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From
Sent: 1
To.
Subject:

Dear.... dear'_

fidentiality of draft reports

The IPee Paneldecisions that I referred to in our recent phone conversations have.now been placed on the IPee
web site. At its plenary session in Abu Dhabi last week, the IPee adopted a decision that puts into words its standard
practice concerning the confidentiality ofdraft reports. There was a proposal to go further and also explicitly refer to
emails and other documentation produced during the drafting, which had quite a lot of support, but those words
were not included in the final decision which reads as follows:

8. Confidentiality of draft reports
The Panel noted that issues related to confidentiality of draft reports is important and that clear
guidance is needed on what the rules for the confidentiality of draft reports during drafting and .

./.-"review.

At its 33rd Session, the Panel decided that the drafts of IPee Reports and Technical Papers which
have been submitted for formal expert and/or government revlew.frre expert and government
review comments, and the author responses to those comments will be made available on the IPee
website as soon as possible after the acceptance by the Panel and the finalization of the report.
IPee considers its draft reports, prior to acceptance, to be pre-decisional, provided in confidence to
reviewers, and not for public distribution, quotation or citation.

Best regards,-
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

University of Bern
Zaehri ngerstrasse 25
3012 Bern
Switzerland

Phone:
Fax: ,

Sec:
Mobile.

www.ipcc-wg1.unibe.ch

AUTHENTICITY NOTE: This email is electronically signed
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· ·UIII.~~~~"III!I"LC~~~_
Sent: 14 July 201111:26
To:_ .
CC:"'&&gJreading.ac.uk;~
Subject: Concerns of UK authors

Dear'"

Further to our recent phone call about the current status of the WGI-related Fol/EIR requests,_and I agree
that it would be useful to have a conversation with the UK WGI authors in the margins of LA2. The best available
time seems to be on Wednesday immediately following the adjournment of the session, 18:00-19:00. We will invite
all the UK WGI authors to attend since we will be describing the approach being taken on this topic by the WGI Co-Chairs.

I will be sending an email around shortly to all, but wanted to let you, •••• and. know first because I have
spoken to all of you separately about this topic.

Best regards,-
~N~N~~~N~_~_NN~NNNNNNNNNNNNN_N N __ N_N __ NN __ N N_. .

University of Bern
Zaehringerstrasse 25
3012 Bern
Switzerland

~

Phone:
Fax:

Sec:

www.ipcc-wg1.unibe.ch

AUTHENTICITY NOTE: This email is electronically Signed

This e-mail including any attachments is confidential and may be privileged.
It is intended solely for the addressee. If you have received it by mistake,
please notify the sender bye-mail and delete this message from your system.
Any unauthorised use or dissemination of this e-mail in whole or in part is
strictly prohibited.
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Just to confirm that our meeting will take place this evening in the plenary room (Petit Theatre) from 18:00-18:30,
so that those of you want to can get the bus for the boat trip.---------------------- t.. _

To UK Authors of WGf ARS

Cc UK WGf ARS Review Editors (for information only)

Dear colleagues

Over the last 8 months, information held by a number of your institutions .that was provided by fPCCWGf to you as
members of the WG~ARS chapter teams has been subject to requests for disclosure under the UK's FoljEfR
regulations.

The WGf TSU and Co-Chairs have been consulted by those institutions for their views on disclosure and have
responded. To date, this has been UEA, U. Oxford, U. Reading and the Met. Office. A number of you have asked
whether it would be possible to get an update in the margins of LA2 on the current status of the WGf-related FoljEfR
requests, and WGIjIPCC's position._nd f agree that it would be useful to have a conversation with the UK WGf authors. This has been
scheduled for Wednesday 20 July, immediately following the adjournment of Chapter Session V. We will meet in the
plenary room (Petit Theatre) from 18:00-19:00 and we invite you all to attend.

Looking forward to seeing you in Brest soon.

Best regards and bon voyage,-
1



From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: IPCC WGI Position on Confidentiality of Draft R"""Inrtc

Dear WGI ARS colleagues,

please find below an email that has just been sent to your Fol officers, together with a note from the IPCCWGI Co-
Chairs on the WGI Position on Confidentiality of Draft Reports, Other Documents and Communications,

After the weekend, once we have put together the other component (the list of public documents on the memory
stick), I will copy both to all the UK WGI ARS authors and Review Editors,

I am also copying this email to other colleagues who have emalled me in relation to this request over the last few
weeks,

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me,

Best regards,-
Dear Fol officers,

Please find attached a statement from the IPCCWGI Co-Chairs on the WGI Position on Confidentiality of Draft
Reports, Other Documents and Communications. We trust that this will help you in developing appropriate
responses to the recent request under UK Fol/EIR for information provided by WGI to its author teams in relation to
the Second Lead Author Meeting held in Brest, France, in July. In particular, this note addresses the status of drafts
including the Zero-Order Draft and its review comments, which were specifically mentioned in the request.

1



Following the weekend, you willalso receive a note indicatingwhich documents on the memory stickthat was
provided to the authors at the meeting (not allof them may have kept it)are already publiclyavailable,in order to
save confusion.

We are aware of the deadline for your responseto thisFol/EfR request and also that a number of other institutions
have already requested an extension due to the sizeand complexity of the request.

Ifyou have any furtherquestions, please contact the •••••••

Best regards,

fPee WGI TSU

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
,Working Group I Technical Support Unit

---------------------------------------------------------------------

University of Bern
Zaehringerstrasse 25
3012 Bern
Switzerland

Phone: +41 31 631 5616
+41 31 631 5615

xxx@xxxx.xxxxx.xx
www.ipcc-wg1.unibe.ch

Fax:

AUTHENTICITY NOTE: This email is electronically signed
---------------------------------------------------------------------

! This e-mail including any attachments is confidential and may be
privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee. If you have received it
by mistake, please notify the sender bye-mail and delete this message from
your system. Any unauthorised use or dissemination of this e-mail in whole
or in part is strictly prohibited. !

• ZiJipcc.unibe.ch Phone:

AUTHENTICITY NOTE: This email is electronically signed

This e-mail including any atta.chments is confidential and may be pnvueged.
It is intended solely for the addressee, If you have received it by mistake,
please notify the sender bye-mail and delete this message from your system,
Any unauthorised use or dissemination of this e-mail in whole or in part is
strictly prohibited.
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10;TERGOVERNMENTAL PANEL ON ctirnate chanee

Working Group I 'WG I} - The Physical SciencE' B3Sis

IPCC WGI Position on Confidentiality of Draft Reports, Other Documents and Communications

The IPee Principles state that the assessment process should be on an open and transparent basis and that review is an
essential part of the process. Transparency implies that the public should be informed about the mechanism of an IPee
assessment and about the framework within which an IPee Working Group (WG) carries out its assessment. Therefore,
WGI proactively releases such information in the form of WGI Guidance Notes1. Furthermore, WGI is committed to a
broad expert review of report drafts at the stages in the development of the Fifth Assessment Report (AR5) described in
the IPee Procedures[Section 4.2.4 of Appendix A to the Principles Governing IPee Work:'].

At the 33rd Session of the IPee in Abu Dhabi in May 2011 (P-33j3, the Panel approved an amendment to the IPee
Procedures stating that "the drafts of IPee Reports and Technical Papers, which have been submitted for formal expert
and/or government review, the expert and government review comments, and the author responses to those comments
will be made available on the IPee website as soon as possible after the acceptance by the Panel and the finalisation of
the report. ,,'

The decision goes on to say that" IPee considers its draft reports, prior to acceptance, to be pre-decisional, provided in
confidence to reviewers, and not.for public distribution, quotation or citation." The decision as a whole thus reflects what
has been IPee practice.

