following maximum pre-industrial warmth around A.D.1330, a cooling trend that lasts several
hundred years begins. This cooling eventuates in a minimum temperature anomaly of -0.44°C by
~1840 during the peak of the Northern Hemisphere’s ‘Little Ice Age’. Our results support the
notion that a pronounced cool period consistent with the timing of the LIA extended well outside of
the Northern Hemisphere high latitudes and into the tropical and subtropical regions of the Southern

Hemisphere (Newton et al., 2006).

The results introduced here are significant for a number of reasons. This Australasian
temperature reconstruction is the first high--resolution, multi-proxy study available for the region,
and only the second large-scale regional synthesis available from the Southern Hemisphere
(Neukom et al., 2011). Given that instrumental observations in Australasia generally extend back, at
best, to the early 20th century, the palacoclimate temperature estimates presented here now provide
an extended basis for evaluating the accuracy of climate models in simulating past regional climate
variability and an opportunity to reduce uncertainties associated with future climate variability and

change (Hegerl et al., 2006; Hegerl et al., 2011). This study provides pre-industrial estimates of
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decadal temperature variations as far back as A.D. 1000, which may help to quantify the role of
natural and anthropogenic forcing on regional climate variations as demonstrated in other regions of

the world (Hegerl et al., 2006; Hegerl et al., 2011).

Our work provides a significant improvement on the uncertainties reported in the IPCC ARS for
the Australasian region (CSIRO, 2007; Jansen ef al., 2007), and Northern Hemisphere-centric
understanding of climate variations that have occurred over the past 1000 years (Lamb, 1965;
Grove, 1988; Hughes and Diaz, 1994; Crowley and Lowery, 2000; Bradley et al., 2003; Mann ef
al., 2009; Graham et al, 2011). Future research will focus on consolidating Australasian
palaeoclimate data with other Southern Hemisphere regions to advance our understanding of global

change over the past millennium.
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8. Table captions
Table 1. Proxy data network used in the Australasian SONDIJF temperature reconstruction. Note

that all coral records are averaged over the September—February period.

Table 2. Warmest and coolest decades (top) and non-overlapping 30-year periods (bottom)
calculated for the R27, R21, R14 and R4 networks. Average temperature anomalies relative to the

1961-1990 base period are shown in brackets.

Table 3. Correlations between R27 temperature reconstruction and CSIRO Mk3L model ensemble

means. Bolded values are significant as determined by a normal distribution white noise p-value,

p<0.05.

9. Figure captions

Figure 1. Location of the tree ring (green), coral (blue) and ice core (orange) records used in the
R27 predictor network (top) and corresponding temporal coverage of proxy records 1000-2001
(bottom). The dashed line encloses the target region of Australasia defined by the domain 0°S-50°S,

110°E-180°E. Note that multiple climate proxies are available for some sites.
Figure 2. Instrumental (black) and reconstructed (red) September—February HadCRUT3v spatial
mean temperature calculated for the Australasian region (110°E-180°E, 0°-50°S) over the 1921-

2001 period. 2SE uncertainty intervals of the reconstruction are shaded.

Figure 3. 3000-member temperature reconstruction ensemble (top) with ensemble median RE over
verification intervals within the 19211990 overlap period (black, middle) and RE of the ensemble
mean over 1900-1920 early verification period (red, bottom). Coloured lines represent a percentile
grouping of the ensemble members. The area between the black lines encloses all (100%) members;
the area between the lowest (Ist percentile) and the highest blue lines (99th percentile) encloses

98% of the members and so on. The dark red line represents the median.
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Figure 4. Australasian September—January mean temperature reconstruction, A.D. 1000-2001.

Solid line represents the 30-year filtered ensemble mean reconstruction based on multivariate
principal component regression performed on a 3000-member ensemble. The 95% combined
ensemble and calibration uncertainties are denoted by grey shading. Most reliable periods of the
reconstruction (as determined by six reconstruction skill and stability metrics) are shown by solid
black line with less reliability indicated by the thin black line. Instrumental HADCRUT3v
combined land and ocean temperature data over the 1900-2009 period shown in green. All
anomalies are calculated relative to a 1961-1990 base period.

Figure 5. Comparison of the Australasian SONDJF ensemble mean temperature reconstruction
(solid black line) with solar grand minima (pink shading) and the Southemn Hemisphere component
of Gao et al.’s (2008) global volcanic sulphate aerosol injection dataset (blue). The 95% combined
ensemble and calibration reconstruction uncertainties are denoted by grey shading.

Figure 6. Comparison of the 30 year filtered Australasian SONDJF ensemble mean temperature
reconstruction (solid black line) with the ensemble mean of three model simulations derived from
the CSIRO Mk3L model developed by Phipps et al. (2011). The 95% combined ensemble and
calibration reconstruction uncertainties are denoted by grey shading. All anomalies are calculated

relative to a 1961-1990 base period.

Figure 7. The distribution of the changes in Australasian mean SONDJF temperature between

consecutive non-overlapping 50-year periods of a 10,000-year pre-industrial control simulation.

Figure 8. 30-year running correlation between the R27 Australasian temperature reconstruction
and a modified version of the McGregor et al. (2010) Unified ENSO Proxy (UEP) which excludes

Australasian proxies used in the Braganza ef al. (2009) study.
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Table 1. Proxy data network used in the Australasian SONDJF temperature reconstruction. Note

that all coral records are averaged over the September—February period.
Record name Archive Start | End | Lon | Lat | Location Proxy Reference/s
year | year | (°E) | (°S) variable
I | MtRead Treerings | 999 | 2001 | 147 | 42 | Australia Tree ring Cook et al.
width (2006)
2 | Oroko Treerings | 999 | 2001 | 170 | 43 New Zealand | Tree ring Cook et al.
width (2006)
3 | Palmyra Coral 1149 | 1998 | 162 | 6 Northern 8180 Cobb et al.
Line Ids (2003)
4 | Celery Top Pine East Tree rings 1430 | 1994 | 148 | 42 | Australia Tree ring Allan et al.
width (2001)
5 | Pink Pine South Island composite | Tree rings 1457 | 1999 | 172 | 42 New Zealand | Tree ring Duncan et
width al. (2010)
6 | Urewera Tree rings 1462 | 1987 [ 177 | 39 | New Zealand | Tree ring Xiong and
width Palmer
(2000)
7 | Buckley's Chance Tree rings 1463 | 1991 | 146 | 42 Australia Tree ring Buckley et
width al.(1997)
8 | North Island_LIBI Composite 1 | Tree rings 1526 | 1992 [ 175 | 39 New Zealand | Tree ring Xiong and
width Palmer
(2000)
9 | Takapari Tree rings 1533 | 1992 | 176 | 40 | New Zealand | Tree ring Xiong and
width Palmer
(2000)
10 | Mangawhero Tree rings 1551 | 1994 | 175 | 39 New Zealand | Tree ring D*Armrigo et
width al. (1998;
2000)
11 | Kauri Tree rings 1577 | 2002 | 174 | 36 New Zealand | Tree ring Fowler et
width al.(2008)
12 | Fiji_AB Coral 1617 | 2001 | 179 | 17 | Fiji 8180 Linsley et al.
(2006)
13 | NI_LIBI_Composite 2 Tree rings 1651 | 1990 | 174 | 39 | New Zealand | Tree ring Xiong and
width Palmer
(2000)
14 | New_Caledonia Coral 1658 | 1992 | 166 | 22 New 8180 Quinn et al.
Caledonia (1998)
I5 | Stewart_Island HABI composite | Tree rings 1758 | 1993 | 168 | 47 New Zealand | Tree ring D’Arrigo et
width al. (1996;
1998; 2000)
16 | Rarotonga Coral 1761 | 1996 | 160 | 21 Cook Islands | & 180 Linsley et al.
(2006; 2008)
17 | Vostok Ice core 1774 | 1999 | 107 | 78 Antarctica 8180 Ekaykin er
al. (2004)
18 | Vostok Ice core 1774 | 1999 | 107 | 78 Antarctica Accumulation | Ekaykin er
al. (2004)
19 | Fiji_IF Coral 1780 | 1997 | 179 | 17 Fiji 6180 Linsley et al.
(2004)
20 | Bali Coral 1783 | 1989 [ 115 | 8 Indonesia 6180 Charles er
al.(2003)
21 | Abrolhos Coral 1794 | 1993 | 114 | 28 Australia 8180 Kuhnert et
al. (1999)
22 | Maiana Coral 1840 | 1994 [ 173 | 1 North Gilbert | 8180 Urban et al.
23 | Bunaken Coral 1863 | 1990 ( 123 |3 Indonesia 8180 Charles et
al.(2003)
24 | Rarotonga.3R Coral 1874 | 2000 | 160 | 21 Cook Islands | 8180 Linsley et al.
(2006; 2008)
25 | Ningaloo Coral 1878 | 1995 | 114 | 22 Australia 3180 Kuhnert er
al. (2000)
1 1880 | 1993 | 146 | 5 Papua New 5180 Tudhope et
% | Mg i Gaupinea al. (2001)
i Coral 1884 | 1993 | 145 | 4 Papua New 8180 Tudhope et
27 | Laing Guinea al. (2001)
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1073

Table 2. Warmest and coolest decades (top) and non-overlapping 30-year periods (bottom)
calculated for the R27, R21, R14 and R4 temperature proxy networks. Average temperature

anomalies relative to the 1961-1990 base period are shown in brackets.

Decades (Start year indicated)

R27 R21 R14 R4
Warmest decade 1990 (+0.11) 1990 (+0.11) 1990 (+0.15) 1990 (+0.12)
2nd warmest 1980 (+0.11) 1980 (+0.10) 1980 (+0.10) 1980 (+0.08)
3rd warmest 1970 (+0.02) 1970 (+0.03) 1970 (-0.00) 1970 (-0.01)
4th warmest 1240 (-0.01) 1240 (-0.02) 1240 (-0.02) 1240 (-0.01)
5th warmest 1330 (-0.02) 1330 (-0.03) 1330 (-0.03) 1330 (-0.03)
Coldest decade 1830 (-0.47) 1830 (-0.47) 1520 (-0.45) 1320 (-0.41)
2nd coldest 1840 (-0.47) 1840 (-0.46) 1830 (-0.44) 1730 (-0.40)
3rd coldest 1520 (-0.45) 1520 (-0.45) 1650 (-0.44) 1060 (-0.40)
4th coldest 1650 (-0.44) 1760 (-0.43) 1680 (-0.42) 1830 (-0.40)
5th coldest 1900 (-0.44) 1650 (-0.43) 1320 (-0.40) 1520 (-0.39)
Non-overlapping 30-year periods

R27 R21 R14 R4

Warmest
2nd warmest
3rd warmest

1971-2000 (+0.09)
1238-1267 (-0.09)
1330-1359 (-0.10)

1971-2000 (+0.09)
1238-1267 (-0.09)
1330-1359 (-0.11)

1971-2000 (+0.10)
1238-1267 (-0.09)
1330-1359 (-0.11)

1971-2000 (+0.07)
1238-1267 (-0.09)
1330-1359 (-0.10)

Coldest
2nd coldest
3rd coldest

1830-1859 (-0.44)
1634-1663 (-0.40)
1884-1913 (-0.38)

1829-1858 (-0.43)
1634-1663 (-0.40)
1056-1085 (-0.36)

1634-1663 (-0.40)
1829-1858 (-0.39)
1056-1085 (-0.36)

1828-1859 (-0.38)
1056-1085 (-0.37)
1886-1915 (-0.36)
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1073 Table 3. Correlations between R27 temperature reconstruction and CSIRO MK3L model ensemble
1074  means. Bolded values are significant as determined by a normal distribution white noise p-value,
1075  p<0.05.

Interval | Inter-annual correlation | 30-year filtered correlation
1000-2000 0.27 033
1000-1300 -0.04 -0.01
1301-1600 0.09 0.15
1601-1900 0.18 0.27
1901-2000 0.77 0.90
1076
1077
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1078  Figure 1. Location of the tree ring (green), coral (blue) and ice core (orange) records used in the
1079  R27 predictor network (top) and corresponding temporal coverage of proxy records 1000-2001
1080  (bottom). The dashed line encloses the target region of Australasia defined by the domain 0°S—50°S,
1081  110°E-180°E. Note that multiple climate proxies are available for some sites.

Page 46 of 74




1082
1083
1084
1085

o

= — Instrumental mean
3 © — Reconstruction mean
- .
- [=]
©

o

-~

- O
-2 . —
= =]
£

o

C

(v}

2 w
2 o
E .

@

o

E

L1

F—

T 1 | I I
1920 1940 1960 1980 2000

Time

Figure 2. Instrumental (black) and reconstructed (red) September—February HadCRUT3v spatial
mean temperature calculated for the Australasian region (110°E~180°E, 0°~50°S) over the 1921—
2001 period. 2SE uncertainty intervals of the reconstruction are shaded.

Page 47 of 74




1086
1087
1088
1089
1090
1091
1092

o ]
—_— T
O
&

L=

& w._
- O
<

@O

(o]

- 9.4
E o
ol

L]

E

g 2
c 9
@

o

L=

2 o
. S
o %
(=%

E

@

F v

- - o

Year

Figure 3. 3000-member temperature reconstruction ensemble (top) with ensemble median RE over
verification intervals within the 1921-1990 overlap period (black, middle) and RE of the ensemble
mean over 1900-1920 early verification period (red, bottom). Coloured lines represent a percentile
grouping of the ensemble members. The area between the black lines encloses all (100%) members;
the area between the lowest (1st percentile) and the highest blue lines (99th percentile) encloses
98% of the members and so on. The dark red line represents the median.
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Figure 4. Australasian September—February mean temperature reconstruction, A.D. 1000-2001.
Solid line represents the 30-year filtered ensemble mean reconstruction based on multivariate
principal component regression performed on a 3000-member ensemble. The 2SE combined
ensemble and calibration uncertainties are denoted by grey shading. Most reliable periods of the
reconstruction (as determined by eight reconstruction skill and stability metrics) are shown by solid
black line with less reliability indicated by the thin black line. Instrumental HADCRUT3v
combined land and ocean temperature data over the 1900-2009 period shown in green. All
anomalies are calculated relative to a 1961-1990 base period.
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Australasian SONDJF temperature reconstruction and solar and voleanic forcings 1000-2001
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Figure 5. Comparison of the Australasian SONDIJF ensemble mean temperature reconstruction
(solid black line) with solar grand minima (pink shading) and the Southern Hemisphere component
of Gao et al.’s (2008) global volcanic sulphate aerosol injection dataset (blue). The 2SE combined
ensemble and calibration reconstruction uncertainties are denoted by grey shading.
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Australasian SONDJF temperature reconstruction CSIRO MK3L model comparison 1000-2001
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Figure 6. Comparison of the 30 year filtered Australasian SONDJF ensemble mean temperature
reconstruction (solid black line) with the ensemble mean of three model simulations derived from
the CSIRO Mk3L model developed by Phipps et al. (2011). The 2SE combined ensemble and
calibration reconstruction uncertainties are denoted by grey shading. All anomalies are calculated
relative to a 1961-1990 base period.
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Figure 7. The distribution of the changes in Australasian mean SONDJF temperature between
consecutive non-overlapping 50-year periods of a 10,000-year pre-industrial control simulation.
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30-year running correlation between reconstruction and Unified ENSO Proxy (McGregor et al. 2010)
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Figure 8. 30-year running correlation between the R27 Australasian temperature reconstruction and
a modified version of the McGregor ef al. (2010) Unified ENSO Proxy (UEP) which excludes
Australasian proxies used in the Braganza ef al. (2009) study. Note that negative UEP values
correspond to La Nifia-like conditions and vice versa.
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1149 Supplementary material

1150  S1. Coherence of Australasian tmperature

HadCRUT3v grid correlation with field mean
1800-2009

Comelation with field mean

086 03 00 0.3 ' 08 a9

l 151 Dats Min = 0.6 Max = 0.9

1152  Figure S1. Correlation of the Australasian HadCRUT3v grid cells with the spatial mean of the

1153  target domain (110°E-180°E, 0°-50°S) over the 1900-2009 period. Grid cells in Western Australia

1154  contain missing values are shaded grey.
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1163

S2. Proxy nest (subset) reconstructions and ensemble parameters

Table S2.1. Verification metrics for R27, R21, R14 and R3 proxy subsets, 1900-2009.

oY Ensemble Early Residual SD | Residual SD | Ensemble mean
median RE| verification RE (30-year filtered) RMSE

R28 (all proxies) 0.50 0.72 0.15 0.07 0.12
R21 (pre 1801 proxies) 0.48 0.69 0.15 0.07 0.12
R14 (pre 1701 proxies) 0.38 0.64 0.16 0.08 0.13
R4 (pre 1457 proxies) 0.14 0.62 0.19 0.08 0.17

Instrumental target vs. Proxy nests

i [‘— HadCRUTIv —— R27(=0.82) — R21(r=0.80) — R14 (=0.77) --- R4 (r=0.88) |
£,
§ <
¥ 9]
)
§ 3
t -

34

-

1500 w20 1540 1000 1000 20
year

Figure S 2.1. Comparison of R27 (red), R21 (green), R14 (blue) and R4 (red dashed) networks with
HadCRUT3v Australasian SONDJF mean (black), 1900-2009. Correlations of each proxy network
with observed HadCRUT3v temperatures are bracketed.

Reconstruction using the full (R27) and reduced proxy subsets

) /\M\"\/\Mf

Figure S 2.2. Comparison of R27 (black), R21 (red), R14 (green) and R4 (blue) 30-year filtered

[“RZ?—RZi ~— R14 — R4

0.0

0.1
1

-0.3

TT-Anomaly wrt 1881-1890
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reconstructions, A.D. 1000-2001.
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Australasian SONDJF TT reconstruction 30-year filtered subset R4
ensemble 2SE dark grey shading, combined 2SE light grey shading
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Australasian SONDJF TT reconstruction 30-year filtered subset R14
ensemble 2SE dark grey shading, combined 2SE light grey shading
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Australasian SONDJF TT reconstruction 30-year filtered subset R21
ensemble 25E dark grey shading, combined 25E light grey shading
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1166 .
1167 Figure S2.3. R4 (pre-1457 proxies), R14 (pre-1701 proxies) and R21 (prel801) subset

1168  reconstructions (black) with 95% combined ensemble and calibration uncertainties (grey shading).
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Effect of proxy sampling on ensemble spread
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Figure 82.4. Effect of proxy sampling on the ensemble spread (details see section 2.3 in the main

text). Dlsmbutwn of the standard deviations between reconstruction ensemble members 1000-2001

based on different sampling parameters. Solid black: Results from a reconstruction removing five

predictors from the proxy set for each ensemble member. This parameter was used in the

reconstructions presented herein. Red, green blue and light blue: Results after removing one, three,

seven and nine predictor for each member, respectively. The dashed vertical line shows represents

0.5 standard deviations of the reconstruction median 1000-2001 (which is not sensitive to proxy
sampling (Figure S2.5)).
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Figure S2.5. Effect of proxy sampling on the reconstruction ensemble mean. Distributions of the

difference between the ensemble mean (removing five proxies from for each member) and the

ensemble mean removing one (red), three (green), seven (blue) and nine (light blue) proxies over
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1190

the period 1000-2001. The dashed vertical line shows represents +0.1 standard deviations of the

reconstruction median 1000-2001 (removing five proxies from each member).

Effect of proxy scaling on ensemble spread
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Figure S2.6. Effect of proxy scaling factors on the ensemble spread. Same as Figure S2.4 but with

varying weighting factors for each proxy record in the PC analysis.
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Figure S2.7. Effect of proxy scaling factors on the reconstruction ensemble mean. Same as Figure

S2.5 but with varying weighting factors for each proxy record in the PC analysis.
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S3. Pseudo instrumental verification
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1194  Figure S3.1. Instrumental verification using HadCRUT3v grid points from R27 palaeoclimate

1195 record locations (top). Histogram of mean RE values for 3000-member ensemble (below).
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1199  Figure S3.2. Instrumental verification using GHCN stations from R27 palacoclimate record

1200  locations (top). Histogram of mean RE values for 3000-member ensemble (below).
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1203  Figure S3.3. Pseudo proxy experiment based on ten noise reconstructions (top) and combined
1204  histogram of mean RE values derived from ten, 3000-member ensembles (below).
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Figure S3.4. Histograms of the times at which the hottest reconstructed 10-year (black), 30-year
(middle grey) and 50-year (light grey) periods occurred for each ensemble member and the fraction
of 3000 ensemble members for which this occurred. Results are shown for the R27 suite of proxies

(lower right) and the sub-nests of R4 (upper left), R14 (upper right) and R21 (lower left).
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1212 Table S3.1. The percentage of ensemble members (7 = 3000) of reconstructed Australasian mean
1213 temperature where the hottest 10-year, 30-year and 50-year period occurred after 1950. Percentage

1214 values are shown for the R4, R14, R21 and R27 networks of the temperature proxy locations.

R4 R14 R21 R27
10-year period 72.5% 88.8% 86.2% 86.2%
30-year period 89.7% 97.0% 97.5% 98.3%
50-year period 76.4% 95.5% 93.5% 94.5%
1215
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1215 S4. CSIRO MK3L model comparisons

Australasian SONDJF temperature reconstruction CSIRO MK3L model comparison 1000-2001

— Reconstruction ensemble mean and 2SE — CSIRO MK3L ensemble mean and 2 std. dev.

TT-Anomaly wrt 1500-1850

Time

1216
1217  Figure S4.1. Comparison of the 30 year filtered Australasian SONDJF ensemble mean temperature

1218  reconstruction (solid black line) with three member ensemble mean simulations (blue) and
1219  associated 2SD uncertainties derived from the CSIRO Mk3L model developed by Phipps et al.
1220  (2011). The 95% combined reconstruction ensemble and calibration reconstruction uncertainties are
1221  shaded grey. All anomalies are calculated relative to a 1500-1850 base period, contrasting to Figure

1222 6 that shows anomalies relative to a 1961-1990 base period.
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Figure S4.2. Forced (blue) and unforced (red) simulations of Australasian mean SONDJF
temperature for the period AD 1001-2000. The unforced data represents three independent 1000-
year sections of a 10,000-year pre-industrial control simulation. The forced data represents a three-
member ensemble of transient simulations, forced with changes in the Earth's orbital parameters,
atmospheric greenhouse gas concentrations, total solar irradiance and volcanic sulphate aerosols.
Thin lines represent individual ensemble members and thick lines the ensemble mean. A 31-year
Hanning smoother is applied. Vertical dashed lines indicate the Kuwae (AD 1452) and Tambora

(AD 1815) volcanic eruptions, as well as the unknown eruption of AD 1258.
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Figure S4.3. Reconstructed temperature differences between consecutive 50-year periods. Black:
ensemble mean (centred on the last year of the first 50-year period). Grey shading: Ensemble 2
standard deviation uncertainty bands. Dashed horizontal red lines: Maximum and minimum
differences in a 10,000-year pre-industrial control simulation using CSIRO Mk3L (Figure 8)

represent the bounds of natural variability.
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1237

1238

1239

1240

1241

1242

1243

1244

SS5. Australasian SONDJF temperature reconstruction vs. Australian borehole temperatures
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Figure S5. Comparison between the 30-year loess filtered Australasian SONDIJF ensemble mean
temperature reconstruction (black) with 2SE uncertainties (grey shading) and Pollack e al’s
(2006) low frequency Australian borechole temperature reconstruction (red) and associated 2SE
uncertainties (pink shading) from AD 1500 onward. 30-year loess filtered HadCRUT3v

Australasian spatial mean (green) also shown over the 1901-1994 period.
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1244

1245

1246

1247

1248

S6. Temperature reconstruction ‘reliability’ measures

Table S6: Name and description of the eight measures that were used to assess the reliability of the

reconstruction. For further details see Neukom et al. (in prep).

