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Little  Killivose, Killivose, Camborne, Cornwall 
TR14 9LQ

Tel: 01209 610104     Mbl: 07775605116 & 07732491781
E-m:rupertwyndham@googlemail.com & lizzieglynn@googlemail.com

16 June 2010.

Mr. Richard Tait

Chairman to the ESC

BBC Trust

Room 211

35 Marylebone High Street

London W1U 4AA.
Dear Mr. Tait
Re: Earth: The Climate Wars
I have now skim read the adjudication of the Editorial Standards Committee. A careful reading is not warranted. It is plain that the adjudication is no more than a rehash of the Stage 2 response which, itself, was no more than a tissue of distortion, lies and equivocation. Two substantive points are worth making, however:
· It has been abundantly clear throughout this process that outcomes for me and for other complainants would be pre-ordained and predictable.

· With a constant succession of delays and excuses therefor, it has taken your Committee a year and a half to deliver its demonstrably partial and flawed response. This time lag the Committee has acknowledged, and has offered an apology. The apology is not accepted. In itself, however, what these evasions underscore is the intellectual bankruptcy of the Corporation’s position and its essentially mendacious approach to dealing with complaints of prejudice - not, one might add, simply in relation to the global warming controversy. The bedrock on which the BBC has been relying has rested on the proposition that “the science was settled” by a consensus of scientific opinion, fortified in its case by reference to the fraudulent assertion that a seminar of climate experts, convened by it on 26 January 2006, had so declared. 
But let us move on. Protracted complaints procedures suffer from two intrinsic flaws:

· They lose credibility.

· Events move on and overtake them.

They lose credibility because they create the perception that the process has degenerated from being a genuine examination of substantive issues into what is little more than a search for a face saving formula. In fact, in this instance, it is clear that the Committee has even given up hope of achieving this limited objective. How could it not when, with its characteristic disregard for fairness and balance, BBC managers actually authorized a second screening of this adolescent travesty? Instead, there being no alternative, it has fallen back on a policy of “toughing it out”, but evidently not before the lapse of much fruitless agonizing.

And then, as I say, events move on, apropos which where does one start?  Well, of course, notwithstanding the trio of whitewashes that have succeeded it, the findings of which are believed sincerely by no-one, any list has to begin with Climategate and, let me call it, “IPCCgate”. These two drawn out scandals, despite increasingly shrill and desperate attempts to rebottle the imp, have totally blown asunder the intellectual case for anthropogenic global warming - accepting, which I don’t, that there ever was one in the first place. They have also exposed criminal malfeasance on the part of both individual scientists and their institutions. Let’s not mince words. These people are charlatans, liars and crooks. The BBC has been their sycophantic handmaiden and dishonourable proselytizer. For the Corporation, moreover, Climategate has particular and specific resonance, does it not? Why? To be sure, because it had possession of these materials pertaining, in its own words, to a matter of major public importance at least a month before they were exposed to the internet. And yet, as a balanced and impartial news organization, it decided deliberately to suppress word of their existence. You people are not journalists. You are no more than state propagandists.
However, in the wake of all the bruhaha, the BBC coyly announced some time ago that it proposed to realign its coverage of so-called “climate change”. Some excellent people of my acquaintance (at least over the blogosphere) took heed, and expressed the hope of a more even handed coverage in the future. Having, as I do, a heartfelt and profound respect for the BBC’s limitless capacity for casuistry and prevarication, I was less sanguine about the prospects. Sadly, if foreseeably, caution was justified. On a daily basis, often several times a day, its output continues to be in breach of its own Editorial Standards. I could cite examples now too numerous to track, but space dictates a choice of just one or two. Thus, for reasons which will shortly become apparent, the noble Lord Brittan of Spennithorpe no less, interviewed recently, blithely spoke of the central challenge of “climate change”, as though such was an accepted reality in a catastrophist sense. Needless, to say he was not challenged by his doughty BBC interlocutor. Well, so be it - such is routine fare on the BBC. I will make one observation, however, which I extend also to another favoured BBC interviewee, Lord Jonathan Sacks, Chief Rabbi - er, of mainstream British synagogues but not the religious authority for the Federation of Synagogues or the Union of Orthodox Hebrew Congregations, etc, etc, etc. Heavens! 