The WGI AR5 First Order Draft (FaD) will be submitted for formal expert review in mid-December 2011, and the Second
Order Draft will be submitted for formal expert and government review in October 2012. In another decision at P-33, the
Panel emphasised the need to seek out a wide participation, encompassing "the range of scientific, technical and socio-
economic views, expertise, and geographical representation". WGI is currently developing a registration process for the
FaD expert review that will make it as broad as possible, consistent with the IPee Procedures requiring this to be a
broad-based expert review, not a public review..

As is common practice in developing IPee assessment reports, WGI AR5 authors have produced an interim internal
document, the so-called Zero Order Draft (ZOD). This was sent for review to invited experts who provided comments that
are now being taken into account in the drafting of the FaD. The.ZOD is a preliminary, internal draft only that is not
subject to formal review and is clearly a pre-decisional document. It is therefore not in accordance with IPee Procedures
for this draft, and documents associated with its development such as the review comments and lists of reviewers, to be
made public. This also applies to other material that authors may have produced, used and exchanged among themselves
and with contributors from the scientific community during the process of their assessmentwork, including emails.

Premature release of draft reports is not in the public interest because they may be incomplete, e.g., before the cut-off
date for literature to be included. Premature disclosure would adversely affect international relations because it would be
contradicting a decision of the Panel that was agreed to by all member governments including the UK. Furthermore it
would adversely affect the interests of WGI because it would affect the ability of the authors to work in a free and
undisturbed way towards a comprehensive and unbiased assessment.

We acknowledge that, among all the information provided by us to the author teams, there is a difference in the level of
confidentiality of various documents, ranging from those specified in the IPee Procedures all the way through to
information specific to operations of the WG and documents relating to logistics. However, as an overarching principle,
all material sent by the Co-Chairs of WGI or by the WGI Technical Support Unit to members of the IPee WGI author
teams, past and present, is intended solely for the addressee. It is provided for a specific purpose and readership and is
not intended for public distribution. We therefore do not give permission for its disclosure.

WGI Technical Support Unit . c/o University of Bern

Zaehringerslrasse 25 . 3012 Bern . Switzerland

telephone +41 31 631 5616 . fax +41 316315615 . email xxx@xxxx.xxxxx.xx . www.ipcc.wgl.unibe.ch
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In the situation where an authority decides to disclose information that has been provided by IPee WGI, we insist that all
confidential access information, e.g., links, usernames and passwords to WGI Resource Pages, as well as all personal
contact information is redacted. It is our responsibility to protect the privacy of the individual scientists who are
contributing their expertise to the IPCC process on an unpaid and voluntary basis.

Bern & Beijing, 19 August 2011

1 https:llwww.ipcc-wg1.unibe.eh/guidaneepaper/guidaneenotes.htm I
2 http://www.ipee.eh/pdf/i pee -pri nci pies/i pee -p rinei ples-a ppe ndix -a. pdf

, l http://www.ipec.eh/meetings/session33/i pee_p33 _deeisions_taken_proeedures. pdf
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Sure - any tjme from now until about 5:30 eET.

From:_[mailto; _ Ulmetoffice,gov.uk]
Sent: Dien 27. November 2012 14:24
To:
Subject: RE: IPCC notes on report drafts

Hi ~Do you have time for a chat later today? In writing my doc, it would be helpful to me to talk through some
of the points I wish to make and to certain aspect of ipcc procedure and to ask you about certain points being made,... . .

. EX13PB, UK

From
Sent: 23 November 2012 11:04
To:_
Subject: IPCC notes on report drafts

Further to our phone call last week, I wanted to make sure that vou.were aware of the following public documents
that discuss IPCCdrafts and confidentiality. The first is more general but the second two both mention the status of
the ZOO.

1



WGI Guidance Materials:

WGI Guidance Note on Confidentiality (Oct. 2010) https:!!www.ipcc-
wg1.unibe.ch!guidancepaper!WG1 GuidanceNote Confidentiality.pdf
WGI Position on Confidentiality of Draft Reports, Other Documents and Communications (Aug. 2011)
https:!!www.ipcc-wg1.unibe.ch!guida nce pa per !WG IARSPosition Confidentia lity-of-Drafts. pdf

IPCChome page:

IPCCnote on review of drafts (Jan./May 2012) http://www.ipcc.ch!pdf!arS!review of wg contributio~s.pdf

Hope that helps,

intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

University of Bern
Zaehringerstrasse 2S
3012 Bern
Switzerland

Phone:
Fax:

Sec:
Mobile:

www.ipcc.unibe.ch

AUTHENTICITY NOTE: This email is electronically signed

This e-mail including any attachmentsis confidential and may be privileged.
it is intended solely for the addressee. if you have received it by mistake,
please notify the sender bye-mail and delete this message from your system.
Any unauthorised use or dissemination of this e-mail in whole or in part is
strictly prohibited.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

[~ipcc.unibe.chl
314:33

A quick reply to let you know that I have not forgotten your request, it just has not made it to the top of the plle and
it requires careful thought and wording. Also the WGI Co-Chairs are on travel and all Fol responses to be passed by
them. I will definitely be able to respond before 18 October.

Sorry for the delay,-

Following my email below, I am currently conducting an internal review for the Met Office, and require some additional
information from the IPCC. Please could you confirm;

• The IPCC's position of confidentiality relating to ZOO's when AR4 was published (2007)
• If there are any policy documents or guidance which indicates from the time of AR4 that ZOO's should remain

confidential?

• The IPCC's position that ZOO's are and should remain confidential, and the reasoning behind this position. ,
• If the Third Assessment Report FOD's, SOD's and comments were published following the final report? I

understand they may have been published but would have now been removed in line with the IPCC's 5 year
publication policy.

I would be grateful of your response by the 18 October, under the FOI Act we are required to adhere to strict
deadlines. If The requestor wishes to progress his complaint following our internal review, he is likely to take his case
to the Information Commissioner who will undertake. a full investigation.

Many thanks for your assistance

Kind regards-
Dear..-

Just to update you, we have received a complaint following our response to the request for AR4 ZOO's. We will need
to conduct an internal review and reassess our reasons for withholding this information. If you were able to confirm
the IPCC's position that ZOO's are and should remain confidential, and provide reasons for this it would greatly assist
with our review.

The complainant also raise a few points:

1



At the time of AR4, 2002 to 2007, the IPec decision that you are now relying upon had never been suggested or
agreed The only IPCC settled view at that time was that the working groups were required to operate in an open
and transparent basis and the participants could have had no proper expectation of confidentiality. .. The Climeteqet»
emails show that in 2008 efforts at the IPCC failed to get AR4 WGI correspondence considered confidential. Even
now the 2011 decision that you rely upon states that the drafts are confidential only until the acceptance of the report,
which in this case was May 2007.

It would be useful to understand the IPGG's position of confidentiality relating to ZOO's when AR4 was published
(2007). Please could you confirm if there are any policy documents or guidance which indicates from the time of AR4
that ZOO's should remain confidential?

For information, we have also received a new request, which asks;
I request electronic copies of the zeroth, first and second order drafts (ZOOs, FaDs & FaDs) of chapters 2 arid 12 of
the 2001 Third Assessment Report (TAR) of Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) together with the
government and expert reviewers' comments upon the drafts and the authors' responses.