Details

Ensemble median RE is higher than the ensemble
median RE of a reconstruction using AR(1) noise
proxies

RMSE of the ensemble mean is smaller than the
RMSE of the ensemble mean of a reconstruction
using AR(1) noise proxies

Details

Skill measures

No. Name

1 RE

2 RMSE

Robustness measures

No. Name

3 Nests - decadal

4 Nests - interannual

5 Proxies - decadal

6 Proxies - interannual

7 Ensemble members - decadal
8 Ensemble members - interannual

Final reconstruction is similar to the reconstruction
of each proxy-nest. We calculate the ensemble
mean of each nest over all years with data
available, not only the time slice that is represented
by the nest. If this mean similar to the full ensemble
mean (both 30-year filtered) over the years that are
not represented by the nest, then the years that are
represented by the nest are considered robust.

Same as no. 3 but comparing the 50-year running
standard deviation of the unfiltered reconstructions
(nests vs: final reconstruction)

Final reconstruction is similar to the reconstruction
after removing each proxy individually. The 30-
year filtered mean of the full ensemble is compared
to the 30-year filtered mean of all members, where
a given proxy has been removed from the proxy
set. Each year, where the two reconstructions are
similar for all 27 proxies to be removed, is
considered robust.

Same as no. 5 but comparing the 50-year running
standard deviation of the unfiltered reconstructions
(removed proxies vs. final reconstruction)

Final reconstruction (30-year filtered) is similar to
the mean of only the ensemble members with RE>0
(30-year filtered)

Same as no. 5 but comparing the 50-year running
standard deviation of the unfiltered reconstructions
(members with RE>0 only vs. Final reconstruction)
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1248

1249
1250
1251

1252

1253

1254

1255

1256

1257

1258

1259

1260

1261

1262

1263

1264

1265

1266

1267

1268

1269

1270

1271

1272

1273

S7. Underestimation of reconstructed temperature after 1995

In the years 1996-2001 reconstructed temperatures are consistently lower than instrumental data
(Figure 2). However, this difference is not caused by the proxy records’ inability to register
exceptionally warm temperatures (a phenomenon called ‘divergence’ in the literature, see e.g. Esper

and Frank, 2009) for the following reasons:

1. “Unequal attention’: Esper and Frank (2009) provide a number of possibilities to incorrectly
detect a divergence problem. Our case is an example of ‘unequal attention’ (see their Figure
11), where differences between reconstructed and instrumental temperatures of similar
magnitude occur also in other years during the overlap period. In our case, there is also an
underestimation of instrumental temperatures around 1940, a rather cool phase. Hence, the
difference at the end of the reconstruction is very likely to be a ‘normal’ calibration issue
unrelated to the particularly warm instrumental temperatures over the 19962001 period.

2. Sub-regional temperature variations: During 1996-2001 the number of proxies available is
already relatively low (between 11 in 1996 and 4 in 2001, see Table 1). The most important
candidates for a divergence problem are the two tree ring records Mt Read and Oroko,
which both cover the full reconstruction period. Figure S7.1 shows a variation of Figure 2
using these two proxies only (red curve). An alternative reconstruction is provided using the
instrumental data that correspond to these two tree ring records (Cook et al. 2006) as
predictors (green curve). The apparent discrepancy remains practically unchanged if
instrumental predictors are used. Hence, the difference between our reconstruction and the
instrumental target is likely to stem from differences between sub-regional temperatures
(from New Zealand and Tasmania) and the Australasian temperature mean during this
period. The relationship between the tree ring data and local temperatures remains robust
during this period.

3. Uncertainties: As shown in Figure 2, instrumental temperatures are well within the

uncertainty range of our reconstruction during warm years, except for the years 1997 and 2001.
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1274 While these factors explain that differences in reconstructed and instrumental temperatures are

1275 not due to ‘divergence’, they also show that proxy based reconstructions are not perfect and
1276 local temperatures may not always be representative for large-scale fluctuations. Despite these
1277 differences, Figures 3, 4 and S1 and Sections S2 and S3 show that our results represent a skilful
1278 reconstruction of Australasian temperatures over the 1000-2001 period.
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1280 Figure S7.1. Black: Instrumental target data 1900-2001. Red: Reconstruction ensemble median
1281 using only proxies 1 and 2 (see Table 1) as predictors. Green: Same as red but using the
1282 corresponding instrumental temperature station data as proxies (see Cook et al. 2006 for data
1283 description.)
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S8. Solar, volcanic and anthropogenic forcing
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Figure $8.1. Black: ensemble distribution of the average 30-year loess filtered temperature
anomalies during solar minima: Oort (1040-1080), Wolf (1280-1350), Spérer (1460-1550),
Maunder (1645-1715), and Dalton Minimum (1790-1820). Red: Same as black but for the

remaining years of the 1000-1850 period.
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Figure S8.2. Top panel: fraction of ensemble members showing significant (p<0.05) positive
200-year running correlation of the 30-year filtered reconstruction with solar forcing
(Steinhilber et al., 2009) (black) and greenhouse gas concentrations (MacFarling-Meure et al.,

2006) (red). Bottom panel: Absolute values of solar (black) and greenhouse gas (red) radiative
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1295 forcing (W/m?) and our ensemble mean reconstruction (green) expressed relative to a 1000—

1296 1850 pre-industrial base period.

Response to volcanic events
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1298 Figure S8.3. Superimposed epoch analysis showing the response of reconstructed temperatures
1299 to volcanic forcing given by Crowley et al. (2008). The 33% largest eruptions exceeding a
1300 reconstructed forcing of -0.5 W/m? are used (11 events). Black: Median temperatures of the
1301 ensemble mean between 5 years before and 10 after the eruption (expressed as anomalies
1302 relative to the average of the five years preceding the eruption). Uncertainty estimates represent
1303 bootstrapped re-sampling of the medians. The red shaded area represents the 95% confidence
1304 interval of 1000 iterations of calculating the median of 11 random non-volcanic events. We
1305 selected the coldest of the years 0 and +1 after the eruption as the “response year” (year “0” in
1306 the plot) to allow for dating uncertainties or eruptions that take place late in the year.
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1308 Figure S8.4. Same as Figure S8.3 but using the Crowley ef al. (2000) volcanic forcing dataset

1309 with 19 events selected.
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1310
1311  Figure S8.5. Same as Figure S8.3 but using the volcanic forcing dataset of Gao et al. (2008) global

1312  forcing with 13 events selected.
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1313
1314 Figure S8.6. Same as Figure S8.3 but using the volcanic forcing dataset of Gao ez al. (2008)
1315 Southern Hemisphere forcing with 17 events selected.
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Re: Statement in response 12/07/12 3:14 PM

Re: Statement in response %g

Joelle Gergis
Sent:08 June 2012 16:17
To: David John Karoly

Publication of scientific study put on hold

Publication of a recent scientific study on temperature variations in Australasia over the last thousand
years has been delayed. The study, ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian
temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium’ by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, was recently accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.
An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which may affect the results.

While the paper states that “both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly detrended over the
1921-1990 period”, it was discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records used in the final analysis were
not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data
processing issue, it is likely to have implications for the results reported in the study. The journal has
been contacted and the publication of the study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent analysis of data
and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has been identified and the results are
being re-checked.

On 8/06/12 3:57 PM, "David Karoly" <dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:

Draft statement is attached, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
<http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/%7Edkaroly/wp/>
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RE: Climate blog discussion 12/07/12 3:14 PM

RE: Climate blog discussion

David John Karoly
Sent:08 June 2012 16:40
To: John Dubois; Diane Squires; Rebecca Scott; Joelle Gergis

Hi John and Rebecca,
Below is our suggested statement in response to the climate change blog discussion.

Your comments are welcome. We would like to send this to the blog site this evening,
to be seen to be proactive in dealing with this. We do not want to do anything more
until we meet on Tuesday morning. After that meeting, we will need to contact the
federal Dept of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency, as they funded the study. We
will also need to advise the Australian Science Media Centre, as they facilitated the
media conference when this study was accepted for publication in mid-May.

Best wishes, David

i e e T e T T T ———

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkarolyfunimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

Publication of scientific study put on hold

Publication of a recent scientific study on temperature variations in Australasia
over the last thousand years has been delayed. The study, ‘Evidence of unusual late
20th century warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the
last millennium’ by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen Phipps, Ailie Gallant and
David Karoly, was recently accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate. An
issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which may
affect the results.

While the paper states that “both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly
detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, it was discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the
records used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making
this statement incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing issue, it
is likely to have implications for the results reported in the study. The journal has
been contacted and the publication of the study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through

independent analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study,
an issue has been identified and the results are being re-checked.

https: [ fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...vQEDD)2ZAAA%2 fJI LJAAA&a =Print&pspid=_1342070071903_378959631 Page 1 of 1




Re: Climate blog Final statement 12/07/12 3:15PM

Re: Climate blog Final statement

Rebecca Scott
Sent: 08 June 2012 17:43
To: David John Karoly; John Dubois; Diane Squires; Joelle Gergis

Importance:High

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the
study, @Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian
temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium! by Joelle Gergis,
Raphael Neukom, Stephen Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for
publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data.

On 8/06/12 4:40 PM, "David John Karoly" <dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:

Hi John and Rebecca,

Below is our suggested statement in response to the climate change blog
discussion.

Your comments are welcome. We would like to send this to the blog site this
evening, to be seen to be proactive in dealing with this. We do not want to do
anything more until we meet on Tuesday morning. After that meeting, we will
need to contact the federal Dept of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency, as
they funded the study. We will also need to advise the Australian Science
Media Centre, as they facilitated the media conference when this study was
accepted for publication in mid-May.

Best wishes, David

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVY

v

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkarolyfunimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~-dkaroly/wp/

Publication of scientific study put on hold

Publication of a recent scientific study on temperature variations in
Australasia over the last thousand years has been delayed. The study,
@Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian
temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium! by Joelle Gergis,
Raphael Neukom, Stephen Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, was recently
accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate. An issue has been
identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which may affect
the results.

While the paper states that 2both proxy climate and instrumental data were
linearly detrended over the 19211990 period?, it was discovered on Tuesday 5

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVVVVVVY
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Re: Climate blog Final statement 12/07/12 3:15 PM

June that the records used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy
selection, making this statement incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate
data processing issue, it is likely to have implications for the results
reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of
the study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through
independent analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this
study, an issue has been identified and the results are being re-checked.

VVVVVVVVVVVY

Rebecca Scott | Senior Media Officer | University Communications
Telephone +61 3 8344 0181 | Mobile +61 417 164 791 | Email
rebeccasf@unimelb.edu.au

Web newsroom.melbourne.edu | Facebook facebook.com/melbuni |
Twitter twitter.com/uommedia

>>

This email and any attachments may contain personal information or
information that is otherwise confidential or the subject of copyright. Any
use, disclosure or copying of any part of it is prohibited. The University
does not warrant that this email or any attachments are free from viruses or
defects. Please check any attachments for viruses and defects before opening
them. If this email is received in error please delete it and notify us by
return email.

https: / /owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae =ltem&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2 zZAAA%2fJI ILAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342070114505_629779666 Page 2 of 2




FW: Statement in response 12/07/12 3:15 PM

FW: Statement in response | 4/

David John Karoly
Sent:08 June 2012 17:56
To: Raphael Neuk

Hi Raphi,

I hope you got some sleep. Joelle is away this weekend and not taking her computer.
As you will have seen from various emails, we have contacted J Climate and asked them to put
the paper on hold, and contacted the PAGES 2K group as well,

We have had advice from the media team here at teh University, as well as an independent
media advisor.

We have prepared a short statement to be used in response to any questions and to be sent
to Stephen McIntyre to go on the ClimateAudit web site. The longer version of the statement is
in the email message below.

The short version is
Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

Key points: We know there is an issue. The publication is on hold. We are reviewing the data
and results. This is a normal part of science.

Hope you are happy with this, David

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: Joelle Gergis

Sent: 08 June 2012 16:17

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Statement in response
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FW: Statement in response 12/07/12 3:15 PM
Print Publication of scientific study put on hold

Publication of a recent scientific study on temperature variations in Australasia over the last thousand
years has been delayed. The study, ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian
temperature reconstruction spanning theslast millennium’ by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, was recently accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.
An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which may affect the results.

While the paper states that “both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly detrended over the
1921-1990 period”, it was discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records used in the final analysis were
not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data
processing issue, it is likely to have implications for the results reported in the study. The journal has
been contacted and the publication of the study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent analysis of data

and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has been identified and the results are
being re-checked.

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. vQEDD)2 zAAA%2()I IMAAAj&a=Print&pspid=_1342070137885_33861088 Page 2 of 2




FW: Recent climate proxy study 12/07/12 3:13 PM

FW: Recent climate proxy study % Z

Joelle Gergis
Sent:08 June 2012 14:54
To: David John Karoly

------ Forwarded Message

From:

Date: Fri, 8 Jun 2012 14:52:05 +1000
To: Joelle Gergis <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au>
Subject: Recent climate proxy study

Dear Dr Gergis

As a geoscientist following the debate regarding your recent climate paper with a southem hemisphere hockey
stick, | can only conclude that what you have produced is a load of tendentious junk, full of statistical shortcomings
and misstatements. The temperature records for the past century show no significant warming in Australia. Your
geography is also very ordinary, since many of your sample sites are 1000s of km away from what normal people
regard as Australasia.

Your refusal to provide data to others implies that it would not stand up to expert scrutiny.

Unless and until we hear from you in defence of what appears to be well based criticism, | can only say that this is
a case of “. .. another zebra down — just another day on the Serengeti. . “

Yours faithfully

------ End of Forwarded Message

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa ?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. QEDD)2ZAAA%2() LDAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342069985843_463430835 Page 1of 1




Publication of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:20 PM

David John Karoly
Sent:08 June 2012 18:24
To: Swirepik, Anthony [Anthony.Swirepik@climatechange.gov.au]

Publication of scientific study put on hold %3

Hi Anthony,

As I said on the phone, an issue has been identiﬁeg in the study by Joelle Gergis, myself and others. This may affect
the results. A longer explanation is at the bottom. ¢
An short agreed statement is:

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

Key points: We know there is an issue. The publication is on hold. We are reviewing the data
and results. This is a normal part of science.

Hope you are happy with this. Please do not distribute this to the media without ing me first. It is fine to use
it in response to questions. I can be contacted over the weekend by mobile

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
pp: +61 38344 4698 |

f?:: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

*NMNNNNMNNNNNNNNNNNNMNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

Print Publication of scientific study put on hold
¢

Publication of a recent scientific study on temperature variations in Australasia over the last thousand
yéars has been delayed. The study, ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian
temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium’ by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, was recently accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.
An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which may affect the results.

While the paper states that “both proxy climate and instrumental data were line-arly detrended over the
1921-1990 period”, it was discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records used in .the final analysis were
not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect. Althop.gh this is an unfprtunate data
processing issue, it is likely to have implications for the results reported in the study. The journal has
been contacted and the publication of the study has been put on hold.
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Publication of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:20 PM

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent analysis of data

and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has been identified and the results are
being re-checked.

~
L
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RE: FW: Statement in response 12/07/12 421 PM

David John Karoly
Sent:08 June 2012 18:3
To: Raphael Neukon—

Hi Raphi,

RE: FW: Statement in response 4& [6

I am about to go home and have some dinner, then I'll send this to McIntyre, so that he gets it Friday morning.
Melbourne Uni wanted as little detail in the short statement as possible. I'll put the date in my email to McIntyre,
which he will likely post, as well as the short statement. I doubt that he will accept that we didn't find the issue
without his help, but that doesn't matter.

Please keep good records of what happenned when, and what you did. Also, keep any records of emails you receive
from Mclntyre or other bloggers. Joelle is being sent hate emails.

I'll send you some more comments later about what I think you could do in terms of data processing and data
selection, as well as checking, and the priorities. I agree that it might be good to run your code thru Ailie's
processing software too, as a check.

I definitely don't want you to burn out. You need to do your best job for the fellowship interview in 2 weeks. I
suggested that you both take a break, both Joelle and you, until you are together in Switzerland and can work on the
analysis and processing together.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

e

From: Raphael Neukom (N

Sent: 08 June 2012 18:18
To: David John Karoly
Subject: Re: FW: Statement in response

Hi David,

Thanks for this. I think this is a good strategy and the only way to move forward. I think the text is
written well. Maybe we can include the date when we discovered the error also in the short statement so
that it is clear that we did not just do it as a reaction to the McIntyre blog?

Maybe we can also make clear that it was my mistake, so that the Australian co-authors can be
protected a bit from agressive mails they do not deserve. The public situation is more relaxed here in

Switzerland.

[ am just making the table with the decadal correlations. And I will try to write down everything'that_
happened in the correct chronological order to be sure I can recall this all correctly. Because I think it
may be interesting for some people to see how the error and its discovery developed and when/how we
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(re-)acted.

Apart from that there are many things I could do in terms of analysi
So if you have some advice on what to do now first I wou appreciate.

I think all the a.nalysi's needs to be replicated by someone else (maybe Ailie or Steven) to make sure all
other errors | made can be identified and eliminated. Also for the SH paper. I'll have to present my SNF
proposal to the evaluation committee on June 19 and need to get prepared for this next week

Thanks a lot for your support!

Raphi

Am 08.06.2012 09:56, schrieb David John Karoly:
Hi Raphi,

I hope you got some sleep. Joelle is away this weekend and not taking her
computer.

As you will have seen from various emails, we have contacted J Climate and asked
them to put the paper on hold, and contacted the PAGES 2K group as well.

We have had advice from the media team here at teh University, as well as an
independent media advisor.
We have prepared a short statement to be used in response to any questions and
to be sent to Stephen Mclntyre to go on the ClimateAudit web site. The longer
version of the statement is in the email message below.

t :
The short version is

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the
study, “Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an
Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by
Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David
Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

Key points: We know there is an issue. The publication is on hold. We are reviewing
the data and results. This is a normal part of science.

Hope you are happy with this, David

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id =RgAAAAD.. QEDDJ2ZAAA%2()I LQAAAJ& a=Print&pspid=_1342074044782_402369742 Page 2 of 3
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Prof David Karoly ;
¢ School of Earth Sciences ;
University of Melbourne VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698
fax: +61 3 8344 7761
email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

httD://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkar01{/!iw0/
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From: Joelle Gergis

Sent: 08 June 2012 16:17

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Statement in response

Print Publication of scientific study put on hold

Publication of a recent scientific study on temperature variations in Australasia over the last
thousand years has been delayed. The study, ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming
from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium’ by Joelle
Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, was recently
accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate. An issue has been identified in the
processing of the data used in the study, which may affect the results.

While the paper states that “both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly
detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, it was discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records
used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement
incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have
implications for the results reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the
publication of the study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent
analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has been
identified and the results are being re-checked.

Raphael Neukom

School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne
Victoria 3010, Australia

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owaf?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. QEDD)2zAAA%2()I LQAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342074044782_402369742 Page 3 of 3
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Re: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission 45

Whittaker, Gwendolyn [gwhittaker@ametsoc.org]

Sent:08 June 2012 22:05

To: Joelle Gergis

Cc:  John Chiang [chiang.jcli etsocmail.org]; JCLI Chief Editor [jdled@envsci.rutgers.edu]; Raphael Neukom
David John Karoly; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant

Dear Dr. Gergis and Dr. Chiang,

I have put a production HOLD on this paper - I will now await further word from Dr. Gergis and Dr.
Chiang before any further production is done.

In cases where papers return to peer review (for another round of revision and new decision) after
acceptance, we do remove the Early Online Release version from our site.

Gwendolyn

Gwendolyn Whittaker
Publications Coordinator &

Peer Review Support Manager
American Meteorological Society

gwhittaker@ametsoc.org

phone: 617.226.3929
fax: 617.531.2096

45 Beacon Street
Boston, MA 02108

On Thu, Jun 7, 2012 at 10:35 PM, Joelle Gergis <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:
i Dear Dr Chiang
, I am the first author of the paper ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian
temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium’ JCLI-D-11-00649 which was recently accepted for
| publication in the Journal of Climate.

While attempting to release non-publicly available records used in our study with NOAA this week, our team
i discovered an error in our paper.

- In section 2.2 lines 220-224 of the paper we say:

| For predictor selection, both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly detrended over the 1921
1990 period to avoid inflating the correlation coefficient due to the presence of the global warming signal
present in the observed temperature record. Only records that were significantly (p<0.05) correlated with
. the detrended instrumental target over the 1921-1990 period were selected for analysis.

- When we went to recheck this on Tuesday, we discovered that the records used in the final analysis were not

https:/ fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD .. QEDD)2zAAA%2f)I LOAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342074072280_711521953 Page 1 of 4




Re: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission 12/07/12 4:21 PM

{ detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect.

The detrending of proxy records had been done in another paper on Southern Hemisphere temperature

variations that we had been writing simultaneously, so we wrongly assumed the same thing had been done
ol i e R R

this was not picked up until now.

Although it was an unfortunate data processing error, it does have implications for the results of the paper.
We wish to alert you to this issue before the paper goes into final production.

Meanwhile, independently of our team’s detection of this error, prominent climate change blogger Stephen
Mclintyre has identified the issue overnight (1 was alerted through an intimidating email this morning):

http://climateaudit.org/2012/06/06/gergis-significance

So instead of this being a unwanted but unfortunately normal part of science, we are likely to have an
extremely negative online commentary about our work and possibly the journal. We apologise in advance for
any problems caused.

As you know, the paper has already been accepted and is posted on the ‘Early online release’ section of the
Journal of Climate website. Until we have a chance to revise the submission, we suggest that the paper is
removed.

Please let us know how you’d like us to proceed, be it through a revised or new submission.

All the best

! Joelle Gergis, on behalf of the co-authors
|

!

Dr Joelle Gergis

Climate Research Fellow
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne,

VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

Ph: +61 3 834 49868

' Fax: +61 3 83447761

| http://climatehistory.com.au

On 1/05/12 1:57 PM, "John Chiang" <chiang.jcli@ametsocmail.org> wrote:

i > CC: chiang.icli@ametsocmail.org

i >
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> Re: JCLI-D-11-00649
> Journal of Climate
>

>

> Dear Dr. Gergis, a

> ‘

> We are pleased to inform you that your manuscript, "Evidence of unusual late

| >20th century warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning

> the last millennium," has been accepted for publication in Journal of Climate.
>

> Congratulations!

>

> Your paper will begin production after AMS has received the appropriate Page
> and Color Charge Form from you or your funding administration. Links to the
> forms are below.

>

> Now that your manuscript has been accepted for publication, the peer-review
> editorial office no longer has control of it. If you need further

> information, please contact AMS Publications Coordinator Gwendolyn Whittaker

> (gwhittaker@ametsoc.org).

>

> Thank you for publishing in Journal of Climate
>

> Sincerely,

>

> Dr. John Chiang, editor

> Journal of Climate

=

>
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> PRODUCTION INFORMATION

> ¥k kbbb kkkkk bk bk %

> Questions about charges should be sent to Christine Keane

> (ckeane@ametsoc.org).

>

> ----If you are paying your charges in full and submitted your paper before 1

i > May 2011, use:

. > http://www.ametsoc.org/pubs/journals/documents/pre1May11_pgcolorchgform.pdf

>
> ----If you are paying your charges in full and submitted your paper on or
> after 1 May 2011, use:

i > http://www.ametsoc.org/pubs/journals/documents/post1May11 pgcolorchgform.pdf

>
> ---If you received either a partial or a full waiver of charges, use this

i > form:

>

' > http://www.ametsoc.org/pubs/journals/documents/pre_or_waiver_pgcolorchgform.pd> f

>

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa /7ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2 zAAA%2 ]I 10AAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342074072280_711521953
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1; > You can check on the production status of your submission at any time by

| > logging in at http://amsjamc.edmgr.com/.
>

> Processing times may vary, but generally authors will be contacted by AMS

> Publications staff about two weeks after AMS has received the charge form.
> This email will either confirm that your submission has begun full production
| > or give you instructions for providing anything required.

>

> Reprints can be ordered from Sheridan Press using the following link:

> http://eoc.sheridan.com/ametsoc/eoc

>

> If you need further information, please contact:

> Gwendolyn Whittaker, Publications Coordinator, gwhittaker@ametsoc.org

>
>

Gwendolyn Whittaker
Publications Coordinator &

Peer Review Support Manager
American Meteorological Society

ittaker@ametsoc.o

phone: 617.226.3929
fax: 617.531.2096

45 Beacon Street
Boston, MA 02108
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FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold | é

David John Karoly
Sent:09 June 2012 06:08

To: Joelle Gergis; Raphael Neukom — Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au
Hi,

I have just sent the email below to Stephen Mclntyre. If you are asked about the study, please refer to the
statement and stick to the following key messages.

