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Sarphan Uzunoğlu <sarphanuzunoglu@gmail.com>

Open letter to Prof. Uzunoğlu & Poynter IFCN: Serious concerns over Science
Feedback, an IFCN approved fact-checker organization

Dr. Ronan Connolly <ronan@ceres-science.com> Thu, Feb 22, 2024 at 1:32 AM
To: Sarphan Uzunoğlu <sarphan.uzunoglu@uit.no>, Sarphan Uzunoğlu <sarphanuzunoglu@gmail.com>, Poynter IFCN
<factchecknet@poynter.org>, Willie Soon <willie@ceres-science.com>, Michael Connolly <michael@ceres-science.com>
Cc: "steven.koonin@nyu.edu" <steven.koonin@nyu.edu>, "wrightstone@co2coalition.org"
<wrightstone@co2coalition.org>, "mills@digitalpowergroup.com" <mills@digitalpowergroup.com>, David Legates
<legates@udel.edu>, "stoss@johnstossel.com" <stoss@johnstossel.com>, "michael@environmentalprogress.org"
<michael@environmentalprogress.org>, Michael Shellenberger <michaelshellenberger@gmail.com>, Richard Lindzen
<rlindzen@mit.edu>, "sarah.knapton@telegraph.co.uk" <sarah.knapton@telegraph.co.uk>,
"guus.berkhout@clintelgroup.org" <guus.berkhout@clintelgroup.org>, Marcel Crok <marcel.crok@clintel.org>, Patrick
Moore <pmoore@ecosense.me>, "curry.judith@cfanclimate.com" <curry.judith@cfanclimate.com>, Ross McKitrick
<rmckitri@uoguelph.ca>, William Happer <happer@princeton.edu>, "jnolte@breitbart.com" <jnolte@breitbart.com>,
"Holman.Jenkins@wsj.com" <Holman.Jenkins@wsj.com>, Libby Emmons <libby@thepm.news>,
"Megan.McArdle@washpost.com" <Megan.McArdle@washpost.com>, "lgoldstein@postmedia.com"
<lgoldstein@postmedia.com>, "GlennGreenwald@gmail.com" <GlennGreenwald@gmail.com>, "Kim@KimIversen.com"
<Kim@kimiversen.com>, "meghan@meghanmurphy.org" <meghan@meghanmurphy.org>, "simon@sunfluencer.com"
<simon@sunfluencer.com>, "robby.soave@reason.com" <robby.soave@reason.com>, "saagar@saagarenjeti.com"
<saagar@saagarenjeti.com>, "Sharyl@sharylattkisson.com" <Sharyl@sharylattkisson.com>, "harvey.risch@yale.edu"
<harvey.risch@yale.edu>, "bdrey@dailywire.com" <bdrey@dailywire.com>, "aseem_malhotra@hotmail.com"
<aseem_malhotra@hotmail.com>, "emily.joshu@mailonline.com" <emily.joshu@mailonline.com>,
"tamara@rebelnews.com" <tamara@rebelnews.com>, "naomi@dailyclout.io" <naomi@dailyclout.io>, "tess@e-bmc.co.uk"
<tess@e-bmc.co.uk>, "RomanBalmak@gmail.com" <RomanBalmak@gmail.com>, "factsmatter@epochtimes.com"
<factsmatter@epochtimes.com>

Dear Prof. Uzunoğlu, 

We are writing to you, since you were the external assessor for Poynter International Fact-Checking
Network (IFCN) who approved Science Feedback [archived link] as being compliant with Poynter IFCN's
principles for the last four times: 

04-Apr-2023 [archived link] 
19-Jan-2022 [archived link] 
18-Sep-2020 [archived link] 
25-Jul-2019 [archived link] 

We note that Science Feedback’s IFCN@Poynter signatory badge is about to expire on 04-Apr-2024
and is therefore due for a new external assessment.  

Science Feedback is the parent website of two fact-checking organizations: Climate Feedback and
Health Feedback. Ironically, given the title of their website, they do not allow any of the victims of their
alleged “fact-checks” any opportunity or mechanism to provide any reply, response, or feedback. 

Science Feedback has a history of actively generating disinformation about internet content and falsely
using this as a “fact check”. We at the Center for Environmental Research and Earth Sciences
(www.CERES-Science.com) have now been victims of Science Feedback’s disinformation campaigns
for the second time.  

In this e-mail, we are providing you with details on exactly how their two articles specifically involving our
research team have made multiple provably false and misleading claims about our scientific results and
conclusions. We hope that this will be of use when Science Feedback’s compliance is being reassessed
in April.  