I am looking into this request and assessing what information the Met Office holds before considering this request in
more detail, however, please could you confirm if the TAR FOO's, SOD's and comments were published following the
final report? I understand they may have been published but would have now been removed in line with the IPGG's 5
year publication policy.

f will of course keep you updated of any further fPCG related requests, and appreciate your help with the above.

Kind regards-
http://www.metoffice.gov.uk

Confidentiality Notice

This e-mail is intended for the addressee only. Its contents are provided "in confidence" and may be covered by
contractual, legal or other privileqe. If you are not the addressee, you may not use or copy it to any other person. If
you receive this e-mail in error, then please contact the sender as detailed above.
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From: [nm::!SaWillt!to;1_;:••• EiCil~ippiC~c~.u!dJnQjiQb~eJ;.cbh]
Sent: 23-January 2014 13:38
To:~.
Subject: material on IPCC drafts

Dear~
I think all the useful links are neatly collected in the attached letter that I sent to~ Feb. 2012, and
the two paragraphs containing them explain what to look for in the documents.

Don't be distracted by the rest of the letter which addressed the release of the ARS ZODs at that time, part way
through the assessment process. However the opinion of the WGI Co-Chairs remains that there is no justification for
releasing ZODs or internal review comments on them even after a report is completed because these are intended
as internal working documents only. I will forward you our latest response to'" as that may have some useful
wording in it.

Please do not hesitate to contact me, including on my mobile at the weekend if need be.

Best regards,...
. University of Bern
Zaehringerstrasse 25
3012 Bern
Switzerland

Phone:
Fax:

Sec:
Mobile:

---

...._------

www.ipcc.unibe.ch

For WGI ARs, please see www.climatechange2013.org

AUTHENTICITY NOTE: This email is electronically signed

This e-mail including any attachments is confidential and may be privileged.
It is mtended'solelv for the addressee. If you have received itby mistake,
please notify the sender bye-mail and delete this message from your system.
Any unauthorised use or dissemination of this e-mail in whole or in part is
strictly prohibited.
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Working Group i '_';VG (' - The Physical Science 8asis

10 February 2012

Fitzroy Road
Exeter EX1 3PB
UK

Dear_

I am writing on behalf of the Co-Chairs of IPCCWorking Group I (WGI),~nd in
response to your email of 08 February 2012, which was addressed to me in my function as'-••
_ (WGI TSU), regarding a request for information under the Environmental Information Regulations 2004 (your
file reference: 25-07-2011-145458-022). This request, which is now under review by the UK Information Commissioner's
Office (ICO), concerns the material that was provided to the WGI author teams at the Second Lead Author meeting in
Brest, France, 18-22 July 2011.

In August 2011, the IPCCWGI Co-Chairs published a statement on the WGI Position on Confidentiality of Draft Reports,
Other Documents and Communications that is to be found on our web site under WGI Guidance Materials at
https:!lwww.ipcc.unibe.ch/guidancepaper/VVGIAR5PositionConfidentiality-of-Drafts.pdf.This note addresses the status
of drafts including the Zero-Order Draft (ZOD) and its review comments, which were specifically mentioned in the EIR
request The IPCC position set out in that document has not changed and the Co-Chairs of WGI therefore believe that
release would adversely affect the interests of WGI.

In January 2012, the IPCC posted a note on its website concerning the review of WG AR5 reports. This note was
developed jointlyby WGs I & II and the IPCC. It gives more information about the IPCC's policy on the release of draft
reports, including reasons why it is not in the public interest for them to be released prematurely. You can find it linked
from the IPCC home page at htto:llwww.ipcc.ch/pdf/arSlreview of wg contributions.odf. In addition, IPCC WGII
published a statement on its own web site on the WGII Background on the IPCC Review Processand the Status of Early
Drafts of IPCC Reports, which is also intended to aid understanding the nature of early drafts of IPCC reports; see
http://www.ipcc-wg2.gov/EarivDraftStatus.html. These documents are relevant to the exception contained in
Regulation 12(4)(d) on information in the course of completion or unfinished documents.

In their letter to you dated 18 May 2011 the WG Co-Chairs explained that a decision to disclose information when WGI
has specifically indicated that it would adversely affect our interests to do so would force IPCC to reconsider future
working arrangements with those experts who have been selected for an active role in WGI AR5 from your institution and
others within the United Kingdom. It would therefore have a deleterious effect on the international relations between the
IPCC and the United Kingdom. We would also draw your attention to the response of UK DECCon 23 January 2012 in
which they justify withholding the WGI First Order Drafts (FOD) at this time under the exception contained in regulation
12(5)(a), which addresses this issue as part of an intergovernmental process.

WGI Technical Support Unit . c/o University of Bern

Zaehringerslrasse 25 . 3012 Bern . Switzerland

telephone +41 31 631 5616 . fax +41 31 631 5615 . email xxx@xxxx.xxxxx.xx . www.ipcc-wg1.unibe.ch WMO (_''';EP

http://https:!lwww.ipcc.unibe.ch/guidancepaper/VVGIAR5PositionConfidentiality-of-Drafts.pdf.This
http://htto:llwww.ipcc.ch/pdf/arSlreview
http://www.ipcc-wg2.gov/EarivDraftStatus.html.
mailto:xxx@xxxx.xxxxx.xx
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Finally, with regard to providing improved access to information, the WGI FOD was made available for expert review from
16 December 2011 to 10 February 2012 in an open and transparent process, as pointed out by UK DECC in its 23
January 2012 response. As mentioned in the WGI note of 30 August 2011, WGI developed a registration process for the
FOD expert review that made it as broad as possible, consistent with the IPCC Pr.ocedures requiring this to be a broad
based expert review, not a public review. The registration web site was made known widely and allowed experts to
register online with a self-declaration of relevant expertise. This has resulted in a total of over 1500 registered Expert
Reviewers,

Thank you for your understanding.

Yours sincerely

[PCC WGI TSU

- 2 -



here is the response to_that! mentioned earlier.

Best rega rds,-
Su

_'xxx@xxxx.xxxxx.xx'
ce FOI Update

Dear'"

Please find attached a letter in response to your email that you may use as you wish} including passing it on to the
!CO. There is no objection to a copy of the AR4 ZOO chapters being provided to the ICO on a confidential basis. In
our response we address your question about the release of the ZOOs for any of the assessment reports and also try
to clarify the misapprehension of the AR5 ZOO tribunal about the IPCCpolicy on ZOOs.

Best regards}--
From:.- [maHto: _ @metoffice.gov.uk] OnBehalfOf_
Sen~uary 16, 20149:36 AM
To: ........
Subject: Met Office FOI Update - for Thu 23 Jan.
Importance:High

Dear'"

Happy new year!

Just a quick email to. let you know we have received another IPCC related FOI, which asks;

1



I would like copies of any briefings prepared by the Met Office for ministers or officials in central government
regarding the IPCe's Fifth Assessment Report.

I am gathering any briefings we prepared and will consider each one individually for release. I don't think there are
any concerns over this information, however thought you would like to know.

I have also received an update from the Information Commissioner's Office (ICO) regarding Mr Holland's complaint.
They have asked for all evidence and reasoning behind the Met Office decision to withhold, and for a copy of the
withheld material. I will prepare a response, including the IPCCWG1 TSU letters you kindly provided reinforcing Our
justification for withholding the documents. I will provide a copy of the ZOO chapters via CD Rom using
recorded/signed for courier, I hope this will be acceptable, I will ensure the ICO know the confidential nature of the
ZOO's.