Key points: We know there is an issue. The publication is on hold. We are reviewing the data and results. This is a
normal part of science.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w
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From: David John Karoly

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:02

To: smcintyre25@yahoo.com

Subject: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al (2012) study ‘Evidence of
unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning
the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which may affect
the results. While the paper states that “both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly
detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we discovered on Tuesday S June that the records
used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement
incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have implications
for the results reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the
study has been put on hold.

This is @ normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent analysis
of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has been identified
and the results are being re-checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your ClimateAudit web site.
We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog for your scrutiny of
our study, which also identified this data processing issue.

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. QEDDJ2 ZAAA%2 () LSAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342074140377_562781001 Page 1 of 2




FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:22 PM

Thanks, David Karoly

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

R e e

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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Print production of scientific study put on hold LF?

David John Karoly
Sent:09 June 2012 06:10
To: smcintyre25@yahoo.ca

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al (2012) study ‘Evidence of
unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning
the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which may affect
the results. While the paper states that “both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly
detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records
used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement
incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have implications
for the results reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the
study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent analysis
of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has been identified
and the results are being re-checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your ClimateAudit web site.
We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog for your scrutiny of
our study, which also identified this data processing issue.

Thanks, David Karoly

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold M

David John Karoly
Sent:09 June 2012 06:21
To: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Hi Mike,

The comment on RealClimate is correct. We have identified a data processing issue with the Gergis et al (2012)
study. I have just sent the following email to Stephen McIntyre.

I would be grateful if you would hold off posting anything about this on the RealClimate site until Monday. Some
people might reach the wrong conclusions if RealClimate was to have a post on this before ClimateAudit.

This is a normal part of science, and demonstrates that science works.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

httg:{{www.earthsci.unime[b.edu.auzwdkarolygwpf
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From: David John Karoly

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:10

To: smcintyre25@yahoo.ca

Subject: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al (2012) study ‘Evidence of
unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning
the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which may affect
the results. While the paper states that “both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly
detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records
used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement
incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have implications
for the results reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the
study has been put on hold.

This is @ normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent analysis
of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has been identified
and the results are being re-checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your ClimateAudit web site.
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FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:23 PM

We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog for your scrutiny of
our study, which also identified this data processing issue.

Thanks, David Karoly

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

e Y N P P P A

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w
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Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07f12 423 PM

Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:39

To: David John Karoly

Attachments: WahletalScience06.pdf (107 KB) ; MRWA-JGRO7.pdf (1 MB)

Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold [)Lq

Hi David,

Well I'm afraid McIntyre has probably already leaked this anyway. I probably don't have to tell you this,
but don't trust him to behave ethically or honestly here, and assume that anything you tell him will be
cherry-picked in a way that maximally discredits the study and will be leaked as suits his purposes.

We have simply noted at RC in the comments that the paper does appear to have been retracted from the
AMS website, and we have no further information as to why.

I will share this w/ Eric and Gavin so they know the status,

mike

p-s. just a side note. we have found in our own extensive pseudoproxy tests that detrending the data prior
to calibration is *not* actually a good idea. See abstract of the '07 JGR article also the attached

Science comment by Wahl et al. So even if that does change the results, its not obvious that it would be
for the better. Just my two cents.

[see attached file: WahletalScience06.pdf] [see attached file: MRWA-JGRO7.pdf]

On Jun 8, 2012, at 4:21 PM, David John Karoly wrote:

Hi Mike,

The comment on RealClimate is correct. We have identified a data processing issue with the Gergis et
al (2012) study. I have just sent the following email to Stephen McIntyre.

I would be grateful if you would hold off posting anything about this on the RealClimate site until
Monday. Some people might reach the wrong conclusions if RealClimate was to have a post on this
before ClimateAudit.

This is a normal part of science, and demonstrates that science works.
Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: David John Karoly

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:10

To: smcintyre25@yahoo.ca

Subject: Print production of scientific study put on hold
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Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:23 PM

Dear Stephen,

I'am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al (2012)
study ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian
temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which
may affect the results. While the paper states that “both proxy climate and
instrumental data were linearly detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we
discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records used in the final analysis were not
detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect. Although this is an
unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have implications for the results
reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the
study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through
independent analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this
study, an issue has been identified and the results are being re-checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your ClimateAudit web
site.

We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog for your
scrutiny of our study, which also identified this data processing issue.

Thanks, David Karoly

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the
study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an
Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by
Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David
Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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Michael E. Mann
Professor
Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663

The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu
University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.michaelmann.net

“The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.thehockeystick.net
“Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com
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RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold 5 0

David John Karoly
Sent:09 June 2012 06:57
To: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Hi Mike,

Thanks for your email. I agree with all your comments about Mclntyre, except that you shouldn't say that McIntyre
has leaked this. He or someone on his blog noticed that the paper was no longer available in the EOR site for
JClimate (correct). We sent him information about the status of the paper and asked him to make a post.

We'll see what happens. We can only hope.

Thanks also for your comments about detrending prior to calibration or not. That is why we say there is an issue
with the study, rather than an error. The manuscript says the data were detrended, but in fact they were not. Given
the small number of proxies in the Australasian region, we have used proxies from a wider region. Some show
negative correlations with Australasian temps on interannual time scales, due to the spatial structure of the
teleconnection pattern, but positive correlations for the recent trend.

We do have to correct the statement in the paper. We have not yet decided whether we will stick with the full
calibration ie current results or a detrended calibration.

I'll look at your papers and discuss with Raphi and Joelle. I am definitely not an expert in palaeoclimate, which is
why I am n-th author on the paper, there to provide advice and protection.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:39

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi David,

Well I'm afraid Mclntyre has probably already leaked this anyway. I probably don't have to tell you this,
but don't trust him to behave ethically or honestly here, and assume that anything you tell him will be
cherry-picked in a way that maximally discredits the study and will be leaked as suits his purposes.

We have simply noted at RC in the comments that the paper does appear to have been retracted from the
AMS website, and we have no further information as to why.

[ will share this w/ Eric and Gavin so they know the status,

mike

p-s. just a side note. we have found in our own extensive pseudoproxy tests that detrending the data prior
to calibration is *not* actually a good idea. See abstract of the '07 JGR article also the attached
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Science comment by Wahl et al. So even if that does change the results, its not obvious that it would be

for the better. Just my two cents.
[see attached file: WahletalScience06.pdf] [see attached file: MRW A-JGRO7.pdf]

On Jun 8, 2012, at 4:21 PM, David John Karoly wrote:

Hi Mike,

The comment on RealClimate is correct. We have identified a data processing issue with the Gergis et

al (2012) study. I have just sent the following email to Stephen Mcintyre.

I would be grateful if you would hold off posting anything about this on the RealClimate site until
Monday. Some people might reach the wrong conclusions if RealClimate was to have a post on this
before ClimateAudit.

This is a normal part of science, and demonstrates that science works.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: David John Karoly

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:10

To: smcintyre25@yahoo.ca

Subject: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al (2012)
study ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian
temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which

may affect the results. While the paper states that “both proxy climate and
instrumental data were linearly detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we

discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records used in the final analysis were not
detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect. Although this is an

unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have implications for the results
reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the
study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through

https: { fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDDJ2zAAA% 2 )l IWAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342074250748_908787805
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independent analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this
study, an issue has been identified and the results are being re-checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your ClimateAudit web
site.

We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog for your
scrutiny of our study, which also identified this data processing issue.

Thanks, David Karoly

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the
study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an
Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by
Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David
Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: 461 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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Michael E. Mann
Professor
Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663

The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu
University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.michaelmann.net

“The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.thehockeystick.net

“Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com
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Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold 5 (

Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]
Sent:09 June 2012 07:41
To: David John Karoly

thanks very much David,

that all sounds very reasonable, and re-assuring too.

I'll be anxious to see the updated results. I'll be surprised if it fundamentally changes the conclusion, but
I guess I'll have to stay tuned like the others.

please keep me updated on this.

ok if I share this w/ Gavin and Eric Steig?

thanks,

mike

On Jun 8, 2012, at 4:57 PM, David John Karoly wrote:

Hi Mike,

Thanks for your email. I agree with all your comments about McIntyre, except that you shouldn't say
that McIntyre has leaked this. He or someone on his blog noticed that the paper was no longer
available in the EOR site for JClimate (correct). We sent him information about the status of the paper
and asked him to make a post.

We'll see what happens. We can only hope.

Thanks also for your comments about detrending prior to calibration or not. That is why we say there
is an issue with the study, rather than an error. The manuscript says the data were detrended, but in
fact they were not. Given the small number of proxies in the Australasian region, we have used proxies
from a wider region. Some show negative correlations with Australasian temps on interannual time
scales, due to the spatial structure of the teleconnection pattern, but positive correlations for the recent
trend.

We do have to correct the statement in the paper. We have not yet decided whether we will stick with
the full calibration ie current results or a detrended calibration.

I'll look at your papers and discuss with Raphi and Joelle. I am definitely not an expert in
palaeoclimate, which is why I am n-th author on the paper, there to provide advice and protection.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:39

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold
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Hi David,
Well I'm afraid Mclntyre has probably already leaked this anyway. I probably don't have to
tell you this, but don't trust him to behave ethically or honestly here, and assume that

anything you tell him will be cherry-picked in a way that maximally discredits the study and

will be leaked as suits his purposes.

We have simply noted at RC in the comments that the paper does appear to have been
retracted from the AMS website, and we have no further information as to why.

[ will share this w/ Eric and Gavin so they know the status,

mike

p.s. just a side note. we have found in our own extensive pseudoproxy tests that detrending

the data prior to calibration is *not* actually a good idea. See abstract of the '07 JGR article
also the attached Science comment by Wahl et al. So even if that does change the results, its
not obvious that it would be for the better. Just my two cents.

[see attached file: WahletalScience06.pdf] [see attached file: MRWA-JGRO7.pdf]

On Jun 8, 2012, at 4:21 PM, David John Karoly wrote:

Hi Mike,

The comment on RealClimate is correct. We have identified a data processing issue with
the Gergis et al (2012) study. I have just sent the following email to Stephen Mclntyre.

I would be grateful if you would hold off posting anything about this on the RealClimate
site until Monday. Some people might reach the wrong conclusions if RealClimate was to
have a post on this before ClimateAudit.

This is a normal part of science, and demonstrates that science works.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: David John Karoly

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:10

To: smcintyre25@yahoo.ca

Subject: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Dear Stephen,
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I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al
(2012) study ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an
Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the
study, which may affect the results. While the paper states that “both
proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly detrended over the
1921-1990 period”, we discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records
used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making
this statement incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing
issue, it is likely to have implications for the results reported in the
study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the study
has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through
independent analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions.
In this study, an issue has been identified and the results are being re-
checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your
ClimateAudit web site.

We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog
for your scrutiny of our study, which also identified this data processing
issue.

Thanks, David Karoly

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in
the

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an
Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last
millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen Phipps,
Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in

the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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Michael E. Mann
Professor
Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663

The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu
University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.michaelmann.net

“The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.thehockeystick.net
"Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com

Michael E. Mann
Professor
Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663

The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu
University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.michaelmann.net

“The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.thehockeystick.net
"Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com
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Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]
Sent:09 June 2012 08:22
To: David John Karoly

David,
Im sure you're already aware, but the Vulture s are feastlng

on- pmgy—;emgcramre reconstruction-after-post-peer-review-finds- fggl-ﬂaws{

The sooner you guys can comment, the better.
otherwise the worst will be assumed, sadly :(
mike

On Jun 8, 2012, at 4:57 PM, David John Karoly wrote:

Hi Mike,

Thanks for your email. I agree with all your comments about Mcintyre, except that you shouldn't say
that McIntyre has leaked this. He or someone on his blog noticed that the paper was no longer
available in the EOR site for JClimate (correct). We sent him information about the status of the paper
and asked him to make a post.

We'll see what happens. We can only hope.

Thanks also for your comments about detrending prior to calibration or not. That is why we say there
is an issue with the study, rather than an error. The manuscript says the data were detrended, but in
fact they were not. Given the small number of proxies in the Australasian region, we have used proxies
from a wider region. Some show negative correlations with Australasian temps on interannual time
scales, due to the spatial structure of the teleconnection pattern, but positive correlations for the recent
trend.

We do have to correct the statement in the paper. We have not yet decided whether we will stick with
the full calibration ie current results or a detrended calibration.

I'll look at your papers and discuss with Raphi and Joelle. I am definitely not an expert in
palaeoclimate, which is why I am n-th author on the paper, there to provide advice and protection.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:39

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold
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Hi David,

Well I'm afraid Mclntyre has probably already leaked this anyway. I probably don't have to
tell you this, but don't trust him to behave ethically or honestly here, and assume that
anything you tell him will be cherry-picked in a way that maximally discredits the study and
will be leaked as suits his purposes.

We have simply noted at RC in the comments that the paper does appear to have been
retracted from the AMS website, and we have no further information as to why.

I will share this w/ Eric and Gavin so they know the status,

mike

p-s. just a side note. we have found in our own extensive pseudoproxy tests that detrending
the data prior to calibration is *not* actually a good idea. See abstract of the '07 JGR article
also the attached Science comment by Wahl et al. So even if that does change the results, its
not obvious that it would be for the better. Just my two cents.

[see attached file: WahletalScience06.pdf] [see attached file: MRWA-JGRO7.pdf]

On Jun 8, 2012, at 4:21 PM, David John Karoly wrote:

Hi Mike,

The comment on RealClimate is correct. We have identified a data processing issue with
the Gergis et al (2012) study. I have just sent the following email to Stephen McIntyre.

I would be grateful if you would hold off posting anything about this on the RealClimate
site until Monday. Some people might reach the wrong conclusions if RealClimate was to
have a post on this before ClimateAudit.

This is @ normal part of science, and demonstrates that science works.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: David John Karoly
Sent: 09 June 2012 06:10

To: smcintyre25@yahoo.ca
Subject: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al
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(2012) study ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an
Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the
study, which may affect the results. While the paper states that “both
proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly detrended over the
1921-1990 period”, we discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records
used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making
this statement incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing
issue, it is likely to have implications for the results reported in the
study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the study
has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through
independent analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions.
In this study, an issue has been identified and the results are being re-
checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your
ClimateAudit web site.

We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog
for your scrutiny of our study, which also identified this data processing
1ssue.

Thanks, David Karoly

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in
the

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an
Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last
millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen Phipps,
Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in

the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w
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Michael E. Mann
Professor
Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663

The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu
University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.michaelmann.net

“The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.thehockeystick.net
"Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com

Michael E. Mann
Professor .
Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663

The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu
University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.michaelmann.net

"The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.th tick.net
"Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com
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Re: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission 53

Whittaker, Gwendolyn [gwhittaker@ametsoc.org]

Sent:09 June 2012 08:59

To: David John Karoly

Cc:  Joelle Gergis; John Chiang [chiang.jcli@ametsocmail.org]; JCLI Chief Editor [jcled@envsdi.rutgers.edu]; Raphael Neukom
s.phipps@unsw.edu.au; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant

Dear Dr. Gergis and all,
I can confirm that press removed the EOR version of this paper from our site earlier this afternoon.
Gwendolyn

On Fri, Jun 8, 2012 at 3:44 PM, David John Karoly <dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:
Thanks for advising us of this action. It is what we wanted.

Thanks, David

Prof David Karoly
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698
fax: +61 3 8344 7761
email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
JSIww i.unimelb.edu. ~ w
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From: Whittaker, Gwendolyn [gwhittaker@ametsoc.org]

Sent: 08 June 2012 22:05

To: Joelle Gergis

Cc: John Chiang; JCLI Chief Editor; Raphael Neukom; David John Karoly;
s.phipps@unsw.edu.au; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant

Subject: Re: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission

Dear Dr. Gergis and Dr. Chiang,

i I have put a production HOLD on this paper - I will now await further word from Dr. Gergis and Dr.
Chiang before any further production is done.

In cases where papers return to peer review (for another round of revision and new decision) after
| acceptance, we do remove the Early Online Release version from our site.

Gwendolyn

' Gwendolyn Whittaker
| Publications Coordinator &

| Peer Review Support Manager

| American Meteorological Society

i
i
i
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Re: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission 12/07/12 4:26 PM

I gwhittaker@ametsoc.org

|

phone: 617.226.3929
| fax: 617.531.2096

45 Beacon Street
i Boston, MA 02108

On Thu, Jun 7,2012 at 10:35 PM, Joelle Gergis <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:
| Dear Dr Chiang

| am the first author of the paper ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian
- temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium’ JCLI-D-11-00649 which was recently accepted
' for publication in the Journal of Climate.

While attempting to release non-publicly available records used in our study with NOAA this week, our
team discovered an error in our paper.

In section 2.2 lines 220-224 of the paper we say:

For predictor selection, both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly detrended over the 1921-

1990 period to avoid inflating the correlation coefficient due to the presence of the global warming signal
i present in the observed temperature record. Only records that were significantly (p<0.05) correlated with
l the detrended instrumental target over the 1921-1990 period were selected for analysis.

|
|

| When we went to recheck this on Tuesday, we discovered that the records used in the final analysis were
not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect.

E The detrending of proxy records had been done in another paper on Southern Hemisphere temperature
| variations that we had been writing simultaneously, so we wrongly assumed the same thing had been

done in the pustaason poper (R ———
_(his was not picked up until now.

Although it was an unfortunate data processing error, it does have implications for the results of the paper.
{ We wish to alert you to this issue before the paper goes into final production.

Meanwhile, independently of our team’s detection of this error, prominent climate change blogger
| Stephen Mclntyre has identified the issue overnight (I was alerted through an intimidating email this
| morning):

,' | http://climateaudit.org/2012/06/06/gergis-significance

| extremely negative online commentary about our work and possibly the journal. We apologise in advance

b

i So instead of this being a unwanted but unfortunately normal part of science, we are likely to have an
i

i | for any problems caused.

L As you know, the paper has already been accepted and is posted on the ‘Early online release’ section of

https:/ Jowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. QEDDJ2 zAAAR2(JI LXAAA)&a =Print&pspid=_1342074359995_758334670 Page 2 of §




Re: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission

fr
| |

i

|
i
|

|

1
|

12/07/12 4:26 PM

' the Journal of Climate website. Until we have a chance to revise the submission, we suggest that the paper

. is removed.

Please let us know how you’d like us to proceed, be it through a revised or new submission.
|
- All the best

r Joelle Gergis, on behalf of the co-authors

- Dr Joelle Gergis

' Climate Research Fellow

. School of Earth Sciences

| University of Melbourne,
VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

| Ph: +61 3 834 49868

i Fax: +61 3 834 47761

| http://climatehistory.com.au
]

On 1/05/12 1:57 PM, "John Chiang" <chiang.jcli@ametsocmail.org> wrote:
> CC: chiang.jcli@ametsocmail.org

>
| > Re: JCLI-D-11-00649
; > Journal of Climate
| >
Is
;_i"’ Dear Dr. Gergis, &
>
. >We are pleased to inform you that your manuscript, "Evidence of unusual late
| > 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning
> the last millennium," has been accepted for publication in Journal of Climate.
E >
. > Congratulations!

!
P>

]
i
{
|
{
!
i
1
'
|
{
i
1

_' > Your paper will begin production after AMS has received the appropriate Page
. > and Color Charge Form from you or your funding administration. Links to the
> forms are below.
>
i > Now that your manuscript has been accepted for publication, the peer-review
> editorial office no longer has control of it. If you need further
. > information, please contact AMS Publications Coordinator Gwendolyn Whittaker
> (gwhittaker@ametsoc.org).

https:/ jowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id =RgGAAAAD.. QEDD)2 zZAAAR2 ]I IXAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342074359995_758334670
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Re: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission

>

> Thank you for publishing in Journal of Climate
>

> Sincerely,

| >

> Dr. John Chiang, editor
> Journal of Climate

>

>

S OEEEEFARFAFREERRER R R AR R R KRR

> PRODUCTION INFORMATION

S kEkkkkkkkkk ek kR kR kR ok ok

> Questions about charges should be sent to Christine Keane

' > (ckeane@ametsoc.org).

>

. > --—If you are paying your charges in full and submitted your paper before 1
> May 2011, use:

. > http://www.ametsoc.org/pubs/journals/documents/pre1May11_pgcolorchgform.pdf

>

> ----If you are paying your charges in full and submitted your paper on or
> after 1 May 2011, use:

> http://www.ametsoc.org/pubs/journals/docume o) colorchgform.pdf
>
> ---If you received either a partial or a full waiver of charges, use this
> form:
>

> http://www.ametsoc.org/pubs/journals/documents/pre_or_waiver_pgcolorchgform.pd> f
>

> You can check on the production status of your submission at any time by

> logging in at http://amsjamc.edmgr.com/.

>
> Processing times may vary, but generally authors will be contacted by AMS

© > Publications staff about two weeks after AMS has received the charge form.
- > This email will either confirm that your submission has begun full production

> or give you instructions for providing anything required.
>

! > Reprints can be ordered from Sheridan Press using the following link:

. > http://eoc.sheridan.com/ametsoc/eoc
i >
! > If you need further information, please contact:

> Gwendolyn Whittaker, Publications Coordinator, gwhittaker@ametsoc.org

[

P>

- Gwendolyn Whittaker

https: / /owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD... QEDD)2ZAAAX2()I IXAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342074359995_758334670

12/07/12 4:26 PM
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Publications Coordinator &
Peer Review Support Manager
American Meteorological Society

whittak: r

phone: 617.226.3929
fax: 617.531.2096

45 Beacon Street
Boston, MA 02108

Gwendolyn Whittaker
Publications Coordinator &

Peer Review Support Manager
American Meteorological Society

gwhittaker@ametsoc.org

phone: 617.226.3929
fax: 617.531.2096

45 Beacon Street
Boston, MA 02108
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RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 427 PM

RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold \52{7

David John Karoly
Sent:09 June 2012 10:19
To: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Hi Mike,

I am happy for you to share my emails with Gavin and Eric. I am not surprised that WUWT has posted. I expect that
CA will post something soon, but I haven't received a response from McIntyre yet.

As I said earlier, I would prefer that RC did not post prior to CA.

We do not plan to make any more detailed response on the paper and the reasons for the withdrawal than what I
have sent to CA and to you. We need to redo the analysis to assess how much the detrending of the data over the
calibration period affects the proxy selection, and then the results. We need then to consider whether the detrending
should be included or not. As you said earlier, there may be good reasons for not using detrended data for the proxy
selection, It is much better that we have answers to these questions than prepare a hasty response. The manuscript
will likely go back to the reviewers for another review of the revised manuscript.

I do not want the timing of our responses to be reactive or to be determined by what WUWT or CA post.

The question of how much the issue with the data processing affects the results will be determined by further
analysis. It is not a fatal flaw.

Thanks for your comments and support, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.uni . ~ ly/w

B L L L e L L

From: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Sent: 09 June 2012 07:41

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

thanks very much David,

that all sounds very reasonable, and re-assuring too.

I'll be anxious to see the updated results. I'll be surprised if it fundamentally changes the conclusion, but
I guess I'll have to stay tuned like the others.

please keep me updated on this.

ok if I share this w/ Gavin and Eric Steig?

thanks,

mike

On Jun 8, 2012, at 4:57 PM, David John Karoly wrote:

Hi Mike,

Thanks for your email. I agree with all your comments about McIntyre, except that you shouldn't say
that McIntyre has leaked this. He or someone on his blog noticed that the paper was no longer
available in the EOR site for JClimate (correct). We sent him information about the status of the paper
and asked him to make a post.

We'll see what happens. We can only hope.

https:/ fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2zAAA%2()I 1aAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342074403073_870304032
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RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 427 PM

Thanks also for your comments about detrending prior to calibration or not. That is why we say there
is an issue with the study, rather than an error. The manuscript says the data were detrended, but in
fact they were not. Given the small number of proxies in the Australasian region, we have used proxies
from a wider region. Some show negative correlations with Australasian temps on interannual time
scales, due to the spatial structure of the teleconnection pattern, but positive correlations for the recent
trend.