We have also taken the liberty of cc’ing and bcc’ing other groups that have been targeted by Science
Feedback’s articles as well as others that we know are concerned about the potential abuses of “fact-
checking organizations” that are providing provably false or misleading assessments of internet content.
 

We have used both cc and bcc according to the following principle: 

https://www.poynter.org/ifcn/
https://www.poynter.org/ifcn/
https://ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/profile/science-feedback
https://web.archive.org/web/20240221202920/https:/ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/profile/science-feedback
https://ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/application/public/science-feedback/3E2CA993-A08B-DD6A-8152-F1DD0A803344
https://web.archive.org/web/20230816013803/https:/ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/application/public/science-feedback/3E2CA993-A08B-DD6A-8152-F1DD0A803344
https://ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/application/public/science-feedback/A2565AA8-D57F-16F5-A47C-3BD19226AB38
https://web.archive.org/web/20230816013824/https:/ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/application/public/science-feedback/A2565AA8-D57F-16F5-A47C-3BD19226AB38
https://ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/application/public/science-feedback/004BAC52-CAF7-06E7-F310-FE194C13D23A
https://web.archive.org/web/20230816013834/https:/ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/application/public/science-feedback/004BAC52-CAF7-06E7-F310-FE194C13D23A
https://ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/application/public/science-feedback/574C63F1-9FB5-0962-7E60-37DB04BC7920
https://web.archive.org/web/20230921201842/https:/ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/application/public/science-feedback/574C63F1-9FB5-0962-7E60-37DB04BC7920
https://science.feedback.org/about/
https://climatefeedback.org/
https://healthfeedback.org/
http://www.ceres-science.com/
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We are cc’ing relevant groups and individuals whose e-mails are publicly available. 
We are bcc’ing relevant groups and individuals whose e-mails we have obtained privately.  

While we do not necessarily have explicit opinions on the veracity of these other “fact-check” articles, we
know from our personal experience of the fact that Science Feedback does not allow a right-of-reply, that
many others likely share our frustration with the abuse of Science Feedback’s IFCN-compliant status.  

We suspect that some of them might wish to provide you with their own insights and comments on
Science Feedback’s behaviour with regards to their statements that have been “fact-checked” for you to
consider while assessing Science Feedback’s 04-April re-application.  

[Note to everyone copied in this e-mail: We respectfully ask any of the cc’ed or bcc’ed people who
wish to provide Prof. Uzunoğlu with relevant information to make sure that they provide a link to the
specific Climate Feedback/Health Feedback articles in their comments. 

Please note that Prof. Uzunoğlu has only been the external assessor for the organizations on this page
(Archived link). So, if you have comments on one of the other IFCN@Poynter fact-checking
organizations, you can find the relevant external assessments on this page. (Archived link).] 

The fact that Science Feedback has been an approved IFCN@Poynter signatory for many years now, is
particularly disquieting because several of the most-widely used social media platforms have been
relying on this approval to treat Science Feedback as one of their main “independent third-party fact-
checkers”.  

In particular, Facebook (3.05 billion monthly users, ~37.5% of the world’s population) and Instagram
(2.00 billion monthly users, ~25% of the world’s population) explicitly “rely on independent fact-checkers
to review and rate the accuracy of stories through original reporting” and they only consider fact-
checkers “who are certified through the non-partisan International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN)”. They
explain that, “Each time a fact-checker rates a piece of content as false on our platforms, we significantly
reduce that content’s distribution so that fewer people see it, label it accordingly and notify people who
try to share it.”  

Similarly, TikTok (1.22 billion monthly users, ~15% of the world’s population) use Science Feedback as
one of their 15 “fact-checking partners” to “review and assess the accuracy of content across more than
60 markets. If content violates our misinformation policies, we either remove it from our platform and
notify the creator or it becomes ineligible for recommendation into anyone’s For You feed.”  

In other words, when Science Feedback (or any other Poynter IFCN-compliant signatory) issues a “fact-
check” on a particular piece of content, this leads to a major worldwide reduction of public access to this
content. When the “fact-check” is false or misleading (as in the case with the two articles referring to the
scientific research of CERES-Science), this means that the “fact-checker” organization is effectively
promoting disinformation and reducing the spread of accurate information for a substantial portion of the
world’s population, i.e., the users of those three major social media platforms. 

--- 

False and misleading disinformation generated by Science Feedback on members of the CERES-
Science research team  

The first time they created false disinformation about our scientific research occurred in Aug-2021 when
they created a fake “fact-check” article falsely claiming that a journalist, Alex Newman, for the Epoch
Times had been “Incorrect” in his reporting of our peer-reviewed study and the UN Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)’s 6th Assessment Report (AR6) that had been published around the
same time. Link here (Archived link). 

