The Week That Was (July 25, 2009) brought to you b$EPP
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Fred Singer is speaking at the DDP Conference @AQyin Denver (Doubletree Hotel, Quebec St)

In Phoenix AZ on Aug 3-5, invited to discuss thedféen Climate Initiative with State officials
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Quote of the Week:

| wrote this book because I'm a scientist. Becdimeoffended that science is being perverted mrtame

of global warming — today’s environmental causeélbéd. Because the world seems to have lost its

collective mind and substituted political belief fine spirit of scientific inquiry. -- Fronthe Preface of

“Global Warming: False Alarm” by Ralph AlexanderhP

*% *% * ** *% *

THIS WEEK

http://spectator.org/archives/2009/07/20/governms-bark-back
The Western Climate Initiative (WCI) of the West&nvernors Association, a regional cap-and-trade
system has been criticized by two of the goverro&arah Palin of Alaska and Rick Perry of Texadhb
Republicans. Another WGA member, Democrat Gov.eD@reudenthal of Wyoming, may join them, AP
reportsvia theCasper Tribune Gov. Ritter (Colo) and Schweitzer (Montana) laaging second thoughts.
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The UN's top climate official says that the richestions will have to put $10bn "on the table" dgrthe
Copenhagen climate change summit. Yvo De Boer,wilidead the negotiations, said such a
commitment was necessary for their success. H&edsthe burden of climate change must be sharéd a
that the money would help developing countries.BDer, head of the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), said theofl@6bn) pledge would be "a good beginning".
"(It) will allow developing countries to begin pragng national plans to limit their own emissioasd to
adapt to climate change," he told the BB@tp://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/8163466.s

The split between rich and poor nations isamidg on the charge oéhvironmental colonialism’
India rejected key scientific findings on globalmweéng, while the European Union called for moraatct
by developing states on GH-gas emissions. Jaditamesh the Indian environment minister, accused the
developed world of needlessly raising alarm oveltingeHimalayan glaciers. Théinancial Times of
India reports (July 24) Ramesh is ‘on a strong wickdtew refusing to accept mitigation obligations...
while the US is ‘on thin ice.” India should woubdt sign a treaty permitting trade sanctions [tike
Waxman bill], would challenge any attempt at enffagcsuch sanctions, and if necessary, would exercis
its right to retaliate.

But Swedish negotiator Carlgren wants devatppountries to adopt more ambitious plans to cedu
emissions if they were to receive finance from weahations.
So it’s all about money not climate. Surprised?

* * *hkkhkhkkhkkhk * *k%k

Double Breakthrough: Naturepublishes Letter by 6 climate skeptics which teflanother breakthrough:

A major scientific society has agreed to reconsitdealarmist Statement on Climate Change
http://links.ealert.nature.com/ctt?kn=51&m=33681&4MjAINJE2MDAWNAS2&b=2&=NTM20DU3NTkS1&mt=1&rt=0

Nature 460, 457 (23 July 2009) | doi:10.1038/46@4%blished online 22 July 2009

Petitioning for a revised statement on climate chage
S. Fred Singerl, Hal Lewis2, Will Happer3, Larry a4, Roger Cohen5 & Robert H. Austin3
1. U of Virginia; 2. U of California, Santa Barbar&. Princeton U; 4. U of Hartford; 5. Durango, CO

We write in response to your issue discussing ¢traing climate crunch”, including the Editorialriié to
act' (Nature458, 10771078; 2009). We feel it is alarmist.

We are among more than 50 current and fom@enmbers of the American Physical Society (APS) who
have signed an open letter to the APS Councilrttasth, calling for a reconsideration of its Novembe
2007 policy statement on climate change (see ogiter lathttp://tinyurl.com/Ig266UAPS statement at
http://tinyurl.com/56zgXr. The letter proposes an alternative statemerithathe signatories believe to be




a more accurate representation of the currenttifidegvidence. It requests that an objective siifien
process be established, devoid of political orrféial agendas, to help prevent subversion of thensfic
process and the intolerance towards scientificgdesment that pervades the climate issue.

On 1 May 2009, the APS Council decided taaenits current statement via a high-level subcotteai
of respected senior scientists. We applaud thissa. It is the first such reappraisal by a majcentific
professional society that we are aware of, andapeelit will lead to meaningful change that reflegts
more balanced view of climate-change issues.