We do have to correct the statement in the paper. We have not yet decided whether we will stick with
the full calibration ie current resuits or a detrended calibration.

I'll look at your papers and discuss with Raphi and Joelle. I am definitely not an expert in
palaeoclimate, which is why I am n-th author on the paper, there to provide advice and protection.

 Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

T e Rt

From: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:39

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi David,

Well I'm afraid Mclntyre has probably already leaked this anyway. I probably don't have to
tell you this, but don't trust him to behave ethically or honestly here, and assume that
anything you tell him will be cherry-picked in a way that maximally discredits the study and
will be leaked as suits his purposes.

We have simply noted at RC in the comments that the paper does appear to have been
retracted from the AMS website, and we have no further information as to why.

I will share this w/ Eric and Gavin so they know the status,

mike

p.s. just a side note. we have found in our own extensive pseudoproxy tests that detrending

the data prior to calibration is *not* actually a good idea. See abstract of the '07 JGR article
also the attached Science comment by Wahl et al. So even if that does change the results, its
not obvious that it would be for the better. Just my two cents.

[see attached file: WahletalScience06.pdf] [see attached file: MRWA-JGRO7.pdf]

On Jun 8, 2012, at 4:21 PM, David John Karoly wrote:

Hi Mike,

The comment on RealClimate is correct. We have identified a data processing issue with
the Gergis et al (2012) study. I have just sent the following email to Stephen McIntyre.

I would be grateful if you would hold off posting anything about this on the RealClimate
site until Monday. Some people might reach the wrong conclusions if RealClimate was to

https: {fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDDJ2 zZAAA%2()I1aAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342074403073_870304032 Page 2 of §




RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:27 PM

have a post on this before ClimateAudit.
This is a normal part of science, and demonstrates that science works.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www_.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: David John Karoly

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:10

To: smcintyre25@yahoo.ca

Subject: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al
(2012) study ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an
Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the
study, which may affect the results. While the paper states that “both
proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly detrended over the
1921-1990 period”, we discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records
used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making
this statement incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing
issue, it is likely to have implications for the results reported in the
study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the study
has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through
independent analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions.
In this study, an issue has been identified and the results are being re-
checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your
ClimateAudit web site.

We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog
for your scrutiny of our study, which also identified this data processing
issue.

Thanks, David Karoly
Print publication of scientific study put on hold
An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in

the
study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an

hittps: //owa. unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae =ltem&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD. . QEDD)2ZAAAK2 JI 1aAAAJSa = Print&pspid =_1342074403073_870304032 Page 3 of 5




RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last
millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen Phipps,
Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in

the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

L L N L Y T Y P VL P YT Y]

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
f/www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~ r w

B L L L e  a a ]

Michael E. Mann

Professor

Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663

The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu
University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.michaelmann.net

“The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.thehockeystick.net
“Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae —Item&t=1PM.Note&id =RgAAAAD...QEDD)2zAAA%2 ]I 1aAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342074403073_8 70304032

12/07/12 4:27 PM
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Michael E. Mann
Professor
Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663
The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu

University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.m n.net

"The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.thehockeystick.net
“Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com
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Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold ﬁ

Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]
Sent:09 June 2012 11:35
To: David John Karoly

thanks David,
that's good to know, it might prove very helpful.

by the way, what I meant was that we will post an update/correction to our RC article only *after* you,
Joelle et al have an *official* update that you're ready to go public with. So we'll just sit tight in the
meantime, and await word from you guys.

this will all blow over and hopefully, in the end, amount to less than a mole hill...

talk to you later,
mike

On Jun 8, 2012, at 9:19 PM, David John Karoly wrote:

Go for it. There is a robust discussion on CA at
http://climateaudit.orq/2012/06/08/gergis-et-al-put-on-hold/

Not all of it as bad as many CA discussions, but I do have rose-colored glasses on.
Best wishes, David

PS We do have a fully-documented record or who, when and how the data processing issue was
identified by a member of the author team independent of, and before, any posts on this issue at CA
or other web sites. Please don't post the last comment.

P L e b et b T L

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

B N N e e

From: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Sent: 09 June 2012 10:43

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

ok David,

will inform them. please do keep us updated/posted. we'll post some sort of update to the
piece in due course.

I'm sure this isn't a fatal flaw. But a good idea to double-check everything and make sure its
air tight when you go public w/ any correction.

thanks for the update. looking forward to further word,

https: [ /owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=ltem&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. .QEDDJ2zAAAR2{JI 1dAAA)&a =Print&pspid=_1342074549859_741701166 Page 1 of 9




Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

mike

On Jun 8, 2012, at 8:19 PM, David John Karoly wrote:

Hi Mike,

I am happy for you to share my emails with Gavin and Eric. I am not surprised that
WUWT has posted. I expect that CA will post something soon, but I haven't received a
response from Mclntyre yet.

As I said earlier, I would prefer that RC did not post prior to CA.

We do not plan to make any more detailed response on the paper and the reasons for
the withdrawal than what I have sent to CA and to you. We need to redo the analysis to
assess how much the detrending of the data over the calibration period affects the proxy
selection, and then the results. We need then to consider whether the detrending should
be included or not. As you said earlier, there may be good reasons for not using
detrended data for the proxy selection. It is much better that we have answers to these
questions than prepare a hasty response. The manuscript will likely go back to the
reviewers for another review of the revised manuscript.

I do not want the timing of our responses to be reactive or to be determined by what
WUWT or CA post.

The question of how much the issue with the data processing affects the results will be
determined by further analysis. It is not a fatal flaw.

Thanks for your comments and support, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w
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From: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Sent: 09 June 2012 07:41

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

thanks very much David,

that all sounds very reasonable, and re-assuring too.

['ll be anxious to see the updated results. I'll be surprised if it fundamentally
changes the conclusion, but I guess I'll have to stay tuned like the others.
please keep me updated on this.

ok if I share this w/ Gavin and Eric Steig?

thanks,

mike

On Jun 8, 2012, at 4:57 PM, David John Karoly wrote:

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa(7ae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2 zZAAAX2f)I LAAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342074549859_741701166

12/07/12 4:29 PM
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Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:29 PM

Hi Mike,

Thanks for your email. I agree with all your comments about Mclntyre,
except that you shouldn't say that McIntyre has leaked this. He or someone
on his blog noticed that the paper was no longer available in the EOR site
for JClimate (correct). We sent him information about the status of the
paper and asked him to make a post.

We'll see what happens. We can only hope.

Thanks also for your comments about detrending prior to calibration or not.
That is why we say there is an issue with the study, rather than an error.
The manuscript says the data were detrended, but in fact they were not.
Given the small number of proxies in the Australasian region, we have used
proxies from a wider region. Some show negative correlations with
Australasian temps on interannual time scales, due to the spatial structure
of the teleconnection pattern, but positive correlations for the recent trend.

We do have to correct the statement in the paper. We have not yet decided
whether we will stick with the full calibration ie current results or a
detrended calibration.

I'll look at your papers and discuss with Raphi and Joelle. I am definitely
not an expert in palaeoclimate, which is why I am n-th author on the
paper, there to provide advice and protection.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w

P T T e R e bl i

From: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:39

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi David,

Well I'm afraid Mclntyre has probably already leaked this anyway.
I probably don't have to tell you this, but don't trust him to behave
ethically or honestly here, and assume that anything you tell him
will be cherry-picked in a way that maximally discredits the study
and will be leaked as suits his purposes.

We have simply noted at RC in the comments that the paper does
appear to have been retracted from the AMS website, and we have
no further information as to why.

I will share this w/ Eric and Gavin so they know the status,

https: / fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=I1PM.Note &id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2zAAA%2f)I 1dAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_13420 74549859_741701166 Page 3 of 9




Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold
mike

p.s. just a side note. we have found in our own extensive
pseudoproxy tests that detrending the data prior to calibration is
*not* actually a good idea. See abstract of the '07 JGR article also
the attached Science comment by Wahl et al. So even if that does
change the results, its not obvious that it would be for the better.
Just my two cents.

[see attached file: WahletalScience06.pdf] [see attached file:
MRWA-JGRO7.pdf]

On Jun 8, 2012, at 4:21 PM, David John Karoly wrote:

Hi Mike,

The comment on RealClimate is correct. We have identified a
data processing issue with the Gergis et al (2012) study. I
have just sent the following email to Stephen Mclntyre.

I would be grateful if you would hold off posting anything
about this on the RealClimate site until Monday. Some people
might reach the wrong conclusions if RealClimate was to have
a post on this before ClimateAudit.

This is a normal part of science, and demonstrates that
science works.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w

P N e Rl e
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From: David John Karoly

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:10

To: smcintyre25@yahoo.ca

Subject: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of
the Gergis et al (2012) study ‘Evidence of unusual
late 20th century warming from an Australasian

https: .f.-'owa.unlmelb.edu.aufowa,!?ae=Item&t-=lPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD., QEDDJ2zAAA%2()I 1dAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342074549859_741701166

12/07/12 4:29 PM
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Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:29 PM

temperature reconstruction spanning the last
millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of
the data used in the study, which may affect the
results. While the paper states that “both proxy
climate and instrumental data were linearly
detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we
discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records
used in the final analysis were not detrended for
proxy selection, making this statement incorrect.
Although this is an unfortunate data processing
issue, it is likely to have implications for the
results reported in the study. The journal has
been contacted and the publication of the study
has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of
scientific studies through independent analysis of
data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In
this study, an issue has been identified and the
results are being re-checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice
below on your ClimateAudit web site.

We would like to thank you and the participants at
the ClimateAudit blog for your scrutiny of our
study, which also identified this data processing
issue.

Thanks, David Karoly

Print publication of scientific study put
on hold

An issue has been identified in the
processing of the data used in the

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th
century warming from an

Australasian temperature reconstruction
spanning the last millennium" by Joelle
Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen Phipps,
Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted
for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and
results.

https:/ fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. [QEDDJ2zAAA%2fJI lLdAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342074549859_741701166 Page 5 of 9
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Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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Michael E. Mann
Professor
Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663

The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu
University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.m mann.net

“The Hockey Stick and the Climate

Wars": www.thehockeystick.net
"Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com
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$300,000 for a three-week... 56
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From: The Courier Mail / Herald Sun
$300.000 for a three-week scare

Andrew Bolt —, Sunday, June, 10, 2012, (5:12am)

As Jo Nova puts it:

300,000 dollars and three years to produce a paper that lasted three weeks

She’s talking about the paper by Joelie Gergis, researcher and warmist activist, purporting to show
unprecedented warming of all of (whisper this next bit) 0.09 degrees in Australasia:

The paper might have been scientifically invalid, but it was a box-office success.

The headlines were everywhere

“1000 years of climate data confirms Australia’s warming” said the press release from University of
Melbourne. It was picked up by The Guardian: “Australasia has hottest 60 years in a millennium,
scientists find"; The Age and The Australian led with “Warming since 1950 ‘unprecedented’. The story
was on ABC 24 and ABC news where Gergis proclaimed:” there are no other warm periods in the last
1000 years that match the warming experienced in Australasia since 1950.” It was all over the ABC
including ABC Radio National, and they were “95% certain”! On ABC AM, “the last five decades
years in Australia have been the warmest. “ Plus there were pages in Science Alert, Campus Daily Eco
news, The Conversation, Real Climate and Think Progress....

Skeptics have been looking through the paper, and three weeks after it was published a team at Climate
Audit uncovered a problem so significant that the authors announced that this paper is “on hold”. It has
been withdrawn from the American Meteorological Society website. Bishop Hill has probably the best
summary of what this means, and how it unfolded.

The question:

Will any of these media outlets update their news? ...

On AM, David Karoly raved about how the study was strong because it relied more on observations not
modeling (it is getting to them that skeptics keep pointing out they have no empirical evidence), and
claimed he had “high confidence” in the results. (Is that the same kind of high confidence he has in
future predictions of warming?) _

MATTHEW CARNEY: Professor Karoly says the strength of the study is that it’s relied more on direct
observations and measurements than climate modelling.

DAVID KAROLY: Nothing is absolutely certain in science but we say with very high confidence because
we have repeated the analysis alone for the uncertainties that the warming in the last 50 years is very
unusual and cannot, very likely cannot be explained by natural climate variability alone.

How concerned are they with accuracy? Are all these media outlets happy to leave their readers or
viewers with the impression that these results are robust, reliable, and strong?

https://owa.unimelb.edu.aufowa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD .vOQEDD)2 zAAA%2f)ILfAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342074584688_894254307 Page 1 of 1
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Question | 5 7

Sent: 10 June 2012 13:00
To: David John Karoly

Dear Professor Karoly:

In light of recent comments about the recently published Gergis paper, will you be issuing
any revised opinions regarding this paper and its conclusions?

Sincerely,

Albany, WA

FREE Animations for your email - by IncrediMail!
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just wanted to be sure
Andrew Revkin N v Li?
Sent: 10 June 2012 14: i

To: David John Karoly
Dear David,

Been on the road and immersed on other subjects but caught up with the mcintyre post tonight. Is your
note to him cited correctly?

Is there a gameplan/timetable for reviewing the issue?

(and do you know if the U of Melbourne press office is going to issue an update on the news release it
sent out when the paper came out?)

Gergis et al “"Put on Hold”
Jun 8, 2012 - 3:56 PM

A few days ago, Joelle Gergis closed her letter refusing data stating:

We will not be entertaining any further correspondence on the matter.

Gergis’ statement seems to have been premature. David Karoly, the senior author, who had
been copied on Gergis’ surly email and who is also known as one of the originators of the
“death threat” story, wrote today:

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al (2012) study
‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which
may affect the results. While the paper states that "both proxy climate and
instrumental data were linearly detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we
discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records used in the final analysis were not
detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect. Although this is an
unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have implications for the results
reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the
study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent
analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has
been identified and the results are being re-checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your ClimateAudit web
site.

We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog for your
scrutiny of our study, which also identified this data processing issue.

Thanks, David Karoly
Print publication of scientific study put on hold
An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study,

https: /fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae =Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDDJ2 zAAAX2fJI LgAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342074831446_196945593 Page 1 of 2
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"Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium” by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom,
-Stephen Phipps, Ailie Gallant'and David Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal

The inggng{gf’@;g? between replicated correlations and Gergis claims was first pointed out by
Jean SWersraauviaetly severanshifisialptarandvessdisers have noted in comments, it's
interesting that Karoly says that they had independently discovered this issue on June 5 - a
claim that is distinctly shall-we-say Gavinesque (See the Feb 2009 posts on the Mystery Man.)

I urge readers not to get too wound up about this, as there are a couple of potential fallback
positions. They might still claim to “get” a Stick using the reduced population of proxies that
pass their professed test. Alternatively, they might now say that the “right” way of screening is
to do so without detrending and “get” a Stick that way. However, they then have to face up to
the "Screening Fallacy”. As noted in my earlier post, while this fallacy is understood on critical
blogs, it is not understood by real_climate_scientists and I would not be surprised it Gergis et
al attempt to revive their article on that basis.

One thing we do know. In my first post on Gergis et al on May 31, I had referred to the
Screening Fallacy. The following day (June 1), the issue of screening on de-trended series was
discussed in comment. I added the following comment in the main post ( responding to
comment by Jim Bouldin and others):

Gergis et al 2012 say that their screening is done on de-trended series. This measure
might mitigate the screening fallacy — but this is something that would need to be
checked carefully. I havent yet checked on the other papers in this series.

There was a similar discussion at Bishop Hill. What the present concession means - is that my
concession was premature and that the screening actually done by Gergis et al was within the
four corners of the Screening Fallacy. However, no concessions have been made on this point.

ANDREW C. REVKIN

Dot Earth blogger, The New York Times
http://www.nytimes.com/dotearth

Senior Fellow, Pace Acad. for Applied Env. Studies
Cell: 914-441-5556 Fax: 914-989-8009

Twitter: @revkin Skype: Andrew.Revkin
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RE: just wanted to be sure

David John Karoly
Sent:10 June 2012 16:19
To: Andrew Revki

Hi Andrew,

12/07/12 434 PM

OF

Thanks for your interest in this study. As far as I can tell, Stephen has cited my email to him correctly. His comments

are of course his own.

The University of Melbourne has authorised us to issue the following statement:

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

We cannot say yet whether the concdlusions are changed or not until we have completed our review of the data and

the results.

As [ said in my email to Stephen,

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent
analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has

been identified and the results are being re-checked.
Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: Andrew Revking
Sent: 10 June 2012 14:41
To: David John Karoly

Subject: just wanted to be sure

Dear David,

Been on the road and immersed on other subjects but caught up with the mcintyre post tonight. Is your

note to him cited correctly? o _
Is there a gameplan/timetable for reviewing the issue?

(and do you know if the U of Melbourne press office is going to issue an update on the news release it
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sent out when the paper came out?)

Gergis et al “Put on Hold"”
Jun 8, 2012 - 3:56 PM

A few days ago, Joelle Gergis closed her letter refusing data stating:

We will not be entertaining any further correspondence on the matter.

Gergis’ statement seems to have been premature. David Karoly, the senior author, who had
been copied on Gergis’ surly email and who is also known as one of the originators of the
“death threat” story, wrote today:

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al (2012) study
‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which
may affect the results. While the paper states that “both proxy climate and
instrumental data were linearly detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we
discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records used in the final analysis were not
detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect. Although this is an
unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have implications for the results
reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the
study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent
analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has
been identified and the results are being re-checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your ClimateAudit web
site.

We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog for your
scrutiny of our study, which also identified this data processing issue.,

Thanks, David Karoly
Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study,
"Evidence of uynusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstructioh spanning the last millennium” by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom,
Stephen_Phipps, Ailie_Gallant_and David Karoly, accepted for publication in. the Journal

The in&fn?%f’é%& between replicated correlations and Gergis claims was first pointed out by
Jean SWerseAUGaRLY sevesanshilsiolp timandiesodiders have noted in comments, it's
interesting that Karoly says that they had independently discovered this issue on June 5 - a
claim that is distinctly shall-we-say Gavinesque (See the Feb 2009 posts on the Mystery Man.)

I urge readers not to get too wound up about this, as there are a couple of potential fallback
positions. They might still claim to “get” a Stick using the reduced population of proxies that
pass their professed test. Alternatively, they might now say that the “right” way of screening is
to do so without detrending and “get” a Stick that way. However, they then have to face up to

https:/fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. vQEDD)2 ZAAA%2()I 1iAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342074890508_154769773 Page 2 of 3
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the “Screening Fallacy”. As noted in my earlier post, while this fallacy is understood on critical
blogs, it is not understood by real_climate_scientists and I would not be surprised it Gergis et
al attempt to revive their article on that basis.

One thing we do know. In my first post on Gergis et al on May 31, I had referred to the
Screening Fallacy. The following day (June 1), the issue of screening on de-trended series was
discussed in comment. I added the following comment in the main post ( responding to
comment by Jim Bouldin and others):

Gergis et al 2012 say that their screening is done on de-trended series. This measure
might mitigate the screening fallacy - but this is something that would need to be
checked carefully. I haven't yet checked on the other papers in this series.

There was a similar discussion at Bishop Hill. What the present concession means - is that my
concession was premature and that the screening actually done by Gergis et al was within the
four corners of the Screening Fallacy. However, no concessions have been made on this point.

ANDREW C. REVKIN
Dot Earth blogger, The New York Times
/Iwww . nytimes.com/dotearth
Senior Fellow, Pace Acad. for Applied Env. Studies
Cell: 914-441-5556 Fax: 914-989-8009
Twitter: @revkin Skype: Andrew.Revkin
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RE: Question
David John Karoly

Sent: 10 June 2012 16:23 :
To:
ocor (Y

Thanks for your interest in this study.

The University of Melbourne has authorised us to issue the following statement:

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the

study, “Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an

Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle
Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted
for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

We cannot say yet whether the conclusions are changed or not until we have completed our review of the data
and the results.

As I said in my email to Stephen McIntyre,
This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent
analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has
been identified and the results are being re-checked.

Best wishes, David

Y e Y Y E N N N L N VP VY N P N VN V)

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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Sent: 10 June 20 .
To: David John Karoly
Subject: Question
Dear Professor Karoly:

In light of recent comments about the recently published Gergis paper, will you be issuing any

revised opinions regarding this paper and its conclusions?
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Sincerely,

any, F; ¥
P )

L]
FREE Animations for your email - by IncrediMail!
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Re: just wanted to be sure

Andrew Revkin
Sent: 10 June 2012 22:55
To: David John Karoly

Thanks!

p-s., i know there's lots of acrimony and assertion online, but also an awful lot of minds testing the

quality of information. Would you say this secondary peer review in the blogosphere is, on balance, good
or bad for the scientific process?

On Sun, Jun 10, 2012 at 2:19 AM, David John Karoly <dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:
| Hi Andrew,

Thanks for your interest in this study. As far as I can tell, Stephen has cited my email to him correctly. His
comments are of course his own.

The University of Melbourne has authorised us to issue the following statement:

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an

Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle
Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted
for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

We cannot say yet whether the conclusions are changed or not until we have completed our review of the data
and the results.

As [ said in my email to Stephen,

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent
analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has
been identified and the results are being re-checked.

Best wishes, David
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Prof David Karoly

i School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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' From: Andrew Revkin —
| Sent: 10 Jung 2012 14:41 i
' To: David John Karoly )

{ Subject: just wanted to be sure
[ Dear David,

I Been on the road and immersed on other subjects but caught up with the mcintyre post tonight. Is your

; note to him cited correctly?

 Is there a gameplan/timetable for reviewing the issue?

 (and do you know if the U of Melbourne press office is going to issue an update on the news release it
sent out when the paper came out?)

Gergis et al “"Put on Hold”
Jun 8, 2012 - 3:56 PM

. A few days ago, Joelle Gergis closed her letter refusing data stating:

We will not be entertaining any further correspondence on the matter.

Gergis’ statement seems to have been premature. David Karoly, the senior author, who had
been copied on Gergis’ surly email and who is also known as one of the originators of the
“death threat” story, wrote today:

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al (2012) study
‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium’

1 An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which

| may affect the results. While the paper states that “both proxy climate and

instrumental data were linearly detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we
discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records used in the final analysis were not
detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect. Although this is an

i unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have implications for the results

reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the

'[ study has been put on hold.

: This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through
l independent analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this
study, an issue has been identified and the results are being re-checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your ClimateAudit web
site.

. We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog for your
‘. scrutiny of our study, which also identified this data processing issue.

Thanks, David Karoly
Print publication of scientific study put on hold
An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study,
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"Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium” by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom,

Stephen Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in the
Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

| The inconsistency between replicated correlations and Gergis claims was first pointed out by

Jean S here on June 5 at 4:42 pm blog time. As readers have noted in comments, it's
interesting that Karoly says that they had independently discovered this issue on June § - a

claim that is distinctly shall-we-say Gavinesque (See the Feb 2009 posts on the Mystery
Man.)

I urge readers not to get too wound up about this, as there are a couple of potential fallback
positions. They might still claim to “get” a Stick using the reduced population of proxies that
pass their professed test. Alternatively, they might now say that the “right” way of screening

| is to do so without detrending and “get” a Stick that way. However, they then have to face
| up to the "Screening Fallacy”. As noted in my earlier post, while this fallacy is understood

on critical blogs, it is not understood by real_climate_scientists and I would not be surprised
it Gergis et al attempt to revive their article on that basis.

One thing we do know. In my first post on Gergis et al on May 31, I had referred to the
Screening Fallacy. The following day (June 1), the issue of screening on de-trended series
was discussed in comment. I added the following comment in the main post ( responding to
comment by Jim Bouldin and others):
Gergis et al 2012 say that their screening is done on de-trended series. This
measure might mitigate the screening fallacy - but this is something that would
need to be checked carefully. I haven't yet checked on the other papers in this
series.

There was a similar discussion at Bishop Hill. What the present concession means - is that
my concession was premature and that the screening actually done by Gergis et al was
within the four corners of the Screening Fallacy. However, no concessions have been made

on this point.