As we described in extensive detail in our Sep-2021 open letter to the Founder and Executive Director of
Science Feedback, Dr. Emmanuel Vincent, and the then-Science Editor at Climate Feedback, Dr. Nikki
Forrester, that “fact-check” article had made multiple false or misleading claims. By applying the
standards explicitly described by Science Feedback in their rating scheme, we showed that the reporting
by the Epoch Times was “Accurate", “Correct” and in one case “Mostly Accurate”. In contrast, Climate
Feedback’s alleged “fact-check” was repeatedly either “Incorrect”, “Inaccurate”, “Misleading”, or “Lacks
Context”. 

We explicitly recommended to Drs. Vincent and Forrester that they, “… correct the existing “fact-
check”/”feedback” on Alex Newman’s article. Currently, your website asserts that his reporting was
“Incorrect” and “Misleading”. This should be changed to “Correct” and “Accurate” immediately.” Yet, as of
January 2024, they still have not corrected their false and misleading article in any way. Nor did they

https://ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/external-assessors/sarphan-uzunoglu
https://web.archive.org/web/20240221202627/https:/ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/external-assessors/sarphan-uzunoglu
https://ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/signatories
https://web.archive.org/web/20240220141630/https:/ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/signatories
https://www.facebook.com/formedia/mjp/programs/third-party-fact-checking
https://www.facebook.com/formedia/mjp/programs/third-party-fact-checking
https://www.facebook.com/business/help/2593586717571940?id=673052479947730&helpref=faq_content
https://www.facebook.com/business/help/2593586717571940?id=673052479947730&helpref=faq_content
https://www.facebook.com/business/help/2593586717571940?id=673052479947730&helpref=faq_content
https://www.facebook.com/business/help/2593586717571940?id=673052479947730&helpref=faq_content
https://www.tiktok.com/safety/en-us/safety-partners/
https://www.tiktok.com/safety/en-us/safety-partners/
https://www.tiktok.com/safety/en-us/safety-partners/
https://www.theepochtimes.com/world/challenging-un-study-finds-sun-not-co2-may-be-behind-global-warming-3950089
https://climatefeedback.org/claimreview/solar-forcing-is-not-the-main-cause-of-current-global-warming-contrary-to-claim-by-alex-newman-in-the-epoch-times/
https://web.archive.org/web/20240104003727/https:/climatefeedback.org/claimreview/solar-forcing-is-not-the-main-cause-of-current-global-warming-contrary-to-claim-by-alex-newman-in-the-epoch-times/
https://www.ceres-science.com/post/open-letter-a-recent-climate-feedback-fact-check-article-makes-multiple-false-and-misleading-clai
https://science.feedback.org/process/
https://web.archive.org/web/20240104003727/https:/climatefeedback.org/claimreview/solar-forcing-is-not-the-main-cause-of-current-global-warming-contrary-to-claim-by-alex-newman-in-the-epoch-times/
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provide any response or “feedback” to the open letter that we e-mailed to them directly as well as
posting publicly.  

Indeed, ironically, this false “fact-check” articles was one of the 10 articles that they provided you for your
19-Jan-2022 external assessment as evidence for Science Feedback’s “non-partisanship”.  

A few weeks ago, they did another false and misleading “fact-check” article about one of us, Dr. Willie
Soon, whose interview by Tucker Carlson was posted online in January 2024 – see here for the
interview itself. Climate Feedback’s alleged fact-check of this interview was called, “Evidence
greenhouse gasses cause global warming denied by Willie Soon in Tucker Carlson interview, resulting in
mass social media climate misinformation” (Archived link). 

We have now completed our “fact-check fact-check” on this Climate Feedback article too (Link to
overview here; link to detailed 62-page report here). Again, using the standards described by Science
Feedback on their website, we have shown that their “fact-check” article contains multiple false or
misleading claims.  

Given that the Science Feedback team explicitly describe the importance of avoiding various logical
fallacies and not carrying out due diligence in checking the veracity of claims, the fact that they have
made so many false and misleading claims confirms that these false claims are not just “misinformation”,
but “disinformation”. That is, they are aware of the standards that we have shown they were breaking in
these two articles at least. 

Summary of links on Science Feedback’s latest attack on us: 

The interview with Dr. Soon: Link here. 
Climate Feedback’s so-called fact-check article: Link here. [Archived link]. 
Our overall response: Link here. 
Our detailed (62-page pdf) response: Link here. 

Concluding remarks and recommendations 

Science Feedback is one of the main “independent third party fact-checker organizations” used by three
of the largest social media platforms today (Facebook, Instagram and TikTok) because it has been
approved for many years in a row as compliant with Poynter’s International Fact-Checking Network
(IFCN) principles. 