* * * *

SEPP Science Editorial #23-2009 (7/25/09)
Human Heat Input or GH Effect? A false choice

Two recent papers in peer-reviewed journals claiah the direct input of heat into the earth’s atphese
by human energy generation is comparable to selatifg -- and more important than the calculated
greenhouse effect from fossil-fuel burning. Thegraby Nickolaenko from the Ukrainian Academy of
Sciences is published in tdeurnal of Geophysical Resear(009), while the paper by Nordell from the
Technical University of Lulea in Northern Swedempislished in thénternational Journal of Global
Warming,vol 1, 2009. plas, all this proves is that peer-review doesnliagantee correctness.]

These two papers have caused much jubilation arskeygtics of AGW — but such jubilation may be
premature. Simple considerations show that the oditheat input from the sun compared to humamgne
activity is of the order of 10,000. In other wordse hour of solar input is equivalent to one yafdruman
energy generation and heat dissipation. It islijarelcessary to read beyond the abstract to raathas
conclusion. A simple back-of-the-envelope caldatamay be sufficient.

<http://www.inderscience.com/storage/f6128111095247df>
<http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/07/09085248.htrr

Nickolaenko, A. P. (2009), Concept of planetaryrinel balance and global warminy,Geophys. Res.
114, A04310, doi:10.1029/2008JA013753.

Abstract: The concept of Earth's thermal balancessd to suggest that solar energy absorbed ba@epl
is equal to the heat radiated from that planet.ISan approach substantially simplifies estimatihg t
anthropogenic warming of the planet. We comparestiiar irradiance with the current heat production
caused by burning different kinds of fuel. We stimt anthropogenic heating is able to cause global
warming of 1°C in a century.

Just reading the abstract suggests that the pgpensense and involves a huge numerical error.
One can compare human energy generation with sglast by rough estimation:

Heat/sec generated by human activity: ~ 2kW/pexs6tiL0"9 persons = ~12*10"12 Watt

Solar heating 240 W/m2 x 4pi*(6.4*10"6m)"2 ="3810"12 Watt. Even extreme assumptions
for 2050, of 10 billion people consuming 10kW y8etd100*10712 watt, just 0.1% of solar input

According to a report islobal Fuels and Refining Todathe Swedish findings could have a “devastating
impact” on supposed “climate-friendly” solutionsciuding biofuels combustion and nuclear poweresin
such schemes cut net CO2 but don’t reduce heasiamss “Our study shows that anthropogenic heat
emissions are the main cause (three-fourths) difagiewarming,” researcher Bo Nordell told in an esive
interview. Given this conclusion, we then askedded: If CO2 sequestration isn’'t important for gping
global warming, then what if anything can be damstop it in the next few decades? “More efficiese

of fossil energy reduces the global warming — ihslso the least expensive method,” Nordell sdidhas
been shown that 40% to 50% reduction of the enesggumption is feasible in most industries. Reptac
fossil fuels with renewable energy also reducesttéheat emissions,” especially any renewablesh(as
solar and wind) that don’t release heat to makegsnée said.

The study found that the net heat emissimma the industrial age (from 1880 to 2000) corresptm
74% of the earth’s accumulated heat — that is,all@larming. “The missing heat (26%) must have other
causes, e.g., the greenhouse effect, the naturativas in the climate and/or the underestimatibnet
heat emissions,” “Since net heat emissions acdoumhost of the global warming, there is no oiditt
reason for carbon dioxide sequestration,” Nordefiatuded.



Asked about thautban heat island’ effect on global warming — caused by the expamsifcities
during the past 130 years — Nordell said that tin@pinion, heat islands have the same originis- it
mainly a result of heat emission in citiesRdrdell is correct about UH]|

About forty years ago, local heat pollution fromams stations was considered to be a big envirorahent
problem -- until it was discovered that fish andestmarine biota thrived in the warm region of toeling
water. In my bookThe Changing Global Environmehpublished by Reidel Publishing Company in
1975, | actually compared (page 42) solar warmiitg thermal power generation in the Los Angeles
basin. In 1970, this area of 4,000 square mileggaed thermal power equivalent to more than 5% of
solar energy absorbed at the ground. | estimétedthat by the year 2000, this value would ris&é&o
percent, based on extrapolated electric power eopsan with a doubling time of ten years and other
energy at a lower rate. Fig 8 showed the expdutadi released by automobiles, by residential-comiader
heating, and by electric power generation; the baing the total thermal power. Even if these estiis
are not quite correct, the waste heat loads age land can certainly lead to changes in local ¢éma
This released heat forms an important patih@Urban Heat Island Effect. Another part coffnes
solar heat, stored during the day in concrete dimer structures and released during the night fieoma
reduced evaporation. These effects are of cowise imdependent from known difficulties of tempera
measurements in urban areas, which often suffer froor placement of observing stations and other
problems, as discussed by Anthony Watts. Seswheartlandorg/books/SurfaceStations.html
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1. Western Governors are having second thoughts abt WCI