ANDREW C. REVKIN
Dot Earth blogger, The New York Times

i http://www.nytimes.com/doteart

i Cell: 914-441-5556 Fax: 914-989-8009

Senior Fellow, Pace Acad. for Applied Env. Studies

Twitter: @revkin Skype: Andrew.Revkin

ANDREW C. REVKIN
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Dot Earth blogger, The New York Times
http://www.nytimes.com/d

Senior Fellow, Pace Acad. for Applied Env. Studies
Cell: 914-441-5556 Fax: 914-989-8009

Twitter: @revkin Skype: Andrew.Revkin
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FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold 2

David John Karoly
Sent: 11 June 2012 11:52
To: -:tl'neage.com.au]

o

This is what I sent to Stephen McIntyre.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w
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From: David John Karoly

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:10

To: smcintyre25@yahoo.ca

Subject: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al (2012) study ‘Evidence of
unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning
the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which may affect
the results. While the paper states that “both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly
detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records
used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement
incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have implications
for the results reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the

study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent analysis
of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has been identified
and the results are being re-checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your ClimateAudit web site.

We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog for your scrutiny of
our study, which also identified this data processing issue.

Thanks, David Karoly

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD _QEDDJ2zAAA%2fJI LmAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342074972807_298380751 Page 1 of 2




FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

12/07/12 4:36 PM

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the
study, "Evidenge of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimel u.au/~dkaroly/w

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNMNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

https://

owa.unimelb.edu.aufowa/7ae=Item&t=IPM.N ote&id=RgAAAAD...QEDDJ22AAAR2 )l ImAAAJ&a= Print&pspid=

_1342074972807_298380751

reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.
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Print publication put on hold 12/07/12 4:37 PM

Print publication put on hold
David John Karoly

Sent:1 2 11:53

To %U\eage.mm.au]
g

The University of Melbourne has authorised us to issue the following statement:

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

We cannot say yet whether the conclusions are changed or not until we have completed our review of the data and
the results.

As I said in my email to Stephen Mclntyre,
This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent
analysis of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has
been identified and the results are being re-checked.

Best wishes, David

o N NN VN N ]

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

B N e

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. VQEDD]2zAAAK2()I LIAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342075009361_405281070 Page 1of 1




Fwd: Please set the record straight

Fwd: Please set the record straight

Rebecca Scott

Sent:11 June 2012 12:03

To: Diane Squires; John Dubois; David John Karoly
¥ B

Hj all, I've received several emails like this one - but this has been sent to
Media aswell

I have received several others calling for release to be taken down
See below

Rebecca

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

rrom: (R
Date: 10 June :59:01 AEST

To: <rebeccas@unimelb.edu.au>

Subject: Please set the record straight

Rebecca

12/07/12 4:37 PM

I

I've read your press release 1000 years of climate data confirms Australia’s warming, note
that it has been widely circulated, have Cc'd as many publishers as possible directly and am
in process of contacting the others through their websites.

The paper you lauded as "form(ing) the Australasian region’s contribution to the 5th [IPCC

climate change assessment report chapter on past climate" has survived for just three weeks.

It has been taken down from the American Meteorological Society and Real

Climate websites.

The Paper has been put on hold.

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which
may affect the results. While the paper states that “both proxy climate and
instrumental data were linearly detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we
discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records used in the final analysis were not
detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect. Although this is an
unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have implications for the results
reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa /?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2 ZAAA%2f]I InAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342075049552_474678641
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Fwd: Please set the record straight 12/07/12 4:37 PM
study has been put on hold.
Alarmist predictions are being debunked on a daily basis and there is no better local example
than Tim Flannery and his rainfall predictions. Every one of them has turned out to be

utterly wrong.

Please set the Australian public record straight about the Gergis et al Paper.

Best regards

**=#2+ Confidentiality and Privilege Notice ******+

This e-mail is intended only to be read or used by the addressee. It is confidential and may contain legally pri
vileged fh,formation. You may not disclose, copy, dism’bu'te, rely on, modify or use this email except as
authorised by the sender. If you have received this message in error, please notify me immediately by
return email and delete this email. The sender does not accept any liability for any loss or damage arising
from the use of any information or data contained in this email or attachment. Confidentiality and legal priv
ilege are not waived or lost by reason of mistaken delivery to you.

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2zAAA%2{]I InAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342075049552_474678641 Page 2 of 2




Journal of Climate paper 12/07/12 4:35 PM

Journal of Climate paper

on behalf of Ivan Oransky [ivan-oransky@erols.com]
t:11 June 2 116
To: David John Karoly

Professor Karoly:

I blog at Retraction Watch: http://retractionwatch.com. I'm writing a post about your Journal of Climate
paper that is now on hold and had a few questions:

-- I take it from your comments elsewhere that you expect to do another analysis and correct the paper. Is

that accurate? Do you have a time-frame for that?

-- Has the analysis in this paper been used by other work, and if so, will other studies require correction?
]

Thanks in advance.

Regards,
Ivan Oransky

Ivan Oransky, MD

Executive Editor, Reuters Health

Adjunct Assistant Professor, New York University's Science, Health, and Environmental Reporting
Program

Treasurer, Association of Health Care Journalists

Clinical Assistant Professor of Medicine, New York University School of Medicine

Blogger, Embargo Watch http://embargowatch.wordpress.com (a blog independent of Reuters that does
not necessarily reflect its views)

Blogger, Retraction Watch http://retractionwatch.wordpress.com (ditto)

%itﬁ:iitwittcric?mfivangrans ky

https: / Jowa.unimelb.edu au!owa,"’ae=ltem&ulPM.Note&id:RgMMD...QEDDRzMZFJIZHMN&a-:Pfint&pspldn_l3420?49512?6_5668?1123 Page 1 of 1
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Re: Please set the record straight 12/07/12 4:38 PM

- Diane Squires :
Sent:11 June 2012 13:04
To: Rebecca Scott
Cc:  John Dubois; David John Karoly

Re: Please set the record straight g*é

Thanks Bec
As discussed we will add the paragraph agreed to on Friday to the media release.

David, have you sent this paragraph on to the other authors as well?
Also, am I correct in thinking the other authors will send any media queries on to you?

Thanks
Diane

Diane Squires

Media and PR Director
Marketing and Communications
University of Melbourne

P: +61 3 8344 6937
M: 0432 754 232

E: dsquires@unimelb.edu.au

www.newsroom.melbourne.edu

On 11/06/2012, at 12:03 PM, "Rebecca Scott" <rebeccas@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:
Hi all, I've received several emails like this one - but this has been sent to
Media aswell

[ have received several others calling for release to be taken down
See below

Rebecca

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From:
Date: 10 June 2012 8:59:01 AM AEST

To: <rebeccas@unimelb.edu.au>

Ce: <newsdesk@theage.com.au>, <letters@theaustralian.com.au>,
<Jjustin.norrie@theconversation.edu.au>, <contrnib@realclimate.org>,
<editor@sciencealert.com.au>, <userhelp@guardian.co.uk>,

hnps:flowa,unimelb.edu,au!owa;?ae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&ld-RgAMAD,..QEDDRZAM%ZI’J!loAAN&aa:Pdnl&pspld=_13420?50654 30.733328002
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Re: Please set the record straight 12/07/12 4:38 PM

<online@theaustralian.c u>
Subject: Please set the record straight

Rebecca

I've read your press release 1000 years of climate data confirms Australia’s

warming, note that it has been widely circulated, have Cc'd as many publishers
as possible directly and am in process of contacting the others through their
websites.

The paper you lauded as "form(ing) the Australasian region’s contribution to
the 5th IPCC climate change assessment report chapter on past climate" has

survived for just three weeks.

It has been taken down from the American Meteorological Society and Real
Climate websites.

The Paper has been put on hold.

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the
study, which may affect the results. While the paper states that “both
proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly detrended over the
1921-1990 period”, we discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records
used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making
this statement incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing
issue, it is likely to have implications for the results reported in the
study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the study
has been put on hold.

Alarmist predictions are being debunked on a daily basis and there is no better
local example than Tim Flannery and his rainfall predictions. Every one of
them has turned out to be utterly wrong.

Please set the Australian public record straight about the Gergis et al Paper.

Best regards

*#+«++ Cdnfidentiality and Privilege Notice *******

This e-mail is intended only to be read or used by the addressee. It is confidential and may con
tain legally privileged information. You may not disclose, copy, distribute, rely on, modify or
use this email except as authorised by the sender. If you have received this message in error,

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=ltem&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2 ZAAA% 2]l loAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342075065430_733328002 Page 2 of 3




Re: Please set the record straight 12/07/12 4:38 PM

please notify me immediately by return email and delete this email. The sender does not
accept any liability for any loss or damage arising from the use of any information or data
contained in this email or attachment. Confidentiality and legal privilege are not waived or lo
st by reason of mistaken delivery to you.

https: / fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?7ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2zAAA%2{)I LoAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342075065430_733328002 Page 3 of 3




RE: Please set the record straight 12/07/12 438 PM

RE: Please set the record straight 6

David John Karoly
Sent:11 June 2012 14:00

To: Diane Squires; Rebecca Scott
Cc: John Dubois

Hi Dianne,

I did not send the paragraph to all teh co-authors on Friday evening, only to the one in Europe who was available
over the weekend. The others are out of contact. I will send it to all the co-authors later today.

I did send the paragraph to the Climate blog site on Friday night/Sat morning, which has led to those email queries.
I have also sent it to Adam Morton from the Age, as he called me today and will likely write a short peice for
tomorrow's paper, and to Andy Revkin from the New York Times, who sent me an email question.

Yes, all media queries are being sent to me.
Best wishes, David

NNNNNNNNNN~~~NN~~NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNMNNNNNN

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb. ~dkaroly/w

NMNNN~NNNa-vNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

From: Diane Squires

Sent: 11 June 2012 13:04

To: Rebecca Scott

Cc: John Dubois; David John Karoly
Subject: Re: Please set the record straight

Thanks Bec
As discussed we will add the paragraph agreed to on Friday to the media release.

David, have you sent this paragraph on to the other authors as well?
Also, am I correct in thinking the other authors will send any media queries on to you?

Thanks
Diane

Diane Squires

Media and PR Director
Marketing and Communications
University of Melbourne

P: +61 3 8344 6937
M: 0432 754 232

E: gsguires@gnimelb.edg.au

htps:/ fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. QEDDJ2zAAAX2(JI TUAAAISa = Printépspid=_1342075087447.317485129 Page 1 of 3




RE: Please set the record straight

www.newsroom.melbourne.edu

On 11/06/2012, at 12:03 PM, "Rebecca Scott" <rebeccas@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:

Hi all, I've received several emails like this one - but this has been sent to
Media aswell

I have received several others calling for release to be taken down
See below

Rebecca

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

- -
Date: 10 June 2012 8:59:01 AM AEST

To: <rebeccas@unimelb.edu.au>

ubjct: Please set the record straight

Rebecca

I've read your press release 1000 years of climate data confirms Australia’s
warming, note that it has been widely circulated, have Cc'd as many publishers
as possible directly and am in process of contacting the others through their
websites.

The paper you lauded as "form(ing) the Australasian region’s contribution to
the 5th IPCC climate change assessment report chapter on past climate" has

survived for just three weeks.

It has been taken down from the American Meteorological Society and Real
Climate websites.

The Paper has been put on hold.

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the
study, which may affect the results. While the paper states that “both
proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly detrended over the
1921-1990 period”, we discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records

https‘.!,'owa.unimeIb,edu,au,'owa;?ae=|tem&1=lm,Note&id=R9MAAD---QED{”2ZAM’Q“' LuAAAJa=Printapspid=_1342075087447.317485129

12/07/12 4:38 PM
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RE: Please set the record straight 12/07/12 4:38 PM

used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making
this statement incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing
issue, it is likely to have implications for the results reported in the
study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the study
has been put on hold.

Alarmist predictions are being debunked on a daily basis and there is no better
local example than Tim Flannery and his rainfall predictions. Every one of
them has turned out to be utterly wrong.

Please set the Australian public record straight about the Gergis et al Paper.

Best regards
#e42x Confidentiality and Privilege Notice ******* L}

This e-mail is intended only to be read or used by the addressee. It is confidential and may con
tain lzgally privileged information. You may not disclose, copy, distribute, rely on, modify or
use this email except as authorised by the sender. If you have received this message in error,
please notify me immediately by return email and delete this email. The sender does not
accept any liability for any loss or damage arising from the use of any information or data
contained in this email or attachment. Confidentiality and legal privilege are not waived or lo

st by reason of mistaken delivery to you.

https:/ /owa. unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae =Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDDJ2ZAAAX2()I LuAAAJSa =Print&pspid=_1342075087447_317485129 Page 3 of 3




FW: Gergis et al put on hold 12/07/12 4:39 PM

FW: Gergis et al put on hold @

Joelle Gergis
Sent:11 June 2012 16:01
To: David John Karoly

ror QY
Sent: Saturday, 9 June 2012 9:33 AM

To: Joelle Gergis
Cc: Robyn Williams; Andrew Jaspan
Subject: Gergis et al put on hold

Dear Joelle,
Do hope you let ABC and The Conversation they need to update their stories.

Gergis et al put on hold
http://climateaudit.org/2012/06/08/gergis-et-al-put-on-hold/

cheers

https:/ ,.awa_un|me“J_edu,au;owa,qae=|tem&:=nm.Notemd=R9AAAAD,..QEomzzAAA%zfjl1qAAN&a=Prim&pspad=_13420?5155654_255014553 Page 1 of 1




FW: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission

12/07/12 4:39 PM

FW: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission

Joelle Gergis

Sent:11 June 2012 16:01

To: David John Karoly; Raphael Neukom— Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; Steven J Phipps [s.phipps@unsw.edu.au]

From: John Chiang [jmhchiang@berkeley.iadu]_-'
Sent: Saturday, 9 June 2012 9:04 AM '

To: Joelle Gergis
Cc: John Chiang

Subject: Fwd: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission

Dear Joelle:

After consulting with the Chief Editor, I have decided to rescind acceptance of the paper - you'll receive

an official email from J Climate to this effect as soon as we figur

believe the EOR has already been taken down.

e out how it should be properly done. I

Also, since it appears that you will have to redo the entire analysis (and which may result in different
i conclusions), I will also be requesting that you withdraw the paper from consideration. Again, you'll

hear officially from J Climate in due course. I invite you to resubmit once the necessary analyses and

changes to the manuscript have been made.

I hope this will be acceptable to you. I regret the situation, but thank you for bringing it to my prompt

attention.

Best regards,
John

From: Joelle Gergis <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au>

Subject: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission

Date: June 8, 2012 4:35:28 AM GMT+02:00

To: John Chiang <chiang.jcli@ametsocmail.org>, "Whittaker,
Gwendolyn" <gwhittaker@ametsoc.org>, JCLI Chief Editor

<jcled nvsci.rutgers.edu>

Cc: Raphael Neukom , David
John Karoly <dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au>,
"s.phipps@unsw.edu.au" <s.phipps@unsw.edu.au>, Ailie

Jane Eyre Gallant <agallant@unimelb.edu.au>

Dear Dr Chiang

I am the first author of the paper ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century
warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning

https: /fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=I1PM.Note&id =RgAAAAD...QEDD)2 ZAAA%2)I 1 pAAAJ& a=Print&pspid=_1342075138113_754579905
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FW: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission 12/07/12 4:39 PM

the last millennium’ JCLI-D-11-00649 which was recently accepted for
publication in the Journal of Climate.

While attempting to release non-pubchly available records used in our
study with NOAA this week, our tearh discovered an error in our paper.

In section 2.2 lines 220-224 of the paper we say:

For predictor selection, both proxy climate and instrumental data were
linearly detrended over the 1921-1990 period to avoid inflating the
correlation coefficient due to the presence of the global warming signal
present in the observed temperature record. Only records that were
significantly (p<0.05) correlated with the detrended instrumental target
over the 1921-1990 period were selected for analysis.

When we went to recheck this on Tuesday, we discovered that the
records used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy
selection, making this statement incorrect.

The detrending of proxy records had been done in another paper on

Southern Hemisphere temperature variations that we had been writing
simultaneously, so we wrongly assumed the same thing had been done
in the Australasian paper.

this was
not picked up until now.

Although it was an unfortunate data processing error, it does have
implications for the results of the paper. We wish to alert you to this
issue before the paper goes into final production.

Meanwhile, independently of our team’s detection of this error,
prominent climate change blogger Stephen Mcintyre has identified the
issue overnight (I was alerted through an intimidating email this
morning):

http://climateaudit.org/2012/06/06/gergis-significance

So instead of this being a unwanted but unfortunately normal part of
science, we are likely to have an extremely negative online commentary
about our work and possibly the journal. We apologise in advance for
any problems caused.

As you know, the paper has already been accepted and is posted on the
‘Early online release’ section of the Journal of Climate website. Until we

have a chance to revise the submission, we suggest that the paper is
removed.

Please let us know how you'd like us to proceed, be it through a revised

https:/ fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/2ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD .. QEDD)2 ZAAAX2(}I pAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342075138113_754579905 Page 2 of §




FW: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission 12/07/12 4:39 PM

or new submission.
All the best

Joelle Gergis, on behalf of the co-authors

Dr Joelle Gergis

Climate Research Fellow
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne,
VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

Ph: +61 3 834 49868
Fax: +61 3 834 47761

http://climatehistory.com.au
On 1/05/12 1:57 PM, “John Chiang" <chiang.jcli@ametsocmail.org>
* ]

wrote: 5

> CC: chiang.jcli@ametsocmail.or,
>

> Re: JCLI-D-11-00649
> Journal of Climate

>

>

> Dear Dr. Gergis,

>

> We are pleased to inform you that your manuscript, "Evidence of
unusual late

> 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning

> the last millennium," has been accepted for publication in Journal of
Climate.

>

> Congratulations!

>

> Your paper will begin production after AMS has received the
appropriate Page

> and Color Charge Form from you or your funding administration. Links
to the

> forms are below.

>

> Now that your manuscript has been accepted for publication, the

btps:/ fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owaPae = tem&t=IPM.Note&id =RGAAAD...QEDDJ2ZAMNZN 1pAAAGa =Print&pspid=_1342075138113.754579905  Page 3 of 5
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FW: Error in our JCLI-D-11-00649 submission 12/07/12 4:39 PM

form.

> This email will either confirm that your submission has begun full
production

> or give you instructions for providing anything required.

>

> Reprints can be ordered from Sheridan Press using the following link:
> http://eoc.sheridan.com/ametsoc/eoc

>

> If you need further information, please contact:
> Gwendolyn Whittaker, Publications Coordinator,

gwhittaker@ametsoc.org

>
>

https: / fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id =RGAAAAD...QEDDJ2zAAAX1)I1pAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342075138113_754579905 Page S of §




FW: J. Clim. paper 12/07/12 4:40 PM

FW: J. Clim. paper 0

Joelle Gergis
Sent:11 June 2012 16:04

To: David John Karoly; Raphael Neukorl—steven J Phipps [s.phipps@unsw.edu.au]

From: Eric Steig [steig@uw.edu]
Sent: Saturday, 9 June 2012 8:48 AM
To: Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant

Cc: Joelle Gergis

Subject: Re: J. Clim. paper

Thanks

I should also have said: fee free to ignore me! The rest of the RC gang
always assumes our help is needed; sometimes our 'help' doesn't wind up
helping as it gives undue attention to minor issues.

Your gquys call, entirely!

E

On 6/8/12 3:33 PM, Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant wrote:

> Hi Eriec,

>

> I believe Joelle and Raphi are re-running the analysis at the moment. I'm sure
they'll have more in the next couple of weeks, but Joelle can confirm.

Cheers,
Ailie

From: Eric Steig [steig@uw.edu]

Sent: Saturday, 9 June 2012 7:36 AM

To: Joelle Gergis; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant
Subject: J. Clim. paper

Joelle (and Ailie),

Annoying about the issue with your paper, which unfortunately I heard
about through the climate rumour mill.

Do let me know if we at RealClimate can help in any way with any of this
(or if you want to do a guest post, or whatever). I feel compelled to
say something brief on our web site since we did highlight the paper and
people are asking us about it.

Privately, does it matter in the end (will your results stand, do you
think)?

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVY

Eric
P i e S e e e St i g
> Eric Steig
> IsoLab& Quaternary Research Center
> Department of Earth and Space Sciences
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FW: ). Clim. paper 12/07/12 4:40 PM

> Box 351310, University of Washington
> Seattle WA 98195

> 206-685-3715

> steigfuw.edu

Eric Steig

IsoLab & Quaternary Research Center
Department of Earth and Space Sciences
Box 351310, University of Washington
Seattle WA 98195

206-685-3715

steig@uw.edu
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Re: FW: J. Clim. paper

Re: FW: ). Cli

Neukom

Raphael
Sent: 11 June 2012 16:

To:
Ce:

Maybe we should explain the RC

Joelle
David John Karoly; Steven 1 Phipps (5. phipps@unsw_edu_au)

ofwhahashappanedmdmbepupamdmwhatisgoingmhappen?
Theyhavcmmmumdﬂnulmepape:soit':alsolbmlthei:aadibility
cheers

raphi

Am 11.06.2012 08:04, schrieb Joelle Gergis:

From: Eric Steig [steigluw.edu]

Sent: Saturday, 9 June 2012 B8:48 AM

To: Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant

Cc: Joelle Gergis

Subject: Re: J. Clim. paper

Thanks

I should also have said: fee free to ignore me! The rest of the RC gang
always assumes our help is needed; sometimes our ‘help’ doesn’'t wind up
helping as it gives undue attention to minor issues.

Your guys call, entirelyl

On 6/8/12 3:33 PM, Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant wrote:

Hi Eric,

I believe Joelle and Raphi are re-running the analysis at the moment. I'm sure

Cheers,
Ailie

From: Eric Steig [gteigfuw.edu]

Sent: Saturday, 9 June 2012 7:36 AM

To: Joelle Gergis; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant
Subject: J. Clim. paper

Joelle (and Ailie),

Annoying about the issue with your paper, which unfortunately I heard
about through the climate rumour mill.

Do let me know if we at RealClimate can help in any way with any of this
{or if you want to do a guest post, or whatever). I feel compelled to
say something brief on our web site since we did highlight the paper and
people are asking us about it.

Privately, does it matter in the end (will your results stand, do you
think)?

Eric

Eric Steig

IsoLabé Quaternary Research Center
Department of Earth and Space Sciences
Box 151310, University of Washington
Seattle WA 98195

206-685-3715

steigluw.edy

Eric Steig

IsoLab & Quaternary Research Center
Department of Earth and Space Sciences
Box 351310, University of Washington
Seattle WA 98195

206-685-3715

steigfyw.edu

Raphael Neukom

School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbouma
Vicloria 3010, Australia

https: //owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD
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they’'ll have more in the next couple of weeks, but Joe
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RE: FW: J. Clim. paper

12/07/12 4:40 PM
RE: FW: J. Clim. paper
David John Karoly
g:tll June 2012 20:01.
1 s S i Grve
Hi Raphi,

lmmmmmmnammm i
morming early in Australia, Friday idday
mm;lmmmnmsmnﬂm.mmmmuewommsawm':tw;ku:uuéah

mﬂmamahhmxmmmmmwﬂhm

Lm&mmﬂmmrmwmmmmmmmwmmmbmlm
protect you some of the *... msmm:ﬂm:mmm.mmmmm

mmmmmvmrmmmmummmmMamwdehmm

m.mmmmmmmmmawmsmm‘

There is also an official state from the Uni of Melb
Y Hmedkeumrmedhmlesmxm
mmmmmmeummemmnyutmmmmediamwmmmmmelmm

I recommend i
mseum mmmmwmﬂm«mmm:mmmumwmm

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@ynimelb.edu.au
bittp://wwyy.earthsci.unimelb,edu,au/~dkaroly/wp/

From: Raphael Neukom
Sent: 11 June 2012 16:49

To: Joelle Gergis

Cc: David John Karoly; Steven J Phipps
Subject: Re: FW: ). Clim. paper

Maybe we should explain the RC guys what happened? Not for them to publish it, but so th
cy are aware
of what has happened and can be prepared to what is going to happen?
xy have commented about the paper so it's also about their credibility
ers
raphi

Am 11.06.2012 08:04, schricb Joclle Gergis:

From: Eric Steig [steigfuw.edu]
Sent: Saturday, 9 June 2012 8:48 AM
To: Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant

Cc: Joelle Gergis

Subject: Re: J. Clim. paper

Thanks

I should also have said: fee free to ignore me! The rest of the RC gang
always assumes our help is needed; sometimes our 'help' doesn't wind up
helping as it gives undue attention to minor issues.