I am including a paragraph which addresses the indication from the ARS ZOO tribunal, which stated;
The position would likely be different if disclosure was sought after the publication of the final report. We note that
the Commissioner likewise took into account the timing of the request and the specific impact disclosure would have
while the IPCCfifth assessment process was on-going (paragraph 27 of the Decision Notice). The evidence is that
after the final report is published, all drafts, except for the ZOOs are made available to the public. We note that
IPCe's own policy documents do not distinguish between ZOOs and other drafts and there appears to be no clear
policy nor a clear rationale for why the ZOOs are not published at that time. Certainly, once the final report is
published, any concerns about misuse of the ZOOs or the information being taken out of context, falls away, as does,
in our view, the concern about scientists new to the assessment report process having a safe space in which to
develop their views without being held to account for views that are still in progress. At the point at which the
assessment report is published, the FODs and SODs become available to the public and they are able to assess the
robustness of the final report. Publication of the ZOOS at the same time would have the effect, therefore, of
promoting the public interest considerations in favour of disclosure as identified above, without compromising, to
any significant extent, the concerns about disclosure relied on by the respondent.

If you have any comments concerning the confidentiality of ZOO's irrespective oftiming please let me know.

I note in your email dated 10 February 2012 (attached), you mention release of ARS ZOO's may cause the IPCCto
reconsider future working arrangements with those experts who have been selected for an active role in WGI ARS
from your institution and others within the United Kingdom. I assume this implication may also apply if UK
institutions disclosed ZOO's for any of the assessment reports?

I would be grateful for any comments by Thursday 23 January.

Many thanks-
http://www.metoffice.gov.uk

Confidentiality Notice.

This e-mail is intended for the addressee only. Its contents are provided "in confidence" and may be covered by
contractual, legal or other privilege. If you are not the addressee, you may not use or copy it to any other person. If
you receive this e-mail in error, then please contact the sender as detailed above.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

FW: I WGI Position on Confidentiality of Draft Reports
WGI Note on confidentiality of drafts.pdf

Dear VVGIARS colleagues,

piease find below an email that has just been sent to your Fol officers, together with a note from the IPec WGJ Co-
Chairs on the WG! Position on Confidentiality of Draft Reports, Other Documents and Communications.

After the weekend, once we have put together the other component (the list of public documents on the memory
stick), I wili copy both to all the UK WG! AR5 authors and Review Editors.

I am also copying this emaii to other colleagues who have ernailed me in relation to this request over the last few
weeks.

if you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Best regards,...
From: IPCC WGI TSU [mailto:xxx@xxxx.xxxxx.xx]
Sent: F 19. Au ust 2011 17:21

To: bristol.ac.uk'; 'xxx@xxx.xx.xx'; ed.ac.uk'; . exeter.ac.uk';
m"'tnft'ir"'.gov.uk'; ~rc.ac.uk'; ~admin.ox.ac.uk'; ~reading.ac.uk'

Cc: ~cma.gov.cn'; 'xxx@xxxx.xxxxx.xx'
Subject: IPCC WGI Position on Confidentiality of Draft Reports

Dear Fol officers,

Please find attached a statement from the IPce WGI Co-Chairs on the WGI Position on Confidentiality of Draft
Reports, Other Documents and Communications. We trust that this will help you in developing appropriate
responses to the recent request under UK Fol/EIR for information provided by WGI to its author teams in relation to
the Second Lead Author Meeting held in Brest, France, in JUly. In particular, this note addresses the status of drafts
including the Zero-Order Draft and its review comments, which were specifically mentioned in the request.

Following the weekend, you will also receive a note indicating which documents on the memory stick that was
provided to the authors at the meeting (not all of them may have kept it) are already publicly available, in order to
save confusion.

We are aware of the deadline for your response to this Fol/EIR request and also that a number of other institutions
have already requested an extension due to the size and complexity of the request.

If you have any further questions, please contact the Head of WGI TSU.

Best regards,

lPCC WGI TSU
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---------------------------------------------------------------------
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
Worki~g Group I Technical Support Unit

University of Bern
Zaehringerstrasse 25
3012 Bern
Switzerland

Phone:
Fax:

AUTHENTICITY NOTE: This email is electronically signed
---------------------------------------------------------------------

www.ipcc-wg1.unibe.ch

! This e-mail including any attachments is confidential and may be
privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee. If you have received it
by mistake) please notify the sender bye-mail and delete this message from
your system. Any unauthorised use or dissemination of this e-mail in whole
or in part is strictly prohibited. !

@iocc.unlbe.ch Phone:

AUTHEi'iTiCiTY NOTE: This email is electronlcallv signed

This e-mail including any attachments IS confidential and may be privileged.
it is intended soiely for the addressee. if you have received it by mistake"
please notify the sender bye-mail and delete this message from your svstern,
/.,0Y unauthorlsed use or dissemination of this e-mail in whole or in part is
strictly prohibited.
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tIIIIII-- _
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

_ @ipcc,unibe,ch]
16 January 14 10:22

~
RE: Met Office FOI Update

Dear"

Thanks for the update, Could you please quickly confirm that your enquiry refers to the Fol request "AR4 ZOOs"?

I will have to consult on this and will get back to you next week,

Best regards,- '--'-'---.-- --.-.-.---- ..--.,.-~--.----,,-- .-. - - .. _.. - -,--

From: _[maHto: _ @metoffice,gov.uk] On Behalf Of FOImanager
Sent: Th January 16, 2014 9:36 AM
To:
Subject: Met Office FOI Update
Importance: High

Dear_

Happy new year!

Just a quick email to let you know we have received another IPCC related FOI, which asks;
I would like copies of any briefings prepared by the Met Office for ministers or officials in central government
regarding the IPCe's Fifth Assessment Report.

I am gathering any briefings we prepared and will consider each one individually for release. I don't think there are
any concerns over this information, however thought you would like to know.

I have also received an update from the Information Commissioner's Office (ICO) regarding Mr Holland's complaint.
They have asked for all evidence and reasoning behind the Met Office decision to withhold, and for a copy of the
withheld material. I will prepare a response, including the IPCCWGl TSU letters you kindly provided reinforcing our
justification for withholding the documents. I will provide a copy of the ZOO chapters via CD Rom using
recorded/signed for courier, I hope this will be acceptable, I will ensure the ICO know the confidential nature of the
ZOO's.

I am including a paragraph which addresses the indication from the ARS ZOO tribunal, which stated;
The position would likely be different if disclosure was sought after the publication of the final report. We note that
the Commissioner likewise took into account the timing of the request and the specific impact disclosure would have
while the {PCCfifth assessment process was on-going (paragraph 27 of the Decision Notice). The evidence is that
after the final report is published, all drafts, except for the ZOOs are made available to the public. We note that
IPCC'sown policy documents do not distinguish between ZOOs 'and other drafts and there appears to be no clear
policy nor a clear rationale for why the ZOOs are not published at that time. Certainly, once the final report is
published, any concerns about misuse of the ZOOs or the information being taken out of context, falls away, as does,
in our view, the concern about scientists new to the assessment report process having a safe space in which to
develop their views without being held to account for views that are still in progress. At the point at which the
assessment report is published, the FaDs and SODs become available to the public and they are able to assess the
robustness of the final report. Publication of the ZOOS at the same time would have the effect, therefore, of
promoting the public interest considerations in favour of disclosure as identified above, without compromising, to
any significant extent, the concerns about disclosure relied on by the respondent.

