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PART IX – GLOBAL COOLING.  The question of man-caused global warming may not be answered or proven during this ordinary citizen’s lifetime, but from around the world, there are real experts who acknowledge global warming is not necessarily all bad.  

In Lima, Peru, the very lofty Institute of Andean Studies (no pun intended)  reported in its Climate of the Past journal that a 400-year warming period beginning around 1150 played a significant role, (if it was not the prime reason) in the phenomenal rise to power of the Incan empire in the Andes Mountains of Peru.  That warming period ended a thousands-year long cold aridity period.


As pointed out in an earlier edition, the benefits of warming are certainly not beneficial to all regions of the world, but during that period in Peru, it opened up a number of economic opportunities for the Incas.  Analysis of Peruvian lake sediments showed a dramatic change in land use and crops grown in the area near  Cuzco.  Warmer temperatures meant extra water from melting high-altitude glaciers allowed the Incas to grow crops on terraced mountainside areas previously not accessible – crops such as potatoes at higher altitudes and corn at lower altitudes, but it also meant expanded grazing for llamas.  


The Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change (NIPCC) describes itself as “an international panel of non-government scientists and scholars who came together to understand the causes and consequences of climate change.”  The panel is not a government agency and its members are not predisposed to believe climate change is caused by human greenhouse gas emissions.  The purpose of the panel is to offer an independent “second opinion” of the evidence reviewed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.  The NIPCC traces its roots to a meeting in Milan in 2003 organized by the Science and Environmental Policy Project, a nonprofit research and education organization based in Arlington, Virginia.  

Now for some specifics from the Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change (NIPCC)’s report, Climate Change Reconsidered, which reveals the other side of the story so to speak, but also points out how faulty analysis of data can be when there is a preconceived political agenda to accommodate or fulfill an idea, as it appears is the case with the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).  


An explanation of the difference between “forecasts” and “projections” may be beneficial before getting to specifics.  “Forecast” is described as “a calculation or estimate of something future, especially coming weather.”  “Projections” describe a number of things, but the one that applies to the NIPCC’s analysis is 
”a forecast or estimate based on present trends,” and therein lies the problem with methodology of the IPCC’s four reports, according to the NIPCC.  


Point-of-humor:  “Projection is not even defined in that antique edition of Webster’s Dictionary this writer is so fond of.  


Chapter 1 of Climate Change Reconsidered (CCR), explains Global Climate Models and their limitations:
· The IPCC forecasts in its Fourth Assessment Report were not the outcome of validated scientific procedures; in effect, they were opinions of scientists transformed by mathematics and obscured by complex writing.  

· The IPCC relied on today’s state-of-the-art climate models which “fail to accurately simulate the physics of earth’s relative energy balance, resulting in uncertainties ‘as large as, or larger than, the doubled CO2 forcing.’”

· Model imperfections (which come with the territory, just as polls provide a margin of error), mean large differences between model predictions and observations.  The CCR points out that “a long list of major model imperfections prevents models from properly modeling cloud formation and cloud-radiation interactions.
· Ignored by the IPCC is the role precipitation plays in climate change, despite that fact being documented and well-recognized throughout the scientific community.  The computer models relied on by the IPCC “failed to simulate even the correct sign of observed precipitation anomalies such as the summer monsoon rainfall over the Indian region.”
Chapter 2 of Climate Change Reconsidered analyzes feedback factors and radiative forcing:

· The IPCC ignored scientific research that suggests the model-derived temperature sensitivity of the earth is too large.  “Corrected feedbacks in the climate system could reduce climate sensitivity to values that are an order of magnitude smaller.”  

· Scientists are attempting to confirm a connection between cloud creation and sea surface temperature in the tropics which create a “thermostat-like control” that automatically vents excess heat into space.  The CCR explains that if confirmed, such a control “could totally compensate for the warming influence of all anthropogenic CO2 emissions experienced to date, as well as all those that are anticipated to occur in the future.”  

· Also ignored by the IPCC is the contribution of aerosols to the cooling effect.  The CCR references studies showing the radiative effects of aerosols “is comparable to or larger than the temperature forcing caused by all the increase in greenhouse gas concentrations recorded since pre-industrial times.”  

· Dimethyl sulfide (DMS) emissions are believed to be increased by higher temperatures, which in turn increase the proportion of light or radiation reflected by marine stratus cloud, thus resulting in a cooling effect.  

· Iodocompounds also serve as feedback factors.  They are created by marine algae, and “function as cloud condensation nuclei which help create new clouds that reflect more incoming solar radiation back to space and thereby cool the planet.”  

· Solar-radiation-reflecting sulfate aerosol particles are a result of a process that takes place when the air’s CO2 content and possibly its temperatures continue to rise.  As this happens, “plants emit greater amounts of carbonyl sulfide gas which eventually makes its way into the stratosphere for transformation to sulfate aerosol particles.  

· Well accepted by the scientific community is that CO2 enrichment enhances biological growth.  As that occurs, “Atmospheric levels of biosols rise, many of which function as cloud condensation nuclei.  Increased cloudiness diffuses light, which stimulates plant growth and transfers more fixed carbon into plant and soils storage reservoirs.”  
· The CCR points out another negative climate feedback factor:  “Field research shows that NO2 emissions fall as CO2 concentrations and temperatures rise.”  That research dispels much of previously accepted information that “since agriculture accounts for almost half of the nitrous oxide (N2O) in some countries, enhanced plant growth due to CO2 enrichment might increase the amount and warming effect of this greenhouse gas.”  

· The CCR also addresses the IPCC’s analysis on methane gas.  While a potent greenhouse gas, “Higher temperatures have been shown to result in reduced methane release from peat beds.  Methane emissions from cattle have been reduced considerably by altering diet, immunization and generic selection.”  Atmospheric methane concentrations are not affected negatively or positively by enhanced CO2 enrichment.  
Next week, more from Climate Change Reconsidered.


The reader’s comments or questions are always welcome.  E-mail me at doris@dorisbeaver.com. 
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