Your guys call, entirely!

On 6/8/12 3:33 PM, Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant wrote:
Hi Eric,

I believe Joelle and Raphi are re-running the analysis at the moment. I'm sure they'll have more in the ne:

Cheers,
Ailie

From: Eric Steig [ i "
Sent: Saturday, 9 June 2012 7:36 AM
To: Joelle Gergis; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant

Subject: J. Clim. paper
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RE: FW: J. Clim. paper

Joelle (and Ailie),

Angoying about the issue with your paper, which unfortunately I heard
about through the c®imate rumour mill.

Do let me know if we at RealClimate can help in any way with any of this
(or if you want to do a guest post, or whatever). I feel compelled to

say something brief on our web site since we did highlight the paper and
people are asking us about it.

Privately, does it matter in the end (will your results stand, do you
think)?

Eric

Eric Steig

IsoLab& Quaternary Research Center
Department of Earth and Space Sciences
Box 351310, University of Washington
Seattle WA 98195

206-685-3715

steigfuw.edu

Eric Steig

IsoLab & Quaternary Research Center
Department of Earth and Space Sciences
Box 351310, University of Washington
Seattle WA 98195

206-685-3715

Raphael Neukom
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melboume
Victoria 3010, Australia

https: //owa.unimelb.edu.aufowa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.N ote&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2zAAA%2f)I IWAAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342075226321_989275257
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FW: Statement in response 12/07/12 4:40 PM

FW: Statement in response )
David John Karoly

Sent:11 June 2012 20:06

To: Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; s.phi u.au

Cc:  Joelle Gergis; Raphael Neuko

Hi Ailie and Steven,

Apologies for not sending this to you over the weekend. This was sent to Raphi on Friday night, as Joelle was about
to go away for the weekend, for a very well deserved break.

This has both the short, approved statement and a longer version, as well as some key points if ou need to d
to direct questions. Y PO y respon

Best wishes, David

PS Sorry, I should have sent this earlier. I got caught up in the events as they were happenning.

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w

NN~~~N~~NNNN~NNNNNNNN~~N~~~~NNNNNNN~NNNNN~~N

From: David John Karoly

Sent: 08 June 2012 17:56

To: Raphael Neukom

Subject: FW: Statement in response

Hi Raphi,

I hope you got some sleep. Joelle is away this weekend and not taking her computer.
As you will have seen from various emails, we have contacted J Climate and asked them to put
the paper on hold, and contacted the PAGES 2K group as well.

We have had advice from the media team here at teh University, as well as an independent

media advisor.
We have prepared a short statement to be used in response to any questions and to be sent
to Stephen Mclntyre to go on the ClimateAudit web site. The longer version of the statement is

in the email message below.
The short version is
Print publication of scientific study put on hold
An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen

https:!Iowa.l.mlmerAedu‘aufowa!?ae-=Item&t-IPMANole&id=R9AAAAD.,.QEDDJZZMA%ZF}E1uAAN&a=Prlnt&pspid=_13420?5 248694 _275050475 Page 1 of 2




FW: Statement in response 12/07/12 4:40 PM

Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results,

Key points: We know there is an issue. The publication is on hold. We are reviewing the data
and results. This is a normal part of science.

Hope you are happy with this, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

htto://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkarolv/wnl

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

From: Joelle Gergis

Sent: 08 June 2012 16:17

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Statement in response

Print Publication of scientific study put on hold

Publication of a recent scientific study on temperature variations in Australasia over the last thousand
years has been delayed. The study, ‘Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian
temperature reconstruction spanning the last millennium’ by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, was recently accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.
An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which may affect the results.

While the paper states that “both proxy climate and instrumental data were line_arly detrended over the
1921-1990 period”, it was discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records used in ’thc final analysis were
not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement incorrect. Altho_ugh this is an unfprtunate data
processing issue, it is likely to have implications for the results reported in the study. The journal has
been contacted and the publication of the study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through ir.ldept.:ndent analysis of data
and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has been identified and the results are

being re-checked.

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae =item&t=1PM.Note&id =RGAAAAD.. QEDDJ22AAAR2(I 1XAAAJ&a = Print&pspid=_1342075248694_275050475  Page 2 of 2




FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:41 PM

David John Karoly
Sent:11 June 2012 21:00
To: Joelle Gergis; Raphael Neukom_

Here is the email I sent to Stephen Mcintyre.

FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold V74,

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

From: David John Karoly

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:10

To: smcintyre25@yahoo.ca

Subject: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al (2012) study ‘Evidence of
unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning
the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which may affect
the results. While the paper states that “both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly
detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records
used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement
incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have implications
for the results reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the
study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent analysis
of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has been identified
and the results are being re-checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your ClimateAudit web site.
We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog for your scrutiny of
our study, which also identified this data processing issue.

Thanks, David Karoly

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

https:/fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. vQEDDJ2zAAA%2 (]I lyAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342075286686_54228930 Page 1 of 2




FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:41 PM

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallantand David Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
h;gg:g.{www.eaghgci.unime[n.edu.ag(ﬂ«dkaro!xzwm

NNNNNNNNNNNNNN~NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN
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FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:42 PM

FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold 75

David John Karoly
Sent: 11 June 2012 21:33

To: Raphael Neukom IR Joc!lc Gergis; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au
Attachments:WahletalScience06.pdf (107 KB) ; MRWA-JGRO7.pdf (1 MB) i

Hi Raphi and Joelle,

Following some email discussions with Mike Mann and helpful discussions with you both last week, there appear to
be several different approaches that we can take with revising the Australasian temp recon paper. I am going to go
through some of them briefly, and then raise some suggestions for further data analysis that might be needed.

1. Amend the manuscript so that it states the actual way that the proxy selection was done, based on correls
that included trends and were significant at the 5% level. The calibration was also done using the full data
variations, including trends, over the calibration period. As Mike Mann says below and in the attached papers,
this is a common approach. Don't seriously address the proxy selection for detrended data

2. Revise the manuscript to present results for reconstructions based on both proxy selections for full correls and
proxy selections for detrended correls. Expand the paper to show both sets of results and explain why the full
correls are better.

3. Redo the analysis for proxy selection based on what the manuscript says, proxy selection based on detrended
correls, which gives only about 9 selected proxies and only one prior to 1400. No reliable reconstruction prior
to 1400.

4. Redo the analysis based on proxy correlations with local/regional temps at interannual and decadal timescales,
not the Australasian area average; select proxies that have strong local temperature signals, then average the
proxies to get the area average temperature. This approach is like what Raphi is doing for the SH paper, I
think.

My preference is now for 1. or 2. above, and not for 3.

Now for some technical questions.

1. Raphi, did you estimate the significance level of the correlations between the target and the individual proxies
allowing for the autocorrelation in the proxies and the reduced degrees of freedom? Some of the comments
on the CA web site suggest that they can only get sig correlations for the 27 proxies if you assume 70 degrees
of freedom, effectively ignoring autocorrelation. Do you have different values for the sig correlations for each
proxy, because the autocorrelation is different for each proxy?

2. In a table like the one you provided last week, can you give for each proxy record, for the 1920-1990 period,
the correlation, no.of degrees of freedom and sig level for the full data, detrended data and low pass filtered
data. This will help us with proxy selection.

3. It is not surprising that there are many fewer significant correlations for the interannual variations and some
are even of the opposite sign for the full correlations. The spatial pattern for the temp response to ENSO,
which is the main contributor to Aust temp variations at interannual time scales, is not uniform over
Australasia, being quite different in NZ or Law Dome than Australia. Ailie or Raphi, can you do a map using
the modern temp data for the correlations of interannual variations of gridded temp data with teh target, area
average Australasian temps? Then redo the map for the full data, including the trend. My guess is that teh
correlns will be much larger scale for the full data. This will help to explain some of the proxy selection issues
for interannual variations.

That's enough for now. I am coming around to the idea that the current analysis is fine, but we need to explain why
it is ok to use proxy selection based on teh full temp record, rather than the detrended data.

Best wishes, David

T T et e o Ll o e s A A el A e
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FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:42 PM

Prof David Karoly
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

ph: +61 3 8344 4698
fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au "
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w

NNNNNN~~NNNNI‘UNNNNI'\JNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

From: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:39

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi David,

Well I'm afraid Mclntyre has probably already leaked this anyway. I probably don't have to tell you this,
but don't trust him to behave ethically or honestly here, and assume that anything you tell him will be
cherry-picked in a way that maximally discredits the study and will be leaked as suits his purposes.

We have simply noted at RC in the comments that the paper does appear to have been retracted from the
AMS website, and we have no further information as to why.

I will share this w/ Eric and Gavin so they know the status,

mike

p-s. just a side note. we have found in our own extensive pseudoproxy tests that detrending the data prior
to calibration is *not* actually a good idea. See abstract of the '07 JGR article also the attached

Science comment by Wahl et al. So even if that does change the results, its not obvious that it would be
for the better. Just my two cents.

[see attached file: WahletalScience06.pdf] [see attached file: MRWA-JGRO7.pdf]

Michael E. Mann
Professor
Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663

The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu
University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.michaelmann.net

"The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.thehockeystick.net
“Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com
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Comment on “Reconstructing Past
Climate from Noisy Data”

Eugene R. Wahl,* David M. Ritson,? Caspar M. Ammann®

von Storch et al. (Reports, 22 October 2004, p. 679) criticized the ability of the “hackey stick”
climate field reconstruction method to yield realistic estimates of past variation in Northern
Hemisphere temperature. However, their conclusion was based on incorrect implementation of the
reconstruction procedure. Calibration was performed using detrended data, thus artificially
remaving a large fraction of the physical response to radiative forcing.

etention of century-scale temperature
Rvariaﬁons in proxy-based climate re-

constructions is important for under-
standing real-world natural climate variability
and to estimate climate sensitivity. Both are
fundamental benchmarks for climate model
simulations used to examine human-induced
climate change. A recent study by von Storch
et al. (VS04) (1) purported to apply “as real-
istically as possible™ the methodology of Mann
et al. (MBH) (2, 3) to reconstruct Northemn
Hemisphere surface temperatures from cli-
mate model output. Comparing these emulated
reconstructions [based on pseudoproxy data
constructed by adding white noise to European
Centre Hamburg 4-Hamburg Ocean Primitive
Equation-G (ECHO-G) surface temperatures at
MBH proxy sites] to the actual model temper-
atures, VS04 found that the MBH-style recon-
structions underestimated the amplitude of true
simulated northem hemisphere temperatures by
a factor of up to three or more [figure 2A in (/);
the exact factor depends on the amount of noise
included in the pseudoproxies.]. VS04 thus
reasoned that MBH could have systematically
underestimated past temperature excursions
by similar factors. This critique has assumed
political importance, being cited in a congres-
sional inquiry concerning the MBH reconstruc-
tion (4). It has gone unnoted that the VS04
analysis differed critically from the procedures
used by MBH, which bears directly on the
validity of the VS04 critique.

MBH (see Fig. 1A) calibrated proxies against
time series of dominant instrumental temper-
atures pattems over 1902 to 1980 in a procedure
guaranteeing (by construction) retention of sam-
ple mean and variance, and thus the calibration
period trend (2, 3). MBH additionally validated
the reconstructions over an independent time
span, 1854 to 1901 (called the “verification”

'Environmental Studies and Geology Division, Science
Center, Alfred University, Alfred, NY 14802, USA. “Physics
Department, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA.
*Climate and Global Dynamics Division, National Center
for Atmospheric Research, Boulder, CO 80307, USA.

*To whom correspondence should be addressed. E-mail:
wahle@alfred.edu

period) (2, 3), during which at least mean (low-
frequency) tracking of instrumental temper-
atures must also be demonstrated. Figure IB
shows the corresponding VS04 results, with
two pseudoproxy-based estimates of the true
model temperatures. The “75% noise” curve is
the case from VS04 [figure 2A in (/)] that shows
proxy-based reconstructions underestimating
the amplitude of true ECHO-G temperatures
by more than a factor of three. Although there
is strong agreement in MBH between observed
and reconstructed temperatures in the 1902 to
1980 calibration period, and good perform-
ance in capturing mean temperature during
the verification period (Fig. 1A), the results
in VS04 are very different (Fig. 1B). Large, sys-
tematic amplitude losses appear between the
reconstructed and true (simulated) temperatures
over both the calibration and verification
periods, even though their temporal structures
remain similar. In fact, the VS04 results could be
closely mimicked by applying scaling factors to
the ECHO-G output that reflect the amounts of
noise added to construct the pseudoproxies—
factors the MBH method would necessarily
assimilate in calibration. The systematic ampli-
tude losses in calibration and verification in
V804 indicate highly unsuccessful validation,
which would have led to dismissal of the re-
construction results in a real-world paleoclimate
analysis and clearly demonstrate a fundamental
discrepancy from the MBH algorithm. There-
fore, the VS04 results (/) cannot speak to the
question of whether (and if so, why) the MBH
procedure causes large losses of low frequency
variability in climate reconstruction.

A later 2005 conference report by Zorita
and von Storch (ZVS05) (5) acknowledged that
VS04 had altered the MBH procedure to base
their reconstructions on detrended data, training
the model on year-to-year variability. ZVS05
showed results for the same analysis using non-
detrended data, which calibrate and verify far
more realistically [figure 3 in (5)]. These results
indicate still some, but much smaller, amplitude
loss in the MBH method, at most ~0.2° for the
perfect pseudoproxy case (which VS04 suggest
shows loss of low frequency variance “induced

. (&)

by the method alone™), in relation to a total ex-
cursion of ~ 1.3° over the 1000-year simulation.

What causes the difference in the VS04/
ZVS05 results, and is it indeed “statistically
prudent” (ZVS05) to use detrended data for
calibration [see also various experiments in
(6)]? Calibration with detrended data artificially
dampens low-frequency climate variations and
largely removes effects from the most fundamen-
tal physical processes responsible for climatic
changes. The MBH reconstruction recombines
spatial modes of temperature variability, called
“empirical orthogonal functions™ or EOFs, which
(more or less, given orthogonality) represent
physical processes. Some modes can directly
influence global/hemispheric mean temperature,
e.g., the phase of El Nifio-Southern Oscillation
(mostly contained in EOF2 in MBH), whereas
others are of more regional importance. But over
past centuries and the millennium, and particu-
larly over the 20th century, global and hemi-
spheric temperature changes are not simply due to
a recombination of internal modes of variabil-
ity but largely result from externally imposed
perturbations to the planet’s energy balance (7).
The 20th century warming “trend,” at its core,
contains necessary information for the recon-
struction algorithm to identify the climate
system’s primary response to large-scale radia-
tive forcing. Removing this physical process
(contained in MBH EOF1) effectively dismisses
a large portion of the central physical mecha-
nism necessary (o represent climate in both pre-
industrial and recent times.

Statistically, the MBH procedure allows a
century-scale trend (such as the radiatively in-
duced warming trend, or a possible linear com-
ponent in the trend contributed by any other
physical mode of variability) to be mathemat-
ically separated from other climatic variations.
The proxy series will still calibrate against, and
add weight to, all of the EOFs retained in the
reconstruction with which they have a relation-
ship. Detrending is therefore not statistically
required, and in fact, will artificially dampen
low-frequency signals associated with any mode
of variability that contributes to EOF| in MBH.

The VS04 results have been interpreted to
cast serious doubt on the MBH reconstruction.
[Note that a newer method has since been
presented and evaluated (8, 9).] However, these
results are in large part dependent on a detrend-
ing step not used by MBH, which is physically
inappropriate and statistically not required. The
take-away message for the climate community
should be strong encouragement for more vigor-
ous cross-comparisons of the various recon-
struction implementations, based on real-world
proxy series, model emulations, and simulated
modifications to real-world data. Such a step
would help eliminate unnecessary confusion that
can distract from the crucial contributions of
climate change research to important scientific
and policy questions.
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Re: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold
Raphaci Neukon (Y /
Sent:11 June 2012 22:4

To: David John Karoly
Cc:  Joelle Gergis; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au

Hi David,

Thanks for these suggestions. I've also discussed this with David Frank today and he has very similar
suggestions.

If possible we should do point 1 below in the main manuscript and include points 2 and 4 in the
supplementary section with a brief discussion of the issue.

To the technical questions:

1. We did not take autocorrelations into account fot Australasia (but I did for the SH). If I do so for
Australasia (using the formula of Stevens JoC manuscript) about 22 out of the 27 proxies that we used
remain in the proxy set (calculated last week under time pressure).

2. I will provide this table (but I am not sure whether I can make it in the next few days).

3. This is a very good idea. Ailie can you do this? I can also try but only with the (target) grid as I don't
have access to all the newest station data from the region.

Thanks and cheers
Raphi

Am 11.06.2012 13:33, schrieb David John Karoly:
Hi Raphi and Joelle,

Following some email discussions with Mike Mann and helpful discussions with you both last week,
there appear to be several different approaches that we can take with revising the Australasian temp
recon paper. I am going to go through some of them briefly, and then raise some suggestions for
further data analysis that might be needed.

1. Amend the manuscript so that it states the actual way that the proxy selection was done, based
on correls that included trends and were significant at the 5% level. The calibration was also
done using the full data variations, including trends, over the calibration period. As Mike Mann
says below and in the attached papers, this is a common approach. Don't seriously address the
proxy selection for detrended data

2. Revise the manuscript to present results for reconstructions based on both proxy selections for
full correls and proxy selections for detrended correls. Expand the paper to show both sets of
results and explain why the full correls are better.

3. Redo the analysis for proxy selection based on what the manuscript says, proxy selection based
on detrended correls, which gives only about 9 selected proxies and only one prior to 1400. No
reliable reconstruction prior to 1400.

4. Redo the analysis based on proxy correlations with local/regional temps at interannual and
decadal timescales, not the Australasian area average; select proxies that have strong local
temperature signals, then average the proxies to get the area average temperature. This
approach is like what Raphi is doing for the SH paper, I think.

My preference is now for 1. or 2. above, and not for 3.

Now for some technical questions.

https‘_,"lowa.unlmelb,edu.au!owal?ae=Ilem&t=IPM.Nole&id=RgAMAD‘..QF_DDJ22AAA!62fJIlOMN&a=Print&pspid=,13420?535595 1.109264285 Page 1 of 3
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1. Raphi, did you estimate the significance [@vel of the correlations between the target and the
individud! proxies allowing for the a lation in the proxies and the reduced degrees of
freedom? Some of the comments on the CA web site suggest that they can only get sig
correlations for the 27 proxies if you assume 70 degrees of freedom, effectively ignoring
autocorrelation. Do you have different values for the sig correlations for each proxy, because the
autocorrelation is different for each proxy?

2. In a table like the one you provided last week, can you give for each proxy record, for the 1920-
1990 period, the correlation, no.of degrees of freedom and sig level for the full data, detrended
data and low pass filtered data. This will help us with proxy selection.

3. It is not surprising that there are many fewer significant correlations for the interannual
variations and some are even of the opposite sign for the full correlations. The spatial pattern
for the temp response to ENSO, which is the main contributor to Aust temp variations at
interannual time scales, is not uniform over Australasia, being quite different in NZ or Law Dome
than Australia. Ailie or Raphi, can you do a map using the modern temp data for the correlations
of interannual variations of gridded temp data with teh target, area average Australasian
temps? Then redo the map for the full data, including the trend. My guess is that teh correlns
will be much larger scale for the full data. This will help to explain some of the proxy selection
issues for interannual variations.

That's enough for now. I am coming around to the idea that the current analysis is fine, but we need

to explain why it is ok to use proxy selection based on teh full temp record, rather than the detrended
data.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

R e e P N P NP P

From: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]
Sent: 09 June 2012 06:39

To: David John Karoly
Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi David,

Well I'm afraid Mclntyre has probably already leaked this anyway. I probably don't have to
tell you this, but don't trust him to behave ethically or honestly here, and assume that
anything you tell him will be cherry-picked in a way that maximally discredits the study and
will be leaked as suits his purposes.

We have simply noted at RC in the comments that the paper does appear to have been
retracted from the AMS website, and we have no further information as to why.

[ will share this w/ Eric and Gavin so they know the status,

mike

p.s. just a side note. we have found in our own extensive pseudoproxy tests that detrending

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. QEDDJ2 ZAAAX2()I 10AAA&a =Print&pspid=_1342075365951_109264285 Page 2 of 3




Re: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:43 PM

the data prior to calibration is *not* actually a good idea. See abstract of the '07 JGR article
also the attached Science comment by Wahl et al. So even if that does change the results, its
not obvious that it would be for the better. Just my two cents.

[see attached file: WahletalScience06.pdf] [see attached file: MRWA-JGRO07.pdf]

Michael E. Mann
Professor
Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663

The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu
University Park, PA 16802-5013 mi Imann.net

"The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.thehockeystick.net
“Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com

Raphael Neukom

School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne
Victoria 3010, Australia
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RE: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold ; 7
David John Karoly

Sent: 12 June 2012 06:
To: Raphael Neu
Cc:  Joelle Gergis; Ailie Jane Eyre nt; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au

Hi Raphi,

Thanks for your email. There is no great urgency to get this done. I recommend that you and Joelle work on it when
you are together when Joelle visits later this month.

Ailie, I think that you have looked at some of the teleconnection patterns in your own JClim paper.

Can you have a look at responding to item 3. in the technical questions below? I suggest that you use gridded
HadCRUT3 or HadCRUT4 monthly temp data for the same period as the paper, 1920-90 (I think) Sept-Feb average,
and calculate the correlations of each grid box with the Australasian region area average for detrended data and for
the full data. The correlations should be for the larger region that includes the locations of all teh proxies considered.

Thanks, David

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNN~N~NN~NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

ttp://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w
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From: Raphael Neukom—
Sent: 11 June 2012 22:

To: David John Karoly
Cc: Joelle Gergis; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au
Subject: Re: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi David,

Thanks for these suggestions. I've also discussed this with David Frank today and he has very similar
suggestions.

If possible we should do point 1 below in the main manuscript and include points 2 and 4 in the
supplementary section with a brief discussion of the issue.

To the technical questions:

1. We did not take autocorrelations into account fot Australasia (but I did for the SH). If I do so for
Australasia (using the formula of Stevens JoC manuscript) about 22 out of the 27 proxies that we used
remain in the proxy set (calculated last week under time pressure).

2. I will provide this table (but I am not sure whether I can make it in the next few days).

3. This is a very good idea. Ailie can you do this? I can also try but only with the (target) grid as I don't
have access to all the newest station data from the region.

Thanks and cheers
Raphi

https:f,fawa.unirnelb.edu,au,'owaf?ae=!tern&talPM.Note&id-RgMMD,, QEDD)2zAAA%2J112AAA)&a=Printdpspid=_134207539441 7_777442819 Page 1 of 4




RE: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:43 PM

Am 11.06.2012 13:33, schrieb David John Karoly:
Hi Raphi and yelle,

Following some email discussions with Mike Mann and helpful discussions with you both last week,
there appear to be several different approaches that we can take with revising the Australasian temp
recon paper. I am going to go through some of them briefly, and then raise some suggestions for
further data analysis that might be needed.

1. Amend the manuscript so that it states the actual way that the proxy selection was done, based
on correls that included trends and were significant at the 5% level. The calibration was also
done using the full data variations, including trends, over the calibration period. As Mike Mann
says below and in the attached papers, this is a common approach. Don't seriously address the
proxy selection for detrended data

2. Revise the manuscript to present results for reconstructions based on both proxy selections for
full correls and proxy selections for detrended correls. Expand the paper to show both sets of
results and explain why the full correls are better.

3. Redo the analysis for proxy selection based on what the manuscript says, proxy selection based
on detrended correls, which gives only about 9 selected proxies and only one prior to 1400. No
reliable reconstruction prior to 1400.

