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PART XI – GLOBAL COOLING.  Forecasting is a funny thing, in a way at least, and provides a vehicle for the savvy to “prove” an agenda as the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has done almost since its inception, except there is a bit of a glitch.  


Scientists and scholars around the world are now presenting evidence to “prove” the IPCC’s improper use of the principles of forecasting to make the case that global warming is an impending catastrophe.

Prior to the 2009 International Conference on Climate Change hosted by the Heartland Institute (March 8-10 in New York), the Institute released a rather humorous video as part of the publicity for the conference.  The video, “COWS,” took direct aim at the Environmental Protection Agency’s expressed possibility of taxing animal flatulence as a way of controlling greenhouse gases.  The video portrays livestock flatulence as responsible for severe weather, and a federal bureaucrat insisting “there’s global warming everywhere,” implying it can be stopped through taxation.  


Heartland’s President, Joseph Bast, referring to the “Cows” video as being edgy, said “It makes the point that alarmists have exaggerated the impact on climate from factors they can’t control and how attempting to do so will unleash a blizzard of bureaucrats eager to regulate and tax every aspect of our lives.”  


Approximately 1,000 global skeptics attended the conference.  That “funny thing/glitch” about forecasting?  The models used by the IPCC were not intended as forecasting models and “have not been validated for that purpose,” according to the International Institute of Forecasters.  The organization, in conjunction with Johns Hopkins University in Washington, D.C., certifies forecasters for many disciplines, and offers a Certificate of Forecasting Practice.  


Now to Chapter 3 of the Climate Change Reconsidered which covers Observations and Temperature Records.  

· The IPCC relied on evidence of temperatures that had long been discredited and contradicted by numerous independent scholars.  Correct temperature records show that during the Medieval Warm Period (approximately 1,000 years ago) temperatures were warmer than they are today, and averaged two to three degrees warmer than today’s temperatures.
· Proxy records from Africa, Antarctica, the Artic, Asia, Europe, North America and South America present extensive irrefutable evidence of a global Medieval Warm Period, using a variety of independent methodologies.  

· The IPCC relied on surface-based recording stations that are biased by insufficient corrections for the non-greenhouse-gas-induced urban heat island effect (roads, parking lots, buildings, etc. that exhaust heat into the atmosphere), a deficiency that makes it almost impossible to make a correction for.  Even small town emissions skew the true temperature record and impact the overall greenhouse effect.

· Reliance on highly accurate satellite data which adjust for factors such as orbit drift of the earth indicates a “much more modest warming trend in the last two decades of the 20th century” than the unprecedented warming portrayed by the IPCC, and “a dramatic decline in the warming trend in the first decade of the 21st century.”
· “Observed” pattern of warming differs from the pattern predicted by global climate models designed to simulate CO2-induced global warming:  

· Models:  “United States Climate Change Science Program is unequivocal – all greenhouse models show an increasing warming trend with altitude in the tropics peaking around 10 km at roughly twice the surface value.”  

· Observed:  “The temperature data from balloons give the opposite result – no increasing warming, but rather a slight cooling with altitudes.”  

· Greenland and other Artic areas have well-documented temperature records.  Temperature records show the record temperature for those areas was reached in 1930, but decline for the same areas in recent decades.  
· Antarctica poses a somewhat different example.  Average temperature history for the Antarctica peninsula “shows recent warming,” but several research teams documented “a cooling trend for the interior of the continent since the 1970’s.”    

Op-Ed of this writer:  Taxation is always government’s answer to whatever problem arises.  Does it make common sense that a cap and trade bill will somehow impact the pollution that is causing greenhouse gases?  Simply put:  A responsible company who does not emit to the limit without being penalized can sell or auction off credits that allows an irresponsible polluter to pollute more than their limit, with the cost of those credits passed on to consumers, of course.  Where in this world does that mean less pollution?  

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