If you have any comments concerning the confidentiality of ZOO's irrespective of timing please let me know.

1



I note in your email dated 10 February 2012 (attached), you mention release of ARS ZOD's may cause the IPee to
reconsider future working arrangements with those experts who have been selected for an active role in WGI ARS
from your institution and others within the Unite.d Kingdom. I assume this implication may also apply if UK
institutions disclosed ZOO's for any of the assessment reports?

I would be grateful for any comments by Thursday 23 January.

Many thanks..
Road Exeter EX1 3PB United Kingdom

Fax:

http://www.metoffice.gov.uk

Confidentiality Notice
This e-mail is intended for the addressee only. Its contents are provided "in confidence" and may be covered by
contractual, legal or other privilege. If you are not the addressee, you may not use or copy it to any other person. If
you receive this e-mail in error, then please contact the sender as detailed above.
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23 January 2014

Office
Fitzroy Road
Exeter EXI 3PB
UK

Dear"

I am writing on behalf af the Co-Chairs of IPCC Working Group I (WGI), and in
response to your email dated 16 January 2014 that was addressed to me at the IPCC WGI Technical Support Unit (WGI
TSU). This relates to a request for information under the UK FOI or EIR regulations concerning the Zero Order Draft
(ZOO) of the IPCC's Fourth Assessment Report (AR4).

There is not much new that I can add to my earlier responses on behalf of IPCC WGI 'dated 12 September and 21
October 2013. In this letter we address your question about the release of the ZOOs for any of the assessment reports
and also try to clarify the misapprehension of the A~5 ZOO tribunal about the IPCC policy on ZOOs. The term ZOO is an
informal one, used within the IPCC WGs to denote a preliminary draft of a chapter. The type of ZOO and the method of its
internal review are a matter for each WG but these are embryonic working documents that are incomplete and not
intended for public disclosure.

The letter to your predecessor at the Met Office dated 10 February 20~2 that you mention in your email addressed the
release of the AR5 ZOOs at that time, part way through the assessment process. However the opinion of the WGI Co-
Chairs is that there is no justification for releasing ZOOs or internal review comments on them even after a report is
completed because these are intended as internal working documents only. Once the report is finalised, the drafts that
were submitted for expert and/or government review are made public by the IPCC. That is the First Order Draft, the
Second Order Draft and the Final Draft, together with all the review comments and the author responses. This gives a full
traceable account of the development of the report for those interested to follow it, from the point af which the authors felt
that their draft chapter was ready to be seen by a broader expert public. Release of the ZOOs would undermine the
authors' confidence in the IPCC process because it would make public documents and thoughts that were not mature.

In your email, you quote from the statement of the UK Information Tribunal on the AR5 ZOO that "We note that fPee's
own policy documents do not distinguish between ZOOs and other drafts and there appears to be no clear policy nor a
cfear rationafe for why the ZOOs are not published at that time." This seems to be a misunderstanding on the part of the
Tribunal. I would refer you to the =cc Principles and Procedures (Appendix A to the Principles)1: There is in fact a very
clear distinction betWeen the ZOOs and other drafts and a clear rationale why they are not published, This is because the
ZOOs are not mentioned at all whereas a First Draft, Second Draft and Final Draft are all prescribed by the fPeC
Procedures for the Preparation, Review Acceptance, Adoption, Approval and Publication of IPee Reports in paragraphs
4.3.3, 4.3.4.2 and 4.3.5.

1hltps:!/wwvv.ipcc-wg1.unibe.ch/procedures/procedures.html

WGI Technical Support Unit ' cio University oi Bern

Zaehringerstfasse 25 ' 3012 Bern . Switzertand

telephone +41316315616 ' fax +41316315615 ' email wg1@ipcc,unibe,ch . www.ipcc.wg1.unibe.ch

http://www.ipcc.wg1.unibe.ch


The drafts referred to in paragraph 4.2 of the IPee Procedures that are made available after the finalisation of the report
are the drafts that have been submitted for formal expert and/or government review, i.e., as mentioned above the First,
Second and Final Drafts, and this does not include the ZOO.

Thank you for your understanding.

Yours sincerely

IPee WGI TSU
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From:
Sent:
To:
ce.
Subject:
Attachments:

~ ••• I!II[~ipcc.unibe.ch]
23 January 2014 14:40

'_wg1 @ipcc.unibe.ch
et Office Update

MetOffice_Response_20140123.pdf

Dear"

Please find attached a letter in response to your email that you may use as you wish, including passing it on to the
ICO. There is no objection to a copy of the AR4 ZOD chapters being provided to the ICO on a confidential basis. In
our response we address your question about the release of the ZODs for any of the assessment reports and also try
to clarify the misapprehension of the AR5 ZOD tribunal about the IPCCpolicy on ZODs.

Best regards,- - --- ._--_ ---_ .--,

From: ~[mailto; _ @metoffjce,gov,u~]OnBehalfOf_
Sent: Th January 16, 2014 9:36 AM
To:
Subject: Met fOI Update - for Thu 23 Jan.
Importance: High

Dea~,

Happy new year!

Just a quick email to let you know we have received another fPCC related FOI, which asks;
I would like copies of any briefings prepared by the Met Office for ministers or officials in central government
regarding the /PCC'sFifth Assessment Report.

I am gathering any briefings we prepared and will consider each one individually for release. I don't think there are
any concerns over this information, however thought you would like to know.

I have also received an update from the Information Commissioner's Office (ICO) regarding Mr Holland's complaint.
They have asked for all evidence and reasoning behind the Met Office decision to withhold, and for a copy of the
withheld material. I.will prepare a response, including the IPCCWGl TSU letters you kindly provided reinforcing our
justification for withholding the documents. I will provide a copy of the ZOD chapters via CD Rom using.
recorded/signed for courier, I hope this will be acceptable, I will ensure the ICO know the confidential nature of the
ZOD's, ,

I am including a paragraph which addresses the indication from the ARS ZOD tribunal, which stated;
The position would likely be different if disclosure was sought after the publication of the final report. We note that
the Commissioner likewise took into account the timing of the request and the specific impact disclosure would have
while the IPCCfifth assessment process was on-going (paragraph 27 of the Decision Notice). The evidence is that
after the final report is published, all drafts, except for the ZOOs are made available to the public. We note that
IPCC'sown policy documents do not distinguish between ZOOs and other drafts and there appears to be no clear
policy nor a clear rationale for why the ZOOs are not published at that time. Certainly, once the final report is
published, any concerns about misuse of the ZOOs or the information being taken out of context, falls away, as does,
in our view, the concern about scientists new to the assessment report process having a safe space in which to
develop their views without being held to account for views that are still in progress. At the point at which the
assessment report is published, the FaDs and SODs become available to the public and they are able to assess the
robustness of the final report. Publication of the ZOOS at the same time would have the effect, therefore, of
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promoting the public interest considerations in favour of disclosure as identified above, without compromising, to
any significant extent, the concerns about disclosure relied on by the respondent.

If you have any comments concerning the confidentiality of ZOO's irrespective of timing please let me know.

I note in your email dated 10 February 2012 (attached), you mention release of AR5 ZOO's may cause the IPee to
reconsider future working arrangements with those experts who have been selected for an active role in WGI AR5
from your institution and others within the United Kingdom. I assume this implication may also apply if UK
institutions disclosed ZOO's for any of the assessment reports?