4. Redo the analysis based on proxy correlations with local/regional temps at interannual and
decadal timescales, not the Australasian area average; select proxies that have strong local
temperature signals, then average the proxies to get the area average temperature. This
approach is like what Raphi is doing for the SH paper, I think.

My preference is now for 1. or 2. above, and not for 3.

Now for some technical questions.

3 £

1. Raphi, did you estimate the significance level of the correlations between the target and the
individual proxies allowing for the autocorrelation in the proxies and the reduced degrees of
freedom? Some of the comments on the CA web site suggest that they can only get sig
correlations for the 27 proxies if you assume 70 degrees of freedom, effectively ignoring
autocorrelation. Do you have different values for the sig correlations for each proxy, because the
autocorrelation is different for each proxy?

2. In atable like the one you provided last week, can you give for each proxy record, for the 1920-
1990 period, the correlation, no.of degrees of freedom and sig level for the full data, detrended
data and low pass filtered data. This will help us with proxy selection.

3. It is not surprising that there are many fewer significant correlations for the interannual
variations and some are even of the opposite sign for the full correlations. The spatial pattern
for the temp response to ENSO, which is the main contributor to Aust temp variations at
interannual time scales, is not uniform over Australasia, being quite different in NZ or Law Dome
than Australia. Ailie or Raphi, can you do a map using the modern temp data for the correlations
of interannual variations of gridded temp data with teh target, area average Australasian
temps? Then redo the map for the full data, including the trend. My guess is that teh correlns
will be much larger scale for the full data. This will help to explain some of the proxy selection
issues for interannual variations.

That's enough for now. I am coming around to the idea that the current analysis is fine, but we need
to explain why it is ok to use proxy selection based on teh full temp record, rather than the detrended
data.

Best wishes, David

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=I1PM.Note&id =RgAAAAD.. QEDDJ22zAAA%2f)I1 2AAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342075394417_777442819 Page 2 of 4




RE: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:43 PM

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

From: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:39
To: David John Karoly
Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi David,

Well I'm afraid Mclntyre has probably already leaked this anyway. I probably don't have to
tell you this, but don't trust him to behave ethically or honestly here, and assume that
anything you tell him will be cherry-picked in a way that maximally discredits the study and
will be leaked as suits his purposes.

We have simply noted at RC in the comments that the paper does appear to have been
retracted from the AMS website, and we have no further information as to why.

I will share this w/ Eric and Gavin so they know the status,

mike

p-s. just a side note. we have found in our own extensive pseudoproxy tests that detrending
the data prior to calibration is *not* actually a good idea. See abstract of the '07 JGR article
also the attached Science comment by Wahl et al. So even if that does change the results, its
not obvious that it would be for the better. Just my two cents.

[see attached file: WahletalScience06.pdf] [see attached file: MRWA-JGRO7.pdf]

Michael E. Mann
Professor
Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663
The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu

University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.michaelmann.net

“The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.thehockevystick.net
"Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com
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Raphael Neukom

School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne
Victoria 3010, Australia
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RE: Newsroom updated | ..
David John Karoly

Sent:12 June 2012 07:20
To: John Dubois; Diane Squires; Rebecca Scott
Cc:  Joelle Gergis

Hi,

Adam Morton has a short article on this issue in The Age this morning.
htt:p:I/www.theage.com.au/environmentjdimate-mangejcfin'tate-warming -study-put-on-hold-20120611-2065y.htm!

Best wishes, David

NNNMNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

L e T VP NP NV NP NPV P NP P VPP TP NP NPT TP vrer e

From: John Dubois

Sent: 11 June 2012 14:46

To: Diane Squires; Rebecca Scott; David John Karoly
Subject: Newsroom updated

Dear all, the media release on the UoM Newsroom website has been updated with the explanatory note we agreed
on and I've advised all the people who wrote to us about it that we've done that.

If you get other queries, you may wish to do the same.
I've also advised the Vice-Chancellor as he may get some of the messages.
Cheers.

John

https:  fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae =Item&t=IPM.Note&id =RGAAAAD.. QEDDJ2ZAAAK2() 1 3AAAJSa =Print&pspid=_1342075425844 446187226 Page 1 of |
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Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant
Sent:12 June 2012 07:58

To: David John Karoly; Raphael Neukon_
Cc: Joelle Gergis; s.phipps@unsw.edu.a

Hi all,

RE: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold 7q

David/Joelle, thanks for all the correspondence re the paper. I think you're all doing a fantastic job of dealing with
everything (which ordinarily wouldn't be an issue I suspect, it's just the subject matter). So keep up the good work.

Raphi/David, I Can do on those maps. But, just to clarify:

You want two maps of the correlations between a) Australasian area-averaged temperature (land & ocean) b) Grid
point temperatures within the Australian domain (using Sept-Feb data from 1920-1990 from the HadCRUT3 and/or
HadCRUT4).

The first map will show these correlations between the raw anomalies (i.e. with variations of all time scales still
included - in other words NO detrending).

The second map will show these correlations between linearly detrended anomalies (i.e. both the target - Aust
area-average temps AND the grid points will be detrended using linear regression(??) -is this what you used in the
paper, I can't remember).

If that's correct let me know and I'll make them tomorrow.

Just for the record I think David will be correct. Given the large trends in temp anomalies across much of the
domain I think you'll see stronger and more consistent correlations across most of the domain using the raw
anomalies. Detrending will be much more spatially variable and some areas will be quite different.

Raphi/Joelle - are the HadCRUT3 and/or HadCRUT4 still on Pandora?

Cheers,
Ailie

From: David John Karoly

Sent: Tuesday, 12 June 2012 6:55 AM

To: Raphael Neukom

Cc: Joelle Gergis; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au
Subject: RE: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi Raphi,

Thanks for your email. There is no great urgency to get this done. I recommend that you and Joelle work on it when
you are together when Joelle visits later this month.

Ailie, I think that you have looked at some of the teleconnection patterns in your own JClim paper.

Can you have a look at responding to item 3. in the technical questions below? I suggest that you use gridded
HadCRUT3 or HadCRUT4 monthly temp data for the same period as the paper, 1920-90 (I think) Sept-Feb average,
and calculate the correlations of each grid box with the Australasian region area average for detrended data and for
the full data. The correlations should be for the larger region that includes the locations of all teh proxies considered.

Thanks, David

https://owa.unimelb.edu.aufowa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDDJ2zAAAX2()I 15AAA)&a=Print&pspid=_1342075464403_527457562 Page 1 of §
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Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698 &

fax: +61 3 8344 7761 '

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
- w.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w
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From: Raphael Neukom —
Sent: 11 June 2012 22:4
To: David John Karoly

Cc: Joelle Gergis; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au
Subject: Re: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi David,

Thanks for these suggestions. I've also discussed this with David Frank today and he has very similar
suggestions.

If possible we should do point 1 below in the main manuscript and include points 2 and 4 in the
supplementary section with a brief discussion of the issue.

To the technical questions:

1. We did not take autocorrelations into account fot Australasia (but I did for the SH). If I do so for
Australasia (using the formula of Stevens JoC manuscript) about 22 out of the 27 proxies that we used
remain in the proxy set (calculated last week under time pressure).

2. 1 will provide this table (but I am not sure whether I can make it in the next few days).

3. This is a very good idea. Ailie can you do this? I can also try but only with the (target) grid as I don't
have access to all the newest station data from the region.

Thanks and cheers
Raphi

Am 11.06.2012 13:33, schrieb David John Karoly:
Hi Raphi and Joelle,

Following some email discussions with Mike Mann and helpful discussions with you both last week,
there appear to be several different approaches that we can take with revising the Australasian temp
recon paper. I am going to go through some of them briefly, and then raise some suggestions for
further data analysis that might be needed.

1. Amend the manuscript so that it states the actual way that the proxy selection was done, based
on correls that included trends and were significant at the 5% level. The calibration was also
done using the full data variations, including trends, over the calibration period. As Mike Mann
says below and in the attached papers, this is a common approach. Don't seriously address the
proxy selection for detrended data

2. Revise the manuscript to present results for reconstructions based on both proxy selections for
full correls and proxy selections for detrended correls. Expand the paper to show both sets of
results and explain why the full correls are better.

3. Redo the analysis for proxy selection based on what the manuscript says, proxy selection based

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/7ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2 ZAAA%2()I15AAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342075464403_527457562 Page 2 of 5
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on detrended correls, which gives only about 9 selected proxies and only one prior to 1400. No
reliable reconstruction prior to 1400.

4. Redo the analysis based on proxy correlations with local/regional temps at interannual and
decadal timescales, not the Australasian area average; select proxies that have strong local
temperature signals, then average the proxies to get the area average temperature. This
approach is like what Raphi is doing for the SH paper, I think.

My preference is now for 1. or 2. above, and not for 3.

Now for some technical questions.

1. Raphi, did you estimate the significance level of the correlations between the target and the
individual proxies allowing for the autocorrelation in the proxies and the reduced degrees of
freedom? Some of the comments on the CA web site suggest that they can only get sig
correlations for the 27 proxies if you assume 70 degrees of freedom, effectively ignoring
autocorrelation. Do you have different values for the sig correlations for each proxy, because the
autocorrelation is different for each proxy?

2. In atable like the one you provided last week, can you give for each proxy record, for the 1920-
1990 period, the correlation, no.of degrees of freedom and sig level for the full data, detrended
data and low pass filtered data. This will help us with proxy selection.

3. It is not surprising that there are many fewer significant correlations for the interannual
variations and some are even of the opposite sign for the full correlations. The spatial pattern
for the temp response to ENSO, which is the main contributor to Aust temp variations at
interannual time scales, is not uniform over Australasia, being quite different in NZ or Law Dome
than Australia. Ailie or Raphi, can you do a map using the modern temp data for the correlations
of interannual variations of gridded temp data with teh target, area average Australasian
temps? Then redo the map for the full data, including the trend. My guess is that teh correlns

will be much larger scale for the full data. This will help to explain some of the proxy selection
issues for interannual variations.

That's enough for now. I am coming around to the idea that the current ana lysis is fine, but we need
to explain why it is ok to use proxy selection based on teh full temp record, rather than the detrended
data.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:39

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi David,
Well I'm afraid Mclntyre has probably already leaked this anyway. I probably don't have to
tell you this, but don't trust him to behave ethically or honestly here, and assume that
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anything you tell him will be cherry-picked in a way that maximally discredits the study and
will be leaked as suits his purposes.

We have simply noted at RC in the comments that the paper does appear to have been
retracted from the AMS website, and we have no further information as to why.

I will share this w/ Eric and Gavin so they know the status,

mike

p-s. just a side note. we have found in our own extensive pseudoproxy tests that detrending
the data prior to calibration is *not* actually a good idea. See abstract of the '07 JGR article
also the attached Science comment by Wahl et al. So even if that does change the results, its
not obvious that it would be for the better. Just my two cents.

[see attached file: WahletalScience06.pdf] [see attached file: MRWA-JGRO7.pdf]

Michael E. Mann
Professor
Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663

The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu
University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.michaelmann.net

"The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.thehockeystick.net
"Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com
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Raphael Neukom

School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne
Victoria 3010, Australia

https:/ fowa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id =RgAAAAD.. ‘QEDDJ2zAAA%2f)1 15AAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342075464403_527457562 Page 5 of §




thanks again. 12/07/12 4:45 PM

thanks again. :
iy — 9,
Sent:12 June 2012 08:
To: David John Karoly

herewith

June 11, 2012, 6:12 PM

Australian Warming, Hockey Sticks and Open Review

By ANDREW C. REVKIN

A much-cited study (paper here) concluded last month that the extent of warming in Australia in recent
decades was so great compared to climate variations in the last millennium that it had to be mainly the result
of warming from the human-driven buildup of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. (Here’s a video interview
from May with the lead author, Joélle Gergis from the University of Melbourne.)

It’s the latest research in more than a decade of work producing a climate “hockey stick” — graphs of global or
regional temperatures showing relatively little variation over a millennium or more and then a sharp uptick
since the middle of the twentieth century (the blade at the end of the stick).

Now the paper, at the request of the authors, has been “put on hold” by the Journal of Climate after questions
were raised publicly about one of the researchers’ methods, starting with a comment on Steve Mclntyre’s
Climate Audit blog. This field of study uses sophisticated statistical methods to derive meaning from scattered
and variegated indirect indicators of past temperature — with tree rings being the most familiar example.

It is unclear whether the problem will affect the study’s conclusions. Depending on the result, readers of the
initial burst of news could end up with a_familiar sense of whiplash.

To see how quickly the research results made the rounds, check the headlines here. My unfavorite would be

“IT’S OFFICIAL: Australia is warming and it is your fault,” in the Herald Sun. This is a classic case of what
I've been calling “single-study syndrome,” the bias in the news process toward the “front-page thought” and
tendency to forget that science is a herky-jerky process.

Over the weekend, I got in touch with David Karoly, one of the paper’s authors and a longtime contact on
climate science, to confirm the accuracy of a post by McIntyre quoting him. He said all was accurate, adding
this noted about the review of the work: Read more...

ANDREW C. REVKIN
Dot Earth blogger, The New York Times

http://www.nytimes.com/dotearth
Senior Fellow, Pace Acad. for Applied Env. Studies

Cell: 914-441-5556 Fax: 914-989-8009
Twitter: @revkin Skype: Andrew.Revkin
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RE: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold
David John Karply

Sent: 12 June 2012 08:57

To: Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; Raphael Neukon-_ -
Cc:  Joelle Gergis; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au

Hi Ailie,

Yes, the correlation maps are just as you describe. Please check the manuscript for the exact start and end dates of
the calibration period. I think that year 1 starts Sept 1920-Feb 1921 and year 70 is Sept 89- Feb 1990, but Raphi or
Joelle could confirm that. Also, you are probably better to use HadCRUT3 temps, as that was what the paper used, I
think. The HadCRUT4 temps have more SH data coverage, but won't make much difference.

Thanks for doing this, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

R N PN

From: Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant

Sent: 12 June 2012 07:58

To: David John Karoly; Raphael Neukom

Cc: Joelle Gergis; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au

Subject: RE: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi all,

David/Joelle, thanks for all the correspondence re the paper. I think you're all doing a fantastic job of dealing with
everything (which ordinarily wouldn't be an issue I suspect, it's just the subject matter). So keep up the good work.

Raphi/David, I Can do on those maps. But, just to clarify:

You want two maps of the correlations between a) Australasian area-averaged temperature (land & ocean) b) Grid
point temperatures within the Australian domain (using Sept-Feb data from 1920-1990 from the HadCRUT3 and/or
HadCRUT4).

The first map will show these correlations between the raw anomalies (i.e. with variations of all time scales still
included - in other words NO detrending).

The second map will show these correlations between linearly detrended anomalies (i.e. both the target - Aust
area-average temps AND the grid points will be detrended using linear regression(??) -is this what you used in the
paper, I can't remember).

If that's correct let me know and I'll make them tomorrow.

Just for the record I think David will be correct. Given the large trends in temp anomalies across much of the

domain I think you'll see stronger and more consistent correlations across most of the domain using the raw
anomalies. Detrending will be much more spatially variable and some areas will be quite different.
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Raphi/Joelle - are the HadCRUT3 and/or HadCRUT4 still on Pandora?

Cheers,
Allie v

From: David John Karoly

Sent: Tuesday, 12 June 2012 6:55 AM

To: Raphael Neukom

Cc: Joelle Gergis; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au
Subject: RE: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi Raphi,

Thanks for your email. There is no great urgency to get this done. I recommend that you and Joelle work on it when
you are together when Joelle visits later this month.

Ailie, I think that you have looked at some of the teleconnection patterns in your own JClim paper.

Can you have a look at responding to item 3. in the technical questions below? I suggest that you use gridded
HadCRUT3 or HadCRUT4 monthly temp data for the same period as the paper, 1920-90 (I think) Sept-Feb average,
and calculate the correlations of each grid box with the Australasian region area average for detrended data and for
the full data. The correlations should be for the larger region that includes the locations of all teh proxies considered,

Thanks, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: ophas ko (R

Sent: 11 June 2012 22:43

To: David John Karoly

Cc: Joelle Gergis; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant; s.phipps@unsw.edu.au
Subject: Re: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi David,

Thanks for these suggestions. I've also discussed this with David Frank today and he has very similar
suggestions.

If possible we should do point 1 below in the main manuscript and include points 2 and 4 in the
supplementary section with a brief discussion of the issue.

To the technical questions:

1. We did not take autocorrelations into account fot Australasia (but I did for the SH). If I do so for
Australasia (using the formula of Stevens JoC manuscript) about 22 out of the 27 proxies that we used
remain in the proxy set (calculated last week under time pressure).

2. I will provide this table (but I am not sure whether I can make it in the next few days).
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12/07/12 4:45 PM

3. This is a very good idea. Ailie can you do this? I can also try but only with the (target) grid as I don't
have access to all the newest station data from the region.

Thanks and cheers

Raphi

Am 11.06.2012 13:33, schrieb David John Karoly:

Hi Raphi and Joelle,

Following some email discussions with Mike Mann and helpful discussions with you both last week,
there appear to be several different approaches that we can take with revising the Australasian temp
recon paper. I am going to go through some of them briefly, and then raise some suggestions for
further data analysis that might be needed.

1. ‘Amend the manuscript so that it states the actual way that the proxy selection was done, based

on correls that included trends and were significant at the 5% level. The calibration was also
done using the full data variations, including trends, over the calibration period. As Mike Mann
says below and in the attached papers, this is a common approach. Don't seriously address the
proxy selection for detrended data

- Revise the manuscript to present results for reconstructions based on both proxy selections for

full correls and proxy selections for detrended correls. Expand the paper to show both sets of
results and explain why the full correls are better.

. Redo the analysis for proxy selection based on what the manuscript says, proxy selection based

on detrended correls, which gives only about 9 selected proxies and only one prior to 1400. No
reliable reconstruction prior to 1400.

- Redo the analysis based on proxy correlations with local/regional temps at interannual and

decadal timescales, not the Australasian area average; select proxies that have strong local
temperature signals, then average the proxies to get the area average temperature. This
approach is like what Raphi is doing for the SH paper, I think.

My preference is now for 1. or 2. above, and not for 3.

Now for some technical questions.

%
2

1. Raphi, did you estimate the significance level of the correlations between the target and the

individual proxies allowing for the autocorrelation in the proxies and the reduced degrees of
freedom? Some of the comments on the CA web site suggest that they can only get sig
correlations for the 27 proxies if you assume 70 degrees of freedom, effectively ignoring
autocorrelation. Do you have different values for the sig correlations for each proxy, because the
autocorrelation is different for each proxy? -

- In a table like the one you provided last week, can you give for each proxy record, for the 1920-

1990 period, the correlation, no.of degrees of freedom and sig level for the full data, detrended
data and low pass filtered data. This will help us with proxy selection.

. Itis not surprising that there are many fewer significant correlations for the interannual

variations and some are even of the opposite sign for the full correlations. The spatial pattern
for the temp response to ENSO, which is the main contributor to Aust temp variations at
interannual time scales, is not uniform over Australasia, being quite different in NZ or Law Dome
than Australia. Ailie or Raphi, can you do a map using the modern temp data for the correlations
of interannual variations of gridded temp data with teh target, area average Australasian
temps? Then redo the map for the full data, including the trend. My guess is that teh correlns
will be much larger scale for the full data. This will help to explain some of the proxy selection
issues for interannual variations.
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That's enough for now. I am coming around to the idea that the current analysis is fine, but we need
to explain why it is ok to use proxy selection based on teh full temp record, rather than the detrended
data.

Best wishes, David

e e T T N N N NN )

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
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From: Michael Mann [mann@meteo.psu.edu]
Sent: 09 June 2012 06:39

To: David John Karoly
Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi David,

Well I'm afraid MclIntyre has probably already leaked this anyway. I probably don't have to
tell you this, but don't trust him to behave ethically or honestly here, and assume that
anything you tell him will be cherry-picked in a way that maximally discredits the study and
will be leaked as suits his purposes.

We have simply noted at RC in the comments that the paper does appear to have been
retracted from the AMS website, and we have no further information as to why.

I will share this w/ Eric and Gavin so they know the status,

mike

p-s. just a side note. we have found in our own extensive pseudoproxy tests that detrending
the data prior to calibration is *not* actually a good idea. See abstract of the '07 JGR article
also the attached Science comment by Wahl et al. So even if that does change the results, its
not obvious that it would be for the better. Just my two cents.

[see attached file: WahletalScience06.pdf] [see attached file: MRWA-JGRO7.pdf]

Michael E. Mann
Professor
Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075
503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663

The Pennsylvania State University email: mann@psu.edu
University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.michaelmann.net

“The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.thehockeystick.net
"Dire Predictions": www.direpredictions.com
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Raphael Neukom
School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne
Victoria 3010, Australia
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Untitled Message 12/07/12 4:46 PM

To: David John Karoly

Hi Professor Karoly

I wrote an article fo*about the paper Evidence of Unusual Late 20th Century

Warming from an Australasian Temperature Reconstruction Spanning the Last Millenium and I was
hoping to check with you the accuracy of this post on the Climate Audit blog.

I'm sure you've received many inquiries over this already -- my apologies for adding another -- but I was
hoping you could explain in layman's terms what you mean when you say records were not "detrended
for proxy selection". How important is this to the data process? And is it possible to say when this issue
will be clarified?

Many thanks,

rom outside Australia)
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Re: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Steven J Phipps [s.phipps@unsw.edu.au]
Sent: 12 June 2012 13:

To: Raphael Neukol

Cc: David John Karoly; Joelle Gergis; Ailie Jane Eyre Gallant

Hi all,

I appreciate that my opinion wasn't being explicitly solicited on this,
but I do have thoughts and so I hope you don't mind if I share them. I'm
actually on leave this week, so you'll also have to forgive me if I raise
issues without having fully reviewed the appropriate literature first.

On the issue of detrending: it strikes me that, on balance, it is
preferable if this is NOT done. While I understand that anthropogenic
trends will inflate correlation coefficients, this can be dealt with by
allowing for autocorrelation when assessing significance. If any linear
trends ARE removed when validating individual proxies, then the validation
exercise will essentially only confirm the ability of the proxies to
reconstruct interannual variations. That's fine if that's what we want to
reconstruct, but in an exercise of this nature we are also interested in
reconstructing longer-term trends. It therefore appears to be preferable
to leave any trends in the data, so that we are also asses51ng the ability
of the proxies to reconstruct this information.

I realise that both approaches have been widely used in the past, and that
both are supported in the literature. Thus I believe that either approach
is entirely justifiable. Based on the various emails circulated over the
past few days, it appears that we will not have a viable millennial-scale
reconstruction if we pursue the detrended approach. I therefore feel that
we should use the raw data to validate the proxies. From Raphi's email,
this will leave 22 of the 27 proxies in the reconstruction once
autocorrelation is taking into account. This should mean that the final
reconstruction will not change significantly. To address debate over this
issue, we should also present results for the detrended approach in the
Supplementary Material.

My preference is therefore for David's Option 2, with Option 1 as my
second choice. I dislike Option 3 as it will not leave us with a viable
reconstruction. I also dislike Option 4 as it strikes me as essentially
starting again from scratch - which seems unnecessary given how far this
work has already progressed, and also seems out of proportion to what is
only a matter of fixing a technical issue.

Thank you for cc'ing me in this, and I would appreciate it if I could
continue to be cc'ed in all technical correspondence. As a co-author on
this study, I naturally have a strong interest in this. These issues are
also directly relevant to two other manuscripts that I am working on
currently.

Also, one question: which is the single proxy prior to 1400 which survives
under the detrended approach?

Good luck with your continuing efforts on this, and please don't be shy
about asking me if there's anything I can do to help.

Steven

> Hi David,
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Thanks for these suggestions. I've also discussed this with David Frank
today and he has very similar suggestions.

If possible we should do point 1 below in the main manuscript and include
points 2 and 4 in the supplementary section with a brief discussion of the
issue.

To the technical questions:

1. We did not take autocorrelations into account fot Australasia (but I did
for the SH). If I do so for Australasia (using the formula of Stevens JoC
manuscript) about 22 out of the 27 proxies that we used remain in the proxy
set (calculated last week under time pressure).

