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PART XXVII – GLOBAL COOLING REVIEW.  This edition will bring a “wrap” to Seeing the Round Corners for this season.  Colorado’s legislature convenes on Wednesday, January 13, and thus, Doris Beaver’s Eye on the Legislature returns to this page while the legislature is in session.  Seeing the Round Corners will return upon adjournment of the legislature.
This writer has often encouraged the reader to “look past what you are seeing.”  As the number of people who seek to further their own agenda grows, whether to justify obtaining grants, growing their own personal status in an increasingly competitive world or just plain satisfying egos – all these reasons should heighten the ordinary citizen’s due diligence in not accepting wholesale, across the board, what our government does.
  
All the projections made by the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and furnished to Congress for the cap-and-trade bill used computer modeling to make predictions about future climate change.  

Early in this series, details of an analysis by the National Center for Policy Analysis (NCPA), a non-profit, non-partisan public research organization, were included.  The NCPA analyzed the four reports completed by the IPCC and determined the IPCC forecasts were based on opinions, not scientific forecasting methods which are the proper method to project climate change.

The NCPA analysts explained that experts agreeing with other experts enhance credibility and people forget to question or ask for scientific proof.  NCPA analysts Kesten C. Green and J. Scott Armstrong emphasized that climate models serve as “mathematical ways for experts to express their opinions.”  


The Green-Scott analyses made these significant points not previously included in this series, points that explain why the IPCC forecasts are invalid:

· Unreliable data – Temperature data is highly variable over time and space with readings not taken evenly over the globe, and are often subject to local warming from increasing urbanization.  The trend over time – rising, falling or stable – can be influenced simply by the data sample chosen.  (Ignored were NASA’s 8 weather satellites taking 300,000 temperatures on a daily basis.)  

· Unreliable forecasting models – For accurate climate forecasting, certain conditions must be met.  There must be little uncertainty about the data used and the situation and causal variables be forecast accurately.  Green-Scott’s extrapolating past data into the future made more accurate three-month forecasts than 11 complex models.  “Every model performed poorly when forecasting further ahead.”  

· Unreliable forecasters – Political appointees to the IPCC negotiated the language to be used in the final version of the Fourth Assessment Report “Summary for Policymakers.”  “Political considerations influenced all stages of the IPCC progress.”  The Green-Scott audit showed “. . . there is no scientific forecast supporting the widespread belief in dangerous human-caused ‘global warming’.”  

Green-Scott cited three necessary elements which were lacking in the IPCC’s forecasts.  Scientists must accurately predict (a) global temperatures, (2) the effects of any temperature changes, and (3) the effects of feasible alternative policy responses.  


Because the IPCC report does not refer to empirically-validated forecasting methods, Green-Scott stated rather emphatically that the IPCC’s forecasts are not a good basis for developing public policy.  


As reinforcement of the Green-Scott analyses, Reid A. Bryson said, “A model is nothing more than a formal statement of how the modeler believes that a part of the world of his concern actually works.”  (Bryson was identified earlier in this series as “the most-cited climatologist in academic studies worldwide.  He wrote Environment, Environmentalists and Global Change:  A Skeptic’s Evaluation (1993).)  


The thorn in the side of the IPCC is the appropriately named Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change (NIPCC), the “international panel of nongovernmental scientists and scholars who came together to understand the causes and consequences of climate change.”  Climate Change Reconsidered is the NIPCC’s publication of the faulty procedures and methods used by the IPCC.  According to the International Institute of Forecasters, the models used by the IPCC were not intended as forecasting models and “have not been validated for that purpose,” i.e., not validated for the purposes the IPCC used them for.  

The NIPCC determined the IPCC “relied on temperatures that had been discredited and contradicted by numerous independent scholars.”  The IPCC portrayed “unprecedented warming” based on global climate models designed to simulate CO2-induced global warming.


To dispute the “unprecedented warming” theory, the NIPCC relied on highly accurate satellite data to show a “much more modest warming trend in the last two decades of the 20th century, and “a dramatic decline in the warming trend in the first decade of the 21st century.”  

Compare reliance on satellite data that adjusts for such factors as orbit drift of the Earth and observed temperature records from areas of the Earth uninfluenced by urban heat island effects (roads, parking lots, buildings that exhaust heat into the atmosphere) to information generated by global climate computer models.


Does it need pointing out why the IPCC used the computer models?  That method could be manipulated by their researchers to provide the information political appointees deemed necessary to support the cap-and-trade bill.  


The cause of species extinction was another point where the IPCC defied its own in-house department.  The IPCC claims that “climate-driven extinction and range retractions are already widespread” and “projected impacts on biodiversity are significant and of key relevance, since global losses in biodiversity are irreversible.”  Both claims are refuted by the United Nations Environmental Program (UNEP).  


Data collected by the UNEP documents that “the rate of extinctions at the end of the twentieth century was the lowest since the sixteenth century despite 150 years of rising world temperatures, growing populations and industrialization.”  