I would be grateful for any comments by Thursday 23 January.

Many thanks..
Met Office FitzRoy Road Exeter EX1 3PB United Kingdom
Tel: Fax::

http://www.metoffice.gov.uk

Confidentiality Notice

This e-mail is intended for the addressee only. Its contents are provided "in confidence" and may be covered by
contractual, legal or other privilege. If you are not the addressee, you may not use or copy it to any other person. If
you receive this e-mail in error, then please contact the sender as detailed above.
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Working Group I (WG Ij - The Physical Sci",nce Basis

23 January 2014

Met
Fitzroy Road
Exeter EX1 3PB
UK

Dear ....

I am writing on behalf of the Co-Chairs of IPCC Working Group I (WGI),_ and
response to your email dated 16 January 2014 that was addressed to rile at the IPCC WGI Technical Support Unit (WGI
TSU). This relates to a request for information under the UK Falor EIR regulations concerning the Zero Order Draft
(ZOO) of the IPCC's Fourth Assessment Report (AR4).

There is not much new that I can add to my earlier responses on behalf of IPCC WGI dated 12 September and 21
October 2013. In this letter we address your question about the release of the ZOOs for any of the assessment reports
and also try to clarify the misapprehension of the AR5 ZOO tribunal about the IPCC policy on ZOOs. The term ZOO is an
informal one, used within the IPCC WGs to denote a preliminary draft of a chapter. The type of ZOO and the method of its
internal review are a matter for each WG but these are embryonic working documents that are incomplete and notintended for public disclosure.

The letter to your predecessor at the Met Office dated 10 February 2012 that you mention in your email addressed the
release of the AR5 ZOOs at that time, part way through the assessment process. However the opinion of the WGI Co-
Chairs is that there is no justification for releasing ZOOs or internal review comments on them even after a report is
completed because these are intended as internal working documents only. Once the report is finalised, the drafts that
were submitted for expert and/or government review are made public by the IPce. That is the First Order Draft, the
Second Order Draft and the Final Draft, together with all the review comments and the author responses. This,gives a full
traceable account of the development of the report for those interested to follow it, from the point at which the authors felt
that their draft chapter was ready to be seen by a broader expert public. Release of the ZOOs would undermine the
authors' confidence in the IPCC process because it would make public documents and thoughts, that were not mature.

In your email, you quote from the statement of the UK Information Tribunal on the AR5 ZOO that "We note that IPCC's
own policy documents do not distinguish between ZOOs and other drafts and there appears to be no clear policy nor a
clear rationale for why the ZOOs are not publis{7ed at that time," This seems to be a misunderstanding on the part of the
Tribunal. I would refer you to the IPeC Principles and Procedures (Appendix A to the Principles)1: There is in fact a very
clear distinction between the ZOOs and other drafts and a clear rationale why they are not published, This is because ttie
ZOOs are not mentioned at all whereas a First Draft, Second Draft and Final Draft are all prescribed by the IPCC
Procedures for the Preparation, Review, Acceptance, Adoption, Approval and Publication of IPce Reports in paragraphs4.3.3, 4.3.4.2 and 4.3.5.

1 https:llWWW.ipcc-wg1.unibech/procedures/procedures.html

WGI Technical Support Unit . c/o University of Bern

Zaehringerstrasse 25 . 3012 Bern .' SWitzerland

telephone +41316315616 . fax +41316315615 . email xxx@xxxx.xxxxx.xx . www.ipcc.wgl.unibe.ch

http://https:llWWW.ipcc-wg1.unibech/procedures/procedures.html
mailto:xxx@xxxx.xxxxx.xx
http://www.ipcc.wgl.unibe.ch


· The drafts referred to in paragraph 4 2 of the IPee Procedures that are made available after the finalisation of the report
are the drafts that have been submitted for formal expert and/or govemment review, i.e., as mentioned above the First,
Second and Final Drafts, and this does not include the ZOO.

Thank you for your understanding.

Yours sincerely

IPee WGI TSU
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~----------------------~-----From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

[x@xxxx.xxxxx.xxx
11 July 2014 15:05

xxxx@xxxx.xxxxx.xx
Re: FW: FOI Request for IPCC AR4 ZOO - ICO Decision notice

Dear_

thank you for your email which has been passed on.

I have brought your request to the attention of the WGI Co-Chairs and we will respond as soon as possible.

With best regards,

IPce WGI TSU

On 7/10/2014 3:25 PM,~rote:

Dear IPee WG1,

Please find attached an email to ~ould it be possible to pass this on to _
successor?

Happy to provide background information if required

Kind regards-
Met Office FitzRoy Road Exeter EX1 3PB United Kingdom
Tel:

Confidentiality Notice
This e-mail is intended for the addressee only. Its contents are provided "in confidence" and may be
covered by contractual, legal or other privilege. If you are not the addressee, you may not use or
copy it to any other person. If you receive this e-mail in error, then please contact the sender as
detailed above.

From:_On Behalf
Sent: 10 July 2014 14:23
TO: .......
Subject: [Pending]FOI Request for IPCC AR4 ZOO - lCO Decision notice
Importance:High

Dear_

I hope my emails finds you well.

1
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You may recall an request for information received by the Met Office last summer, which asked for
copies of the IPCCAR4 ZOO's.

The Met Office refused to disclose this information and the requestor complained to the
Information Commissioner's Office (ICO). I have now received the ICO Decision Notice relating to
this complaint and can confirm the ICO has fully upheld the previous handling and agreed with our
decision on the application on the exception 12 (S) (a): disclosure would adversely affect
international relations (copy attached). Following this decision, the requestor has the option to
make an appeal to the First Tier Tribunal (Information Rights) within the next 28 days.

I am currently waiting to hear if the requestor has decided to appeal this decision. However, I have
been informed by the ICO that they have received a related request concerning the letters provided
by the IPCCto the Met Office. The ICO have copies of these letters which assisted in their decision to
uphold our application of exception 12 (S) (a). As they hold the information they are therefore

. considering the disclosure of this information to the requesterin accordance with the requester's
rights under section 1 of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA).

Given that this information was provided to the ICO by the Met Office, they are seeking our views
on whether this information should be disclosed to the requester. Even if it is our preference that
the requester should not see this information this may not be enough to exempt it from disclosure
into the public domain under FOIA. Given that we obtained this information from the IPCC, we
would like to seek your opinion on whether this information should be disclosed (copies of the three
letters are attached for ease). If you do object to any of the information being disclosed, please
indicate what information you would wish to be withheld, and why, so the ICO can take our views
into account when considering this request.

The ICO's response is due under FOIA by 21 July and I would be grateful for any efforts you could
make to assist the ICO to meet this timescale.

Many thanks
Kind regards..

http://www.metoffice.gov.uk

Confidentiality Notice
This e-mail is intended for the addressee only. Its contents are provided "in confidence" and may be
covered by contractual, legal or other privilege. If you are not the addressee, you may not use or copy
it to any other person. If you receive this e-mail in error, then please contact the sender as detailed
above.

------------------------------------------------------------------

University.of
Zaehringerstrasse 25
3012 Bern, Switzerland
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~-----------------------------From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

pcc.unibe.ch]

wg1 @ipcc.unibe.ch
est for IPee AR4 ZOO - leo Decision notice

MetOffice_Response_20140717.pdf

Dear'_

Please find attached a letter in response to your email that you may use as you wish, including passing it on to thereo.