As we have demonstrated above, at least in terms of the two examples directly related to us, they are
responsible for creating provably false and offensive disinformation about our scientific research. Despite
having “science” and “feedback” in the title of their organization they appear to have zero interest in
either of those things.  

They do not provide any right of reply for the scientists (or other people) that they are making claims
about. Yet, because of their status as IFCN signatories, their articles can substantially alter the spread of
information on social media platforms used by billions of people. This occurs in two ways:  

1. Any true or accurate information that they attack ends up being heavily suppressed.  
2. Any false or misleading information that they generate is defined as “fact” by their status on these

platforms – regardless of how provably false it might be. 

This means that false or misleading “fact-check” articles by Science Feedback (and other IFCN
signatories that behave similarly) represent one of the largest sources of disinformation on the internet
today.  

We have read the five “external assessments” that you have made over the 2019-2023 period on this
website. We appreciate that your assessments assumed that Science Feedback were acting in good
faith and that when they claimed to be abiding by the standards they purport to uphold, they are doing a
good service. However, we hope that you now realise– especially in advance of their renewal application
in April – that Science Feedback are active agents and vectors for creating and spreading disinformation
on the internet.  

This seems to us to run exactly counter to the stated goals of the IFCN.  

With that in mind, we strongly recommend that: 

1. When Science Feedback’s compliance with IFCN is being re-assessed in April, you should not assume
they are acting in good faith. At least in our two examples, they were making demonstrably false
statements and assessments. 

https://ifcncodeofprinciples.poynter.org/application/public/science-feedback/A2565AA8-D57F-16F5-A47C-3BD19226AB38
https://www.ceres-science.com/post/dr-willie-soon-s-interview-by-tucker-carlson-december-2023
https://www.ceres-science.com/post/dr-willie-soon-s-interview-by-tucker-carlson-december-2023
https://climatefeedback.org/claimreview/evidence-greenhouse-gasses-cause-global-warming-denied-willie-soon-tucker-carlson-interview-mass-social-media-climate-misinformation/
https://climatefeedback.org/claimreview/evidence-greenhouse-gasses-cause-global-warming-denied-willie-soon-tucker-carlson-interview-mass-social-media-climate-misinformation/
https://climatefeedback.org/claimreview/evidence-greenhouse-gasses-cause-global-warming-denied-willie-soon-tucker-carlson-interview-mass-social-media-climate-misinformation/
https://web.archive.org/web/20240124110140/https:/climatefeedback.org/claimreview/evidence-greenhouse-gasses-cause-global-warming-denied-willie-soon-tucker-carlson-interview-mass-social-media-climate-misinformation/
https://www.ceres-science.com/post/science-feedback-a-fact-checker-organization-have-generated-disinformation-about-ceres-science
http://tinyurl.com/bdffxaax
https://www.ceres-science.com/post/dr-willie-soon-s-interview-by-tucker-carlson-december-2023
https://climatefeedback.org/claimreview/evidence-greenhouse-gasses-cause-global-warming-denied-willie-soon-tucker-carlson-interview-mass-social-media-climate-misinformation/
https://web.archive.org/web/20240124110140/https:/climatefeedback.org/claimreview/evidence-greenhouse-gasses-cause-global-warming-denied-willie-soon-tucker-carlson-interview-mass-social-media-climate-misinformation/
https://www.ceres-science.com/post/science-feedback-a-fact-checker-organization-have-generated-disinformation-about-ceres-science
http://tinyurl.com/bdffxaax
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2. If you correctly revoke Science Feedback’s compliance in April, then the social media platforms that
have been using them should be informed by Poynter. Poynter should also recommend to those social
media platforms to reverse any restrictions on content they have introduced on the basis of a prior
Science Feedback “fact-check” article. 

3. Poynter should also revisit their IFCN requirements to ensure that anybody or any group that has been
“fact-checked” by any of the IFCN signatories should be provided with a simple and easy right of reply
to that “fact-check”. If this reply indisputably shows the fact-check had been incorrect or in any way
failed to meet the IFCN standards, then the fact-checker organization should issue a correction and
timely apology as necessary. In cases where the fact-checker organization stands over their fact-check
article, the reply from the harmed parties should still be prominently displayed beside the article. In
such cases, the fact-checker organization should also make it clear that their assessment is disputed
and that social media platforms should not treat that particular fact-check as undisputed. 

Your sincerely, 

Dr. Ronan Connolly, Dr. Willie Soon & Dr. Michael Connolly 

Co-team leaders of the Center for Environmental Research and Earth Sciences (www.ceres-
science.com) 

http://www.ceres-science.com/
http://www.ceres-science.com/