We Americans tend to view the world in our own little microcosm, too inclined to just look at changes that occur in our adult lifetimes.  Climate changes occur so slowly they go nearly unnoticed in the typical human lifetime.  Geologists refer to 20,000 years as “soon,” but to the typical person, soon is a much shorter time period.


Don J. Easterbrook, Professor Emeritus of Geology at Western University in Bellingham, WA, also challenged the IPCC’s predictions on global warming.  Using oxygen isotope ratios from the GISP2 Greenland ice core, Easterbrook charted warm and cool cycles since 1470AD which revealed alternating warming and cooling cycles occurred every 27 years since 1470AD, even before atmospheric CO2 began to increase.  

Easterbrook also showed the Alpine glacier fluctuations (advances and retreats) since 1470AD correlated remarkably well with warming and cooling of the Pacific Ocean.  Except for the last 30 years, the changes charted by Easterbrook occurred prior to significant CO2 emissions which means they were unrelated to atmospheric CO2.  The long period of time – since 1470AD – is demonstrative of the long-term statistical analysis necessary for climate change.  Use of short-term statistics prevents recognition of what happens as an occurrence of natural law – glacial fluctuations, sun spot activity, ice ages, subtle change in the Earth’s orbit, changes in circulation of ocean currents – all of which show just how dramatically climate changes in ways man cannot control.  


The IPCC and Al Gore have ignored two significant sources of data and statistics in their zeal to persuade the world of an impending catastrophic climate change of global warming:  3,000 Argo buoys deep in the world’s oceans and NASA’s eight weather satellites.  

Dr. Josh Willis of the NASA Jet Propulsion Laboratory confirmed during a National Public Radio interview that the buoys detected a “very slight cooling,’ but not sufficient enough to shut down the Gulf Stream.  


The eight NASA weather satellites have been in operation for more than 30 years, taking 300,000 temperature readings on a daily basis from all over the surface of the Earth.  NASA scientists point out that the 0.14 degree Celsius warming trend shown by those readings is “well within the range of normal variation.”  


The use of situational statistics is the only way to describe the most significant consequences of legislation already passed by the House of Representatives and the bill now being debated in the Senate – the annual energy cost for each American household.  

The House’s Committee on Energy and Commerce released this statement:  The bill “Protects consumers from energy price increases . . . the legislation will cost each household less than 50 cents per day ($182.50 annually) in 2020 (not including efficiency savings).  


The Heritage Foundation’s analyses showed this:  “Even after adjusting for the purchase of more expensive energy-saving appliances, even after consumers drive less and adjust their thermostats, family energy expenditures rise by nearly $900.00 per year . . .” (Figures adjusted for inflation.)  

Laurie Williams and Allan Zabel (wife and husband), both attorneys for the Environmental Protection Agency, San Francisco Regional Office, urged Congress to impose a carbon fee on all fossil fuels at the point of extraction and to ban all new coal-fired plants without effective carbon sequestration.  (The problems with cap-and-trade are outlined in Part XXII, November 23rd edition of this series.)  


The infamous Mann Hockey Stick graph so memorable from Al Gore’s Inconvenient Truth and used in the IPCC’s report was proved to be seriously flawed and downright fraudulent by a joint investigation conducted by Canadians Steven McIntyre and Ross McKitrick.  McIntyre-McKitrick showed how the graph was published based on incomplete data and that scientist Keith Briffa excluded data which, had it been included, would have shown the 20th century temperatures were unexceptional and did not show a jump in warming as the IPCC had relied on to push its agenda of global warming.


The Waxman-Markey cap-and-trade bill passed by a narrow vote, 219-212.  Now, with passage of a little time, progressive Democrats are voicing opposition, perhaps now that its provisions are “sinking in.”  


Representative Lloyd Doggett, D-Texas, referred to the bill as “the largest corporate welfare bill in the history of the United States.”  Tom Stokes of the Climate Crisis Coalition advised members:  “The numerous provisions of the bill do not add up to the steps needed to avert catastrophic climate disruption.  Moreover, the bill’s emissions trading provisions create vested interests that would block future reform.”  

Also missing from Waxman-Markey is a requirement that all pollution credits be auctioned – 100% auction of credits is the only way to be sure corporate polluters pay for pollution they emit, and at least some incentive to sequester carbon.  


A carbon tax is now gaining favor in Congress.  H.R. 2380 The Raise Wages Cut Carbon Act of 2009 is being debated.  The bill would lower taxes on employees and employers by an amount equal to a new tax on carbon dioxide, and increase Social Security benefits to help cover increased energy costs to Seniors (via a tax swap within the General Fund so as not to touch the Social Security Trust Fund).  


The bill includes a schedule of rates through the year 2040 to allow for long-term planning by business.  Such a system as proposed by H.R. 2380 means less administrative costs but more efficiency in administration.  The carbon tax would apply to fossil fuels as they enter the economy – at the mine mouth, the oil refinery and the natural gas pipeline.  Imported products would be subject to the same U. S. carbon tax.  


The added benefit of the H.R. 2380 is a decrease in dependence on fossil fuels from hostile countries, implied efficiency incentives and a reduction in payroll taxes, according to its sponsors.  


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