Best regards,

IPee WGI TSU

On 7/10/20143:25 PM,_ wrote:

Dear lPee WG1,

Please find attached an email to
successor? would it be possible to pass this on to_

Happy to provide background information if required

Kind regards..
Met Office FitzRoy Road Exeter EX1 3PB United Kingdom
Tel:

Confidentiality Notice

This e-mail is intended for the addressee only. Its contents are provided "in confidence" and may be
covered by contractual, legal or other privilege. If you are not the addressee, you may not use or
copy it to any other person. If you receive this e-mail in error, then please contact the sender as
detailed above.

---. --"~---~-----,...---.- - -.~ -----'-- -'~-~.---- - ------- ... __ ~-.-.-.-----.- ~- .--..~- - -- ..---
From:_On Behalf Of

10 Ju 2014 14:23
To:
Subject:
Importance:High

Request for rpee AR4 ZOO - reo Decision notice

I hope my emails finds you well.

1
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You may recall an request for information received by the Met Office last summer, which asked for
copies of the IPCCAR4 ZOO's.

The Met Office refused to disclose this information and the requestor complained to the
Information Commissioner's Office (ICO). I have now received the ICO Decision Notice relating to
this complaint and can confirm the ICO has fully upheld the previous handling and agreed with our
decision on the application on the exception 12 (5) (a): disclosure would adversely affect
international relations (copy attached). Following this decision, the requestor has the option to
make an appeal to the First Tier Tribunal (Information Rights) within the next 28 days.

I am currently waiting to hear if the requestor has decided to appeal this decision. However, I have
been informed by the ICO that they have received a related request concerning the letters provided
by the IPCCto the Met Office. The ICO have copies of these letters which assisted in their decision to
uphold our application of exception 12 (5) (a). As they hold the information they are therefore
considering the disclosure of this information to the requester in accordance with the requester's
rights under section 1of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA).

Given that this information was provided to the ICO by the Met Office, they are seeking Our views
on whether this information should be disclosed to the requester. Even if it is our preference that
the requester should not see this information this may not be enough to exempt it from disclosure
into the public domain under FOIA. Given that we obtained this information from the IPCC, we
would like to seek your opinion on whether this information should be disclosed (copies of the three
letters are attached for ease). If you do object to any of the information being disclosed, please
indicate what information you would wish to be Withheld, and why, so the ICO can take Our views
into account when considering this request.

The ICO's response is due under FOIA by 21 July and I would be grateful for any efforts you could
make to assist the ICO to meet this timescale.

Many thanks
Kind regards..

Road Exeter EX1 3PB United Kingdom
Fax:

. http://www.metoffice.gov.uk

Confidentiality Notice

This e-mail is intended for the addressee only. Its contents are provided "in confidence" and may be
covered by contractual, legal or other privilege. If you are not the addressee, you may not use or copy
it to any other person. If you receive this e-mail in error, then please contact the sender as detailedabove.

------------------------------------------------------------------

University of Bern
Zaehringerstrasse 25
3012 B~rn, Switzerland www.climatechange2013.arg

fr,jirT0j ~ ipcc ~u.nibe , ch
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17July2014

Met Office
Fitzroy Road
Exeter EX13PB
UK

Dear_

I am writing on behalf of the Co-Ch?irs of IPCCWorking Group I (WG
to r email dated 10 July 2014 that was addressed to

This relates to a request for ation under the
D) of the IPCe's Fourth Assessment Report (AR4).

Thank you for consulting IPCCWGI on this issue. The letters from the IPCCWGI dated 12 September 2013,21 October
2013 and 23 January 2014 that you are referring to were responding to specific requests by the Met Office and were
addressed to you or your predecessor at the Met Office. They were not intended fer further distribution. We have nothing
to add to the earlier IPCCWGI responses. .

Thank you for your understanding.

Yours sincerely

WGI Technical Support Unit . cia University of Bern

Zaehringerstrasse 25 . 3012 Bern . Switzerland

telePhone_. fax~. email xxx@xxxx.xxxxx.xx . www,ipcc.wg1.unibe.ch

mailto:xxx@xxxx.xxxxx.xx
http://www,ipcc.wg1.unibe.ch


Cc:
Su : RE: UK Met Office: Request for Information in relation to AR4 ZOO

Thank you for your email.

The deadline for this request is the 25 September. However, it would be useful to receive your response in writing as
I envisage the requestor will complain following our letter. We will then be required to justify our decision to the
Information Commissioner here in the UK. We are also expecting a similar request for AR5 ZOO's on the 27
September following the publication of the final report. Any additional confirmation regarding the confidentiality of

ZOO's will be useful.

Many thanks
Kind regards

Dear~
I am now in the WGI AR5 SPM approval session 23-26 Sept. and u-nable to respond to your request until after I

return to Bern on 01 October 2013.

Thank you for your understanding,

~
- -.-..--------~----~.-~........~---~-~---.-. ---.-~.-.-.-.----~.---.-.~--~~.-~---~.--
From: _[maHto: _ @metoffice.gov.uk] On Behalf
sen~eptember 2013 10:01 .

To:~
cc:~
subject: RE: UK Met Office: Request for Information in relation to AR4 ZOO

Dear'_

1



Thank you for your email.

If you would kindly put the sentence in a letter to confirm the principles relating to disclosure of ZOD's it would be very
useful and will assist in strengthening our arguments against disclosure. Where eVer Possible I would like to provideevidence/ examples from the IPee to reinforce ourdecision.

Would you agree that ZOD's should be considered as pre-decisional documents and therefore be treated as a draft
prior to acceptance in line with Appendix A to the Principles Governing IPee Work mentioned below?

Appendix A to the Principles Governing IPee Work: PROCEDURES FOR THE PREPARATION, REVtEW,
ACCEPTANCE, ADOPTION, APPROVAL AND PUBLICATION OF IPCC REPORTS:
"The drafts of IPee Reports and Technical Papers which have been submitted for formal expert andlor government
review, the expert and government review comments, and the author responses to those comments will be made
available on the IPCC website as Soon as possible after the acceptance by the Panel and the finalisation of the
Report or Technical Paper. The tPce considers its draft reports, prior to acceptance, to be pre-deds/anal,
provided in confidence to reviewers, and not for public distribution, quotation or citation."
Many thanks
Kind regards-

fPipcC,unibe,.ch]

: UK Met Office: Request for Information in relation to AR4 ZOO'

Dear _

_ has de,(dbed the situaVon to you correctly but I am not in a position to put that in writing. I am also not abie
to speak for what might happen in a potential future AR6.

I cannot speak for the ,pce but only for the WGi ,i~R5Co-Chairs and TSU, We do indeed hold the view that, as a
rnatte ( 0 f Pri nci pie, ZOOs she uId not be fa ieased, for reaso ns that are unre lated to the tim Ing If yo u wish me to put
this last sentence in a separate letter, I am willing to do so.

Thank you for your understanding.

Best regards,-
Jnll;OC'T.~ RE: UK Met Office: Request for Information in relation to AR4 ZOO

Dear~

Thank you again for your assistance.

As _has mentioned, we have held a meeting to consider this request. Would be Possible to have a few thingsconfir d by the IPCC?

I understand from ~at the TS U in AR5 restricted the material distnbuted to all authors (not just UK ones) by
putting less material on memory sticks. Please could you confirm ITthere is any written confirmation that the restriction
of material was a direct result of FOI requests from the UK? If not, would it be possible to confirm this in an email or
letter? Is it likely that this restriction will continue in AR6 given the continued interest in Zero Order Drafts?