In relation to both, it is jarring to witness prominent Jews adopting precisely the propagandist paradigm so favoured by the late and entirely unlamented Herr Goebbels. Am I stretching a point? No, I don’t think so. In the anthropogenic global warming scam there has been/is about as much authentic science as there was in the history rewriting discoveries of 3rd Reich archeologists or there was in the Nazi necromancy pertaining to Aryan supremacy. Moreover, neither might its consequences be any less grievous. And, as we now know - not with the wobbling 95% certainty of the IPCC but with the 100% certainty of pure Climategate revelation - like AGW “science”, “data” were simply concocted, cherry picked, planted. 
So, let us move on. The Royal Society is in some turmoil. Having for years lent open support and a veneer of respectability to the conspiracy of AGW fraudsters, having in defiance of time honoured scientific protocols proactively striven to suppress all debate surrounding their endeavours, it is now confronted by the prospect of an effective policy reversal in the face of an open challenge by forty three of its own fellows. Of course, as with the BBC, there will no doubt be much sweat and blood shed to deliver a form of words directed at saving face. The attempt, predictably, will be futile, not simply lacking in conviction but representing rather a total humiliation and, thereby, a grave and, regrettably, lasting erosion of its integrity and authority. So, too with the BBC and so too with the American National Academy of Sciences as well as other subverted academic institutions.
In the meantime, - once more on the BBC, God wot! - we have none other than the Nobel Laureate railway engineer, Rajendra Pachauri, not dismissing sceptics’ “voodoo science” but, instead, declaring:

"I am not deaf to those who do not agree with the scientific consensus on man-made climate change…..The IPCC and the scientific community at large should welcome the development of a vigorous debate on the science of climate change."
Well, slap my thigh and knock me down with a feather, where does this stand on the Richter scale? Furthermore, we also have another prominent, though often cautiously fence sitting warmista, Prof. Mike Hulme, declaring:
“That particular consensus judgement, as are many others in the IPCC reports, is (was?) reached by only a few dozen experts in the specific field of detection and attribution studies; other IPCC authors are experts in other fields.”

Not the College of Cardinals, not 2500 of the world’s top scientists but no more than a paltry few dozen? Surely not - it cannot be! It must not be! Alas, it is, so where does that leave Auntie (RS too, come to that) with her faithfully parroted references to an overwhelming consensus?

Under its present management, the BBC has been demeaned and corrupted. Despite being grotesquely over resourced, it has been reduced to an untruthful, banal parody of a once great enterprise with, at its heart, the mandate to inform, educate and entertain. Some dedicatedly didactic minority programming aside, on the bread and circuses principle, only the last of these receives financial focus and remains dimly recognisable. And, since I have just returned from a prolonged period abroad and notwithstanding the rivers of money obviously thrown at it, this is equally true of its news coverage outside the UK - in both, brash vulgarity and egocentric posturing being now invariably preferred to authoritative and self-subordinating exposition of the facts. 
Finally, I note with interest that Panorama next Monday is screening “What’s up with the weather?” The blurb in the Radio Times tells us that “Reporter Tom Heap goes in search of the truth behind climate change and global warming.” Really? I thought that this was what Earth: The Climate Wars, and the subject of my complaint, was supposed to have done already. To quote Dr. Stewart: “As the story of global warming has unfolded, we’ve learnt of the very nature of scientific truth, and how that has been falsified, manipulated, twisted and even bought.” Well, I can’t argue with any of that. But back to Radio Times: “He consults some of the world’s leading scientists on both sides of the argument….” Taken at face value, I imagine that this will come as a novel and a soul searing experience for Ms. Boaden. One trusts that the BBC will have smelling salts close to hand. 
Yours sincerely  
R.C.E. Wyndham

Cc: Lord Lawson        Lord Leach       Lord Monckton       Mr. Christopher Booker     As the spirit moves   