2. EPA Whistleblower Exposes Agenda’s Fatal FlawChris Horner
3. Climate Fixers’ Hard Sell -George Will

4. UK Energy Policy — Sientific Alliance

5. Air and Ocean temperatures Pavid Evans

6. Sea level budget over 2003-20085tobal and Planetary Change
7. “The Climate Caper” —Book Review by Andrew Bolt

8. “Global Warming False Alarm” —Ralph B. Alexander
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NEWS YOU CAN USE

The head of the IPC®Rajendra Pachauri says in an interview: "India is in no positiongocept caps."”
Is this just part of a well-coordinated bargainpasition in advance of the Copenhagen talks l&isr t
year? No. Research conducted by Dr. Pachaudigpgat The Energy and Resources Institute (TERI)
concludes that India needs as much as $11.9 triitidransition to a "low-carbon economy" over tigaxt
25 years. To put this number into context, it igibes India's current GDP.

If policy makers believe Pachauri's TERI asaythen of course India is not going to commit to
reducing emissions, unless the developed courghies up with a multi-trillion-dollar+ blank check.
These numbers also help to explain Indian skepticiger Hillary Clinton's claim that following a lew
carbon growth path can help grow the Indian econoRgger Pielke Jr, 21 July 2009
<http://rogerpielkejr.blogspot.com/2009/07/more-framdia-ten-times-gdp.htral

*% * *

Hansen'’s proposal of a carbon tax paid into theJuey is certainly a much better alternative to Wam-
Markey -- if one really wanted to limit CO2 emissso— assuming (1) that such a policy is neededhé®)
anthropogenic CO2 increases will make a significamtribution to Global Warming. [The evidence says
No, contrary to the IPCC report; se@w.nipccreport.ord; and (3) that a warmer climate (such as existed
during many periods of earth history) is worse thalder climate. But a carbon tax, while more
effective and less costly, is not as attractivpdbticians as the Waxman-Markey bill, which dispes




multi-billions of goodies and deserves to be callBge Full Employment for Lobbyists Act of 2009.”
But even an energy tax has many loopholésstivaly will be exploited. Should farmers pay the?
What about municipalities, police, firemen, hodigitalergy, etc, etc. The Defense DepartmentI$ur
they will exempt “pollution-free” solar and wind ergy. But how will enviros react to nuclear energy
which also emits no CO2? One could go on...
The best course of action is to do nothiragne adapt to inevitable naturally-caused climatnges, as
mankind has been doing since the dawn of history.

* *% * * *% *

The influence of financial gain on the climate-chamlebate is well described by Joanna Nova:
http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/storiegfpa/originals/climate _money.pdf

Here is the shorter description (linked to by Drel)dg
http://www.transworldnews.com/NewsStory.aspx?id=I3M&cat=12
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http://cowles.econ.yale.edu/P/cd/d16b/d1686.pdthis paper by Yale economist William Nordhasis i
great fun. It has been argued by some AGWA ecostsrttiat calculating mean benefit/cost ratios of
various policy options, such a cap-and-trade amdozataxes, is a distortion of the true economiedh
because it neglects the effect of truly extremepauhaps low-probability events. Here ‘mean’ mehes
mid point of IPCC predictions (3.0 deg C for dong). These typically give mediocre ratios becabse
policies are economically expensive and the avoatedronmental damage is relatively small and & th
distant future. These results cannot be allowestand. So what happens if the right answer iéyr8aleg
C for doubling as the upper-end models predict @Menind that we haven't warmed by 4 degrees C since
1870; never mind the question of what happenseifigpht answer is really much less than 3 degreps C
And so a new way of looking at the economic impgEuch a true catastrophe is to calculate theivela
utilities via model utility functions. And behdldlhe result is a new theorem, which suggestsitlabk
for societies to spend huge amounts of money taautah life-ending catastrophes, even if theylane
likelihood. Nordhaus shows that if this were trewe, would now be spending trillions of dollars &muce
the risk of a collision with a K-T type asteroitt.doesn’t happen and it is not necessary.
Just in time for the Apollo 40-year anniversaiioonwalkers Defy Gore: NASA Astronaut Dr. Buzz
Aldrin and Jack Schmitt reject global warming fears Defy Gore's Claim That Climate Skeptics Are
Akin To Those Who Believe Moon Landing was 'Staged' July 3, 2009
http://www.climatedepot.com/a/1792/Another-MoonveHDefies-Gore-NASA-Astronaut-Dr-Buzz-
Aldrin-rejects-global-warming-fears-Climate-has-hemanging-for-billions-of-years