2. I will provide this table (but I am not sure whether I can make it in the
next few days).

3. This is a very good idea. Ailie can you do this? I can also try but only
with the (target) grid as I don't have access to all the newest station data
from the region.

Thanks and cheers
Raphi

Am 11.06.2012 13:33, schrieb David John Karoly:
Hi Raphi and Joelle,

Following some email discussions with Mike Mann and helpful
discussions with you both last week, there appear to be several
different approaches that we can take with revising the
Australasian temp recon paper. I am going to go through some of
them briefly, and then raise some suggestions for further data
analysis that might be needed.

1. Amend the manuscript so that it states the actual way that
the proxy selection was done, based on correls that included
trends and were significant at the 5% level. The calibration
was also done using the full data variations, including
trends, over the calibration period. As Mike Mann says below
and in the attached papers, this is a common approach. Don't
seriously address the proxy selection for detrended data

2. Revise the manuscript to present results for reconstructions
based on both proxy selections for full correls and proxy
selections for detrended correls. Expand the paper to show
both sets of results and explain why the full correls are
better.

3. Redo the analysis for proxy selection based on what the
manuscript says, proxy selection based on detrended correls,
which gives only about 9 selected proxies and only one prior
to 1400. No reliable reconstruction prior to 1400.

4. Redo the analysis based on proxy correlations with
local/regional temps at interannual and decadal timescales,
not the Australasian area average; select proxies that have
strong local temperature signals, then average the proxies
to get the area average temperature. This approach is like
what Raphi is doing for the SH paper, I think.

My preference is now for 1. or 2. above, and not for 3.

Now for some technical questions.
1. Raphi, did you estimate the significance level of the

correlations between the target and the individual proxies
allowing for the autocorrelation in the proxies and the
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reduced degrees of freedom? Some of the comments on the CA
web site suggest that they can only get sig correlations for
the 27 proxies if you assume 70 degrees of freedom,
effectively ignoring autocorrelation. Do you have different
values for the sig correlations for each proxy, because the
autocorrelation is different for each proxy?

2. In a table like the one you provided last week, can you give
for each proxy record, for the 1920-1990 period, the
correlation, no.of degrees of freedom and sig level for the
full data, detrended data and low pass filtered data. This
will help us with proxy selection.

3. It is not surprising that there are many fewer significant
correlations for the interannual variations and some are
even of the opposite sign for the full correlations. The
spatial pattern for the temp response to ENSO, which is the
main contributor to Aust temp variations at interannual time
scales, is not uniform over Australasia, being quite
different in NZ or Law Dome than Australia. Ailie or Raphi,
can you do a map using the modern temp data for the
correlations of interannual variations of gridded temp data
with teh target, area average Australasian temps? Then redo
the map for the full data, including the trend. My guess is
that teh correlns will be much larger scale for the full
data. This will help to explain some of the proxy selection
issues for interannual variations.

That's enough for now. I am coming around to the idea that the
current analysis is fine, but we need to explain why it is ok to
use proxy selection based on teh full temp record, rather than
the detrended data.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http: .earthsci imelb.edu.au/~dkarol

From: Michael Mann [mann€meteo.psu.edu]

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:39

To: David John Karoly

Subject: Re: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Hi David, Well I'm afraid McIntyre has probably already leaked this
anyway. I probably don't have to tell you this, but don't trust him to
behave ethically or honestly here, and assume that anything you tell
him will be cherry-picked in a way that maximally discredits the study
and will be leaked as suits his purposes.

We have simply noted at RC in the comments that the paper does appear
to have been retracted from the AMS website, and we have no further
information as to why.

I will share this w/ Eric and Gavin so they know the status,

mike
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p.s. just a side note. we have found in our own extensive pseudoproxy
tests that detrending the data prior to calibration is *not* actually
a good idea. See abstract of the ‘07 JGR article also the attached
Science comment by Wahl et al. So even if that does change the
results, its not obvious that it would be for the better. Just my two
cents.

[see attached file: WahletalScience(06.pdf] [see attached file:
MRWA-JGRO7.pdf]

Michael E. Mann

Professor

Director, Earth System Science Center (ESSC)

Department of Meteorology Phone: (814) 863-4075

503 Walker Building FAX: (814) 865-3663
The Pennsylvania State University email: mann€psu.edu

University Park, PA 16802-5013 www.michaelmann.net

"The Hockey Stick and the Climate Wars": www.thehockeystick.net "Dire
Predictions": www.direpredictions.com

Raphael Neukom

School of Earth Sciences
University of Melbourne
Victoria 3010, Australia

Dr Steven J Phipps

Climate Change Research Centre
ARC Centre of Excellence for Climate System Science

12/07/12 4:46 PM
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Faculty of Science
University of New South Wales
UNSW Sydney

NSW 2052

Australia

Tel +61 2 9385 8957
Fax +61 2 9385 8969

tp://www.stevenphipps.com
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Fwd: climate paper
Joelle Gergis

Sent:
To:

12 June 2012 13:59
David John Karoly; Rebecca Scott

Attachments:ole1l.bmp (1 KB) ; ole0.bmp (646 B) ; ole4.bmp (4 KB) ; ole3.bmp (12 KB) ; ole2.bmp (458 B)

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: m"@theaustralian.com,ab
Date: 12 June 2 1:56: AEST

To: <jgergi nimelb.edu.au>
Subject: climate paper

Dear Dr Gergis,

I'm writing for tomorrow's paper about the withdrawal of the
reconstructed temperatures journal article on which you were
lead author. I'd like to ask you about this.

regards,

The Australian
Level 2, 2 Holt Street, Surry Hills, NSW, 2010
T:+61 2 9288 2551

E theaustralian.com.au http://www.theaustralian.com.au/subscribe http://twitter.com/#!/australian
http: .e.newsdigitalmedia.com.au/GPC? a=TheAustralian

This message and its attachments may contain legally privileged or confidential information. It is intended solely for
the named addressee. If you are not the addressee indicated in this message or responsible for delivery of the
message to the addressee, you may not copy or deliver this message or its attachments to anyone. Rather, you
should permanently delete this message and its attachments and kindly notify the sender by reply e-mail. Any

content of this message and its attachments which does not relate to the official business of the sending company
must be taken not to have been sent or endorsed by that company or any of its related entities. No warranty is

made that the e-mail or attachments are free from computer virus or other defect.
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climate paper 12/07/12 4:47 PM

¢

climate paper

@theaustralian.com.au]

Sent:12 June 2012 14:00
To: David John Karoly

Dear Professor Karoly,
I'm writing about the status of the multi-author paper on
reconstructed temperatures. I'd like to ask you about this.

The Australian
Level 2, 2 Holt Street, Surry Hills, NSW, 2010
T:+61 2 9288 2551

E: heaustralian.com.au “?-htt_p:jjwww‘theaustralian‘com,au,’subscribe @httn:h’twitter.com/#!/austraIian
http://pages.e.newsdigitalmedia.com.au/GPC? a=TheAustralian

?IHE B M M Y

A News Limiled Initiotive 1degree.net.ou

This message and its attachments may contain legally privileged or confidential information. It is intended solely for the named
addressee. If you are not the addressee indicated in this message or responsible for delivery of the message to the addressee,
you may not copy or deliver this message or its attachments to anyone. Rather, you should permanently delete this message and
its attachments and kindly notify the sender by reply e-mail. Any content of this message and its attachments which does not
relate to the official business of the sending company must be taken not to have been sent or endorsed by that company or any
of its related entities. No warranty is made that the e-mail or attachments are free from computer virus or other defect.

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=1PM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDD)2zAAA%2fJI 19AAA]&a=Print&pspid=_1342075643697_227197637 Page 1 of 1




RE: climate paper 12/07/12 4:49 PM

RE: climate paper
David John Karoly
Sent:12 June 2012 15:04

To: Rebecca Scott; Joelle Gergis

Hi,

As I said to Rebecca, I have just had a 45 min conversation withm Aust Higher Ed supplement. I do not
want to talk to _-had no background, wanted to again on what the original paper said,
etc etc.

It is much better for us that- covers this than—

Best wishes, David

R L L N N V]

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

Pl e e e e R R

From: Rebecca Scott
Sent: 12 June 2012 14:29
To: Joelle Gergis

Cc: David John Karoly
Subject: Re: climate paper

Thanks Joelle. David will you get back t(-? I have had a call from-at the Australian.
Rebecca
Sent from my iPhone

On 12/06/2012, at 1:59 PM, "Joelle Gergis" <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

Fromq@theaustmiian.com.au>
Date: 12 June 2012 1:56:05 PM AEST

To: <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au>
Subject: climate paper

https: //owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD...QEDDJ2zZAAA%2[}I2CAAAJ&a =Print&pspid=_1342075748688_317606689 Page 1 of 2




RE: climate paper 12/07/12 4:49 PM

Dear Dr Gergis,

I'm writing for tomorrow's paper about the
withdrawal of the reconstructed temperatures journal
article on which you were lead author. I'd like to
ask you about this.

regards,

The Australian ;
Level 2, 2 Holt Street, Surry Hills, NSW, 2010
T:+61 2 9288 2551

E theaustralian.com.au http://www.theaustralian.com.aufsubscribe
http://twitter.com/#!/australian http: e, i ia.com.au/GPC?a=TheAustralian

This message and its attachments may contain legally privileged or confidential information. It is
intended solely for the named addressee. If you are not the addressee indicated in this message or
responsible for delivery of the message to the addressee, you may not copy or deliver this message

or its attachments to anyone. Rather, you should permanently delete this message and its
attachments and kindly notify the sender by reply e-mail. Any content of this message and its
attachments which does not relate to the official business of the sending company must be taken
not to have been sent or endorsed by that company or any of its related entities. No warranty is
made that the e-mail or attachments are free from computer virus or other defect.

<olel.bmp>
<ole0.bmp>
<ole4.bmp>
<ole3.bmp>

<ole2.bmp>
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Re: climate paper and the Australian 12/07/12 4:49 PM

Rebecca Scott

Sent:12 June 2012 15:28

To: David John Karoly

Cc: Diane Squires; John Dubois

Re: climate paper and the Australian g 7

HI David, F (sorry | said.earlier) has rung and left me another message. | have sent
him the link to the statement on our newsroom and told him you were speaking to—

Any thoughts on how to handle this now? Fending him off a good idea?

Cheers
R

On 12/06/12 3:04 PM, "David John Karoly" <dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:

Hi,

As I said to Rebecca, I have just had a 45 min conversation with— Aust Higher Ed
supplement. I do not want to talk to__'nad no background, wanted to start again
on what the original paper said, etc etc.

It is much better for us that- covers this U"lan_

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA

ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/
<http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/%7Edkaroly/wp/>

B T

From: Rebecca Scott
Sent: 12 June 2012 14:29
To: Joelle Gergis

Cc: David John Karoly
Subject: Re: climate paper

Thanks Joelle. David will you get back to -7 I have had a call from -at the

Australian.

Rebecca

https://owa.unimelb.edu.au/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD.. QEDD)2 zZAAA%2)I2AAAAJ&a=Print&pspid=_1342075768549_195245060 Page 1 of 3




Re: climate paper and the Australian 12/07/12 4:49 PM

Sent from my iPhone

On 12/06/2012, at 1:59 PM, "Joelle Gergis" <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From:mw>
Date: 12 June 2012 1:56: AEST

To: <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au>
Subject: climate paper

Dear Dr Gergis,

I'm writing for tomorrow's paper about the
withdrawal of the reconstructed temperatures
journal article on which you were lead
author. I'd like to ask you about this.

regards, ; { :

The Australian

Level 2, 2 Holt Street, Surry Hills, NSW, 2010

T:+61 29288 2551

E heaustralian.com.au
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/subscribe

<http://www theaustralian.com.au/subscribe>

http://twitter. com/#llaustrahan <http://twitter. comf#‘!austrahanb

<htm Hnaqes e, newsdlgxtalmedla com.au/GPC?a=TheAustralian>

<http://www theaustralian.com.au>

<http://www.]degree.com.aun/>

This message and its attachments may contain legally privileged
or confidential information. It is intended solely for the named
addressee. If you are not the addressee indicated in this
message or responsible for delivery of the message to the
addressee, you may not copy or deliver this message or its
attachments to anyone. Rather, you should permanently delete

h{tps:,f]owaAunimelb.edu.aufuwa.-‘?ae=Item&l=IPM,Note&ld-RgMMD...QEDDJZZAAA%ZHIZAAAAj&azPrint&pspld=_13420?5?68549_195245060 Page 2 of 3




Re: climate paper and the Australian 12/07/12 4:49 PM

this message and its attachments and kindly notify the sender by
reply e-mail. Any content of this message and its attachments
which does not relate to the official business of the sending
company must be taken not to have been sent or endorsed by
that company or any of its related entities. No warranty is made
that the e-mail or attachments are free from computer virus or
other defect.

<olel.bmp>
<ole0.bmp>
<ole4.bmp> i
<ole3.bmp>
<ole2.bmp>

Rebecca Scott | Senior Media Officer | University Communications

Telephone +61 3 8344 0181 | Mobile +61 417 164 791 | Email rebeccas@unimelb.edu.au
Web newsroom.melbourne.edu | Facebook facebook.com/melbuni |

Twitter twitter.com/uommedia

THE UNIVERSITY OF
Y2 MELBOURNE

This email and any attachments may contain personal information or information that is otherwise confidential or the
subject of copyright. Any use, disclosure or copying of any part of it is prohibited. The University does not warrant that
this email or any attachments are free from viruses or defects. Please check any attachments for viruses and defects

before opening them. If this email is received in error please delete it and notify us by return email.
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Re: climate paper and the Australian

Re: climate paper and the Australian

Rebecca Scott

Sent:12 June 2012 15:48

To: David John Karoly

Cc: Diane Squires; John Dubois

Thanks David

Di and John have reinforced that we have now done the Australian — via—

(was just checking on what to do with two requests from the Aus)

Cheers
Rebecca

On 12/06/12 3:28 PM, "Rebecca Scott" <rebeccas@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:

12/07/12 4:49 PM

86

HI David, sorry | saic-earlier) has rung and left me another message.

I have sent him the link to the statementon our newsroom and told him you were

speaing o

Any thoughts on how to handle this now? Fending him off a good idea?

Cheers
R

On 12/06/12 3:04 PM, "David John Karoly" <dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:

Hi,

As 1 said to Rebecca, I have just had a 45 min conversation with
Higher Ed supplement. I do not want to talk to
background, wanted to start again on what the original paper said, etc etc.

It is much better for us that -overs this than—

Best wishes, David

PP P
P N ke et e et

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

http :waw.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au{«vdkarolvlwgi
<http://www.earthsci.u nimelb.edu.au/%7Edkaroly/wp/>

= id=
hﬂps‘,"!nwa.unimelb.edu,aulowaf?aenitem&l=lPM.N0le&id=RgAMA.D.,.EDDJEZMA%ZF}II%Z(MN&a Print&psp
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Re: climate paper and the Australian 12/07/12 4:49 PM
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From: Rebecca Scott
Sent: 12 June 2012 14:29
To: Joelle Gergis

Cc: David John Karoly
Subject: Re: climate paper

Thanks Joelle. David will you get back to-l have had a call from-
at the Australian.

Rebecca
Sent from my iPhone

On 12/06/2012, at 1:59 PM, "Joelle Gergis" <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au> wrote:

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

F"“"“WﬂW@>
Date: 12 June 2012 1:56: AEST

To: <jgergis@unimelb.edu.au>
Subject: climate paper

Dear Dr Gergis,

I'm writing for tomorrow's paper

about the withdrawal of the .
reconstructed temperatures jourpal 4
article on which you were lead

author. I'd like to ask you about

this.

regards,

_

The Australian

Level 2, 2 Holt Street, Surry Hills, NSW, 2010

T: +61 2 9288 2551

E: laneb@theaustralian.com.au
http://www.theaustraIian.com.au/subscribg
<httn:f/www.theaustralian.com.au/subscnbe>

- - ’ o L e ! . - 16 ge 2 of
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Re: climate paper and the Australian

http://twitter.com/#!/australian
<http://twitter.com/#!/australian>
http://pages.e.newsdigitalmedia.com.au/GPC?
a=TheAustralian
<http://pages.e.newsdigitalmedia.com.au/GPC?
a=TheAustralian>
<http://www.theaustralian.com.au>
<http://www.ldegree.com.au/>

This message and its attachments may contain legally
privileged or confidential information. It is intended
solely for the named addressee. If you are not the
addressee indicated in this message or responsible
for delivery of the message to the addressee, you

may not copy or deliver this message or its
attachments to anyone. Rather, you should
permanently delete this message and its attachments
and kindly notify the sender by reply e-mail. Any
content of this message and its attachments which
does not relate to the official business of the sending
company must be taken not to have been sent or
endorsed by that company or any of its related
entitfes. No warranty is made that the e-mail or
attachments are free from computer virus or other
defect.

<olel.bmp>
<ole0.bmp>
<ole4.bmp>
<ole3.bmp>
<ole2.bmp>

Rebecca Scott | Senior Media Officer | University
Communications

Telephone +61 3 8344 0181 | Mobile +61 417 16

hups:/ ,-'owa.unimelb.edu‘au,'owa

f?ae=ltem&t=IPM‘Nnte&id=RgAMAD, i .EDDJZZAM%ZEJII%ZfAAAI&a=

4 791 | Email

12/07/12 4:49 PM
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Re: climate paper and the Australian 12/07/12 4:49 PM

rebecca nimelb.edu.au

Web newsroom.melbourne.edu | Facebook
facebook.com/melbuni |

Twitter twitter.com/uommedia

THE UNIVERSITY OF
MELBOURNE

This email and any attachments may contain personal information or
information that is otherwise confidential or the subject of copyright. Any use,
disclosure or copying of any part of it is prohibited. The University does not
warrant that this email or any attachments are free from viruses or defects.
Please check any attachments for viruses and defects before opening them. If

this email is received in error please delete it and notify us by return email.

Rebecca Scott | Senior Media Officer | University Communications

Telephone +61 3 8344 0181 | Mobile +61 417 164 791 | Email rebeccas@unimelb.edu.au
Web newsroom.melbourne.edu | Facebook facebook.com/melbuni |

Twitter twitter.com/uommedia

THE UNIVERSITY OF

MELBOURNE

This email and any attachments may contain personal information or information that is otherwise confidential or the

subject of copyright. Any use, disclosure or copying of any part of it is prohibited. The University does not warrant that

this email or any attachments are free from viruses or defects. Please check any attachments for viruses and defects

before opening them. If this email is received in error please delete it and notify us by return email.
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RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:50 PM

RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold 8
R theaustralian.com.au]

To: David John Karoly

ps, David,

Has the team identified how this mistake in data processing happened

(I understand the wish not to identify the team member/s immediately
responsible.)

From: David John Karoly [mailto:dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 12 June 2012 4:44 PM

Subject: : Print production of scientific study put on hold

oo S

Sorry for the delay in sending you the email below, which I had sent to Stephen McIntyre, on Saturday morning.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

From: David John Karoly

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:10

To: smcintyre25@yahoo.ca

Subject: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al (2012) study vaidence _of
unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning

the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which may affect

h'[lp Howa,u imelb.edu.a ! ." - . =Rg J i a= pspia=_ 3 58008 5,952“38353 Pagelni 2
LM nim {b.edu.au/owa 't‘ae:I.:ern&t—iP'M NO‘E&ld‘ﬂ AAAAD |lE|)|| zzp.ﬁ.ﬁ.xzf |2”gﬁﬁ;& Print& id 13420758 5




RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:50 PM

the results. While the paper states that “both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly
detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records
used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement
incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have implications
for the results reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the
study has been put on hold.

This is a normal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent analysis
of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has been identified
and the results are being re-checked.

We would be: grateful ifsyou would post the notice below on your ClimateAudit web site.
We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog for your scrutiny of
our study, which also identified this data processing issue.

Thanks, David Karoly

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the

. study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle Gergis, Raphael Neukom, Stephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and resulits.

B N o  a a

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
httg:,{{www.ggrthsci.unimelb.edu.guzwdkarglﬂwm

NNNNNNNNNNNMNNNNMNNNNNNNNMNNNNNNNNN'\JMMNNNNNN

This message and its attachments may contain legally privileged or confidential information. It is intended solely for the named

message or responsible for delivery of the message to the addressee,

see. If you are not the addressee indicated in this :
" , er, you should permanently delete this message and

you may not copy or deliver this message or its attachments to anyone. Rath
d kindly notify the sender by reply e-mail. Any content of this message and its attachments which does not

its attachments an
o have been sent or endorsed by that company or any

relate to the official business of the sending company must be taken not t

of its related entities. No warranty is made that the e-mail or attachments are free from computer virus or other defect.
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RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:51 PM

RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold 70
David John Karoly

Sent: ne 2012 16:58
To: theaustralian.com.au]

No, I think that it was just an oversight, as you mentioned in our phone conversation, I think.

There is a switch in the computer code that allows one or the other method to be used. It was not noticed that this
switch was set differently than the method that was described in the manuscript. It was associated with an early
part of the data processing and many of the later choices and parts were doubl-checked.

Best wishes, David

Prof David Karoly

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

e e N N N T P Py

From:mmeaustralian.com.au]
Sent: 12 June :

To: David John Karoly
Subject: RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold

ps, David,

Has the team identified how this mistake in data processing happened
(I understand the wish not to identify the team member/s immediately
responsible.)

From: David John Karoly [mailto:dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 12 June 2012 4:44 PM

To
Subject: FW: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Dear Bernard,
Sorry for the delay in sending you the email below, which I had sent to Stephen McIntyre, on Saturday morning.

Best wishes, David

L L
N P NN PN P P P

P L e e b

et Nt e el

Prof David Karoly
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RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:51 PM

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au

ttp://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/w

NNNNNN~~NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNMNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

From: David John Karoly

Sent: 09 June 2012 06:10

To: smcintyre25@yahoo.ca

Subject: Print production of scientific study put on hold

Dear Stephen,

I am contacting you on behalf of all the authors of the Gergis et al (2012) study ‘Evidence of
unusual late 20th century warming from an Australasian temperature reconstruction spanning
the last millennium’

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the study, which may affect
the results. While the paper states that “both proxy climate and instrumental data were linearly
detrended over the 1921-1990 period”, we discovered on Tuesday 5 June that the records
used in the final analysis were not detrended for proxy selection, making this statement
incorrect. Although this is an unfortunate data processing issue, it is likely to have implications
for the results reported in the study. The journal has been contacted and the publication of the
study has been put on hold.

This is a ndrmal part of science. The testing of scientific studies through independent analysis
of data and methods strengthens the conclusions. In this study, an issue has been identified
and the results are being re-checked.

We would be grateful if you would post the notice below on your ClimateAudit web sitg.
We would like to thank you and the participants at the ClimateAudit blog for your scrutiny of
our study, which also identified this data processing issue.

Thanks, David Karoly

Print publication of scientific study put on hold

An issue has been identified in the processing of the data used in the _

study, "Evidence of unusual late 20th century warming frorq an Australasian temperature
reconstruction spanning the last millennium" by Joelle Ggrgt_s, R_aphael Neukom, Ste_ephen
Phipps, Ailie Gallant and David Karoly, accepted for publication in the Journal of Climate.

We are currently reviewing the data and results.

PP P
NNNNMNNNNNNN~NNN~~NNNN~NN~N~~N~~NN~
et

Prof David Karoly
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RE: Print production of scientific study put on hold 12/07/12 4:51 PM

School of Earth Sciences

University of Melbourne, VIC 3010, AUSTRALIA
ph: +61 3 8344 4698

fax: +61 3 8344 7761

email: dkaroly@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.earthsci.unimelb.edu.au/~dkaroly/wp/

L e e F N W N N N P N Y Y LN N NN Y]

This message and its attachments may contain legally privileged or confidential information. It is intended solely for the named
addressee. If you are not the addressee indicated in this message or responsible for delivery of the message to the addressee,
you may not copy or deliver this message or its attachments to anyone. Rather, you should permanently delete this message and
its attachments and kindly notify the sender by reply e-mail. Any content of this message and its attachments which does not
relate to the official business of the sending company must be taken not to have been sent or endorsed by that company or any
of its related entities. No warranty is made that the e-mail or attachments are free from computer virus or other defect.
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