We are also considering applying Regulation 12(5)m: disclosure would adversely affect the interests of the person
who provided the information where information has been provided on the understanding that this would not be

2



released and where that person has not consented to its disclosure. Please could you confirm that the IPee do not
consent to disclosure of the AR4 ZOO's at any time?

I should be grateful of your response by'Monday 23 September 2013. Please accept my apologies for the short
deadline, under the regulations we are bound by time limits.

Many thanks for your assistance
Kind regards..
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc: _; IPCC WGI TSU
Subject: RE: UK Met Office: Request for Information in relation to AR4 ZOO

Attached please rind a letter in response to your email or02 September.

Best regards,-
University of Bern
Zaehringerstrasse 25
3012 Bern
Switzerland

Phone:
Fax:

Sec:

www.ipcc.unibe.ch

AUTHENTiCITY NOTE: This email is etectronicallv signed

This e-mail including any attachments is confidential and may be privileged.
It is intended solely for the addressee. tf you have received it by' mistake;
please notify the sender bye-mall and deiete this message from your system,
Any unauthorised use or dissemination of this e-mail in whole or in part is
strictly prohibited.

From:_On BehalfOf_
Sent:02 September 2013 09: 10
To: ~ipcc.unibe.ch'
Subject: UK Met Office: Request for Information in relation to AR4 ZOO

Dear_

By way of introduction, my name is: and I manage the Freedom of Information Unit here at the UK Met
. Office.' We have received a request for information from a member of the public in the UK asking for copies of Zero

Order Drafts for the IPee AR4. We have liaised internally with Met Office scientists involved in AR4 and located 4
ZOO chapters (chapters 1,2,3 and 10). I understand you have previously assisted my prede ....,,"''''.vl
with a similar request for AR5, this request has come from the same person.

As before, if the Met Office receives a request for information under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOI) or
Environmental Information Regulations 2004 (EIR) (transparency and disclosure legislation in the UK), there is a
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presumption in the UK that this information must be disclosed to the public unless we can justify an overriding reason
why disclosure would not be in the public interest. When dealing with previous requests for ZOO's, there has always
been a very strong public interest in withholding the drafts.

The Met Office are considering applying the following regulations which exempts information from disclosure;
• Regulation 12(5)(a): disclosure would have an adverse effect on relations with an international organisation;

and

• Regulation 12(5)(f): disclosure would adversely affect the interests of the person who provided the information
where information has been provided on a voluntary basis on the understanding that this would not be
released to a third party and where that person has not consented to its disclosure.

If you do not wish the Met Office to disclose this information, the Met Office must undertake a public interest test to
justify why the public interest in withholding the information disclosure outweighs the public interest in disclosure. I
have reviewed the IPCC Guidance on Confidentiality and note that all drafts are confidential and should not be cited,
quoted or distributed. However there is nothing specifically covering AR4 ZOO's.

Are you happy for the Met Office to release this information or would you like to withhold your consent?

If you wish to withhold your consent, please can you let me know (i) how you think withholding the ZOO's will beneJit
the public interest and (ii) how disclosure of this information would harm the public interest.

I should be grateful if you would respond by Friday 13 September 2013.

Kind regards

http://www.metoffice.gov.uk

Confidentiality Notice
This e-mail is intended for the addressee only. Its contents are provided "in confidence" and may be covered by
contractual, legal or other privilege. If you are not the addressee, you may not use or copy it to any other person. If
you receive this e-mail in error, then please contact the sender as detailed above.
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From:_On BehalfOf_
Sent:09 . r 2013 14:39

-- ._-. - --.--- ~-.--. --_- ..- - . - --_ ~---- -.. - --- -~-~"----------_ -_" -_--_. --
. -_--.__ - _"_-. -_ -- --_----. "- _ .. -

on Met Office For Requests

Dear_

Thank you for your help with this request, I appreciate the time and effort involved in providing assistance with ourresponses

Kind regards-
Dear"

A quick reply to let you know that I have not forgotten your request, it just has not made it to the top of the pile and
it requires careful thought and wording. Also the WG! Co-Chairs are on travel and all Fa! responses to be passed by
them, I will definitely be able to respond before 18 October,

Sorry for the delay,-
- _. -- - - ~---.-----'-~---~-.---~~-~----'-'--~-'-- ----- ..-_ •...-_ .... .,_ _"_ '--'--.~---.'--- _.--- -- ---.~--------~-------
from:_ [mailto: _ @metoffice.gov.ukJ OnBehalfOf
Sent: Mittwoch, 9. Oktober 2013 15:28
To:
Su : Update on Met Office For Requests
Importance:High

.-- - -.----.-.-~---- _- -.- __ . _--_. ---. ---

Dear_

Following my email below, I am currently conducting an internal review for the Met Office, and require some additional
information from the IPCC. Please could you confirm;

• The IPCC's position of confidentiality relating to ZOO's when AR4 was published (2007)
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• If there are any policy documents or guidance which indicates from the time of AR4 that ZOO's should remain
confidential?

• The IPCC's position that ZOO's are and should remain ;confidential, and the reasoning behind this position.
• If the Third Assessment Report FOD's, SOD's and comments were published following the final report? I

understand they may have been published but would have now been removed in line with the IPCC's 5 year
publication policy. .

I would be grateful of your response by the 18 October, under the FOI Act we are required to adhere to strict
deadlines. If The requestor wishes to progress his complaint following our internal review, he is likely to take his case
to the Information Commissioner who will undertake a full investigation:

Many thanks for your assistance

Kind regards-
From: ~n BehalfOf_sen.-: 30 Se tember 2013 11:42
To:
Cc:

Subject: Update on Met Office FOr Requests [Filed 30 Sep 2013 11:41]

Oear_

Just to update you, we have received a complaint following our response to the request for AR4 ZOO's. We will need
to conduct an internal review and reassess our reasons for withholding this mforrnation. If you were able to confirm
the IPCC's position that ZOO's are and should remain confidential, and provide reasons for this it would greatly assistwith our review.

The complainant also raise a few points:

At the time of AR4, 2002 to 2007, the IPCC decision that you are now relying upon had never been suggested or
agreed. The only IPCC settled view at that time was that the working groups were required to operate in an open
and transparent basis and the participants could have had no proper expectation of confidentiality .. The Climate gate
emails show that in 2008 efforts at the IPCC failed to get AR4 WGI correspondence considered confidential. Even
now the 2011 decision that you rely upon states that the drafts are confidential only until the acceptance of the report,
which in this case was May 2007.

It would be useful to understand the IPeC's position of confidentiality relating to ZOO's when AR4 was published
(2007). Please could you confirm if there are any policy documents or guidance which indicates from the time of AR4
that ZOO's should remain confidential?

For information, we have also received a new request, which asks;
I request electronic copies of the zeroth, first and second order drafts (ZOOs, FODs & FODs) of chapters 2 and 12 of
the 2001 Third Assessment Report (TAR) of Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) together with the
government and expert reviewers' comments upon the drafts and the authors' responses.

I am looking into this request and assessing what information the Met Office holds before considering this request in
more detail, however, please could you confirm if the TAR FOD's, SOD's and comments were published following the
final report? I understand they may have been published but would have now been removed in line with the IPee's 5
year publication policy.

I will of course keep you updated of any further IPee related requests, and appreciate your help with the above.

Kind regards-
Road Exeter EX1 3PB United Kingdom

F<;lx:

http://www.metoffice.gov.uk
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