New Lomborg article: “Mr. Gore, Your Solution tdgbal Warming is Wrong”
http://www.esquire.com/features/new-solutions-tobgll-warming-0809

Lord Monckton writes on his experience with PhysicSociety Feb 2009
http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/storiegfya/commentaries/reviewed_or_not.pdf
http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/commentaries eSsaviewed or_not_reviewed.html

BELOW THE BOTTOM LINE

“1 frankly think that this Copenhagen is the lastiebe for us to deal with this problem. I'm seridfisve
don't do anything now, we're going to push the dpdst what is known as a 2-degree-Celsius threshol
which means that we are committing it to 12 metfesea level rise, the desertification of southgumope
and many, many other things* Andrew Weaver, Univ of British Colombia, The £&dte, 20 July 2009
SEPP says: So that's it — his 12 m vs our 18 c®x. in 5 years: 60cm vs 1cm. | challenge him to a.be

*hkkkkhkkhkkhk *

From a letter from my country squire friend in Coall, UK:

One wonders why all these "greenie" politicians 'tdpropose a tax on pet owners. My own view of {gets
that they represent the surest mechanism yet adkfaseshovelling in money at one end and harvesting
excrement at the other. Whether or not one agratbsthis rather bleak assessment, however, ongtisin
beyond dispute, and that is that 99% of pets aietlst optional adjuncts to anyone's life. From an
orthodox AGW perspective these millions/billiongxtfaneous over/inbred critters exhale CO2, eat va
guantities of nourishment (usually animal-basedjicl, if warmistas such as Pachauri are to be lvelig



generate in their preparation huge quantities a@fas they label as a pollutant.

So, | say again, why no disincentive to pet aghip proposed by these self-proclaimed saviouth®f
planet? Could it just be that they sense that arths proposal would have them out in the stre¢heat
next election? Perish such a dishonourable thought!

SEPP says: In Washington DC we make exceptionrsHortuguese water dogs

John (Jack) Jacohstor 1V (1864-1912) presented a unique way to stopalcehange. From the book
"When the Astors Owned New York" by Justin Kapldiking, the Penguin group, 2006. page 66 :

In Jack's world of the future, scientists emploggdhe Terrestrial Axis Straightening Company hasesl
apergy* to nullify gravity, melt the polar ice cagnd blow up the Aleutian Islands. All this had iéene
in order "to straighten the axis of the earth, tmmbine the extreme heat of summer with the inteaisieof
the winter and produce a uniform temperature focledegree of latitude the year around.

[* Apergy combines "negative and positive electriaitih electricity of the third element or state."]
Congress should look into this idea, the same Ibeteignperature year around and everywhere no global
change at all. H/t to my friendly climatologist Mac Ross (ex-USGS)
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1. WESTERN GOVERNORS ARE HAVING SECOND THOUGHTS

The Western Climate Initiative (WCI) whose goal is a cap-and-trade agreement among nrestdtes
(AZ, NM, CA, OR, WA, UT, and MT)- draws criticism by two of the governors -- SaralirPaf Alaska
and Rick Perry of Texas, both Republicans. Now Benat Gov. Dave Freudenthal of Wyoming has
joined them, AReportsvia the Casper Tribune. Colorado Gov. Bill Ri@pids the questiofiom
Oklahoma Sen. James Inhofe (YouTube embedded &elNecMalkin's site): ““.are you here supporting
Waxman-Markey today?Ritter won't publicly acknowledge he supports Xien-Markey. That's because
as Inhofe set up his question, Colorado oil-shefeodits would be put off limits by the bill (theve¢

severe economic consequences for the state, aitidgdaonsequences for the governor), and he also
detailed how W-M would harm farmers in eastern Cado.

Curiously also, "green" Governor Ritter has failedake the step of joining his enviro-left colleag of

the Western Governors Association (WGA) as membgtise Western Climate Initiativedespitegoing to
great lengthsluring his term to hone his global warming credsdst Afternoting Wyoming Democrat

Gov. Dave Freudenthal's positipasterday, that now makes two of the party's gowarholding their
noses over Waxman-Markey. Montana’s Gov. Brianw&itzer says out of one side of his mouth that it's
wrongheaded, while out of the other sidedefends WC{and WGA's management of it) to the hilt.

*hkkkkhkkhkkhk * *khkkkk

2. GLOBAL WARMING’S MISSING LINK: EPA WHISTLEBLOWE R

EXPOSES AGENDA'S FATAL FLAW
By Chris Horner, July 20, 2009http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/2297086ip0

The Environmental Protection Agency is pushinggtesatest regulatory intervention in US history,
seeking to declare that carbon dioxide poses atidiggerment” under the Clean Air Act, threatening
human health and the environment. To hear the ERA,tCO2 — which nonetheless remains indispdasib
to life on earth and without which plants die, mofevhich produces higher crop yields, etc. — ¥illl us

all.

This proposal is a cornerstone of the Obama adtratiizn’s attempt to bring the energy sector of the
economy under state control just as it seeks twittohealth care, essentially ruining somethingiider to
take it over in the name of cleaning up capitalsmess. It's an old play, which the statists hawvefor
decades, certain that every now and then it widhkrfor a big gain. But an inconvenient EPA career
professional just doing his job assessed the peeamid informed his superiors, in the sole substanti
report presented in the Agency'’s internal deliders, that upon scrutiny CO2 clearly does not drive
temperatures or climate but oddly enough, the sgnogeans do. His boss told him to shut up, thtting
good could come to their office by injecting thisadysis into the process, as the decision had beete.



One problem with that, of course, is that the deniss not allowed to be made before the processima
its course. That is the entire purpose of an iatedebate which, internal documents now prove, was
truncated and in fact illusory.

For his troubles, this physics graduate of Cal Tawth MIT PhD economist — which are why he had diis |
— was subjected to the ritual smear job as undedlfy the thugs running the global warming industr
The nicest thing said about him was “He’s not mate scientist!” shrieked by legions of non-scigsti
nonetheless cocksure of their own wisdom, insighitiaformed judgment on the matter.

Left unmentioned were the scientific credentialshef EPA administrator, President Obama, and the 53
members of Congress who are tasked with decidimgstue. “He’s just an economist!” the non-scigsitis
line continued, ignoring that whole physics-dedgteag and that, ah, well, the UN’s “chief climate
scientist” is “just an economist.” Again, as theistleblower Dr. Alan Carlin learned, facts havédit
weight in this debate. Still, one key truth thatl®abrought to the fore exposes how — assuminggaaity
prevails in the Senate and Congress is unablegosm“cap-and-trade” energy rationing — his expa#ié
carry the day in court.

This is man-made warming theory’s missing link. Thabal warming industry and its political enablers

have been getting away with an amazing stunt dtihgout from the equation inconvenient things viahic
your lying eyes might tell you. Amid the cries efdrming proceeding even faster than predicted” — an
actual, common claim among alarmists, politiciand the media — observations reveal that the recent

cooling has brought us to the average of the eBOrgear history of the satellite temperature rdcor

Climate changes and temperatures go up and doait's thhat they do, so it is surely an amusing
coincidence of statistics to see no temperaturagdhfollowing a three-decade-long cooling spelt tha
ended with the coldest decade of the century (B7®4). To see this as “global warming” hysteriatkis
the policymaking process of a major economic pag/staggering.

The crux of what Carlin revealed is that the alatrnampaign has, through indignant repetition and a
absurdly flawed syllogism, substituted man-madegineuse gas (GHG) emissions as a proxy for
temperatures. The disfavored human activity sometmwequates with the weather, a bizarre apples-and
stethoscopes comparison.

To grasp this we need a quick history of the cagmpaBy the late 1980s “global cooling” had givenya
warming as a vehicle for various types to rally plblic around their agenda (the Club of Rome aehchit
this in its 1991 book “The First Global RevolutignThis global warming industry coalesced to demand
fealty to a strange premise: Mankind would agreemploy the gentle ministrations of national and,
preferably, supranational bureaucrats to keepdii’'s temperature from rising more than two degree
Celsius higher than “pre-industrial” temperatures.

Now, “pre-industrial” is code for the most cynicdhtistical cherry-picking of our time, given the
approximation with the end of a geophysical phenmwneknown as the Little Ice Age, a miserable, cold
and cloudy period of crop failure, infant mortalégd disease.

This “two degree solution” didn't last long, thartkswhat | can only guess was a nagging fear tieat t
public are aware that temperatures go up and didwwoon gave way to a metric of keeping atmospheric
GHG concentrations below a “dangerous” level, thotige UN scientists (economists, whatever) tasked
with asserting what that level is refused to do so.

This was never about climate anyway but populafitestyle, energy use and, above all else, consml
such obstacles were ignored and the industry mdgation to a metric even more convenient for them,
GHG emissions. This is the tortured path bringibgwa the oddity of alarmists citing emissions goipg
faster than predicted as proving that global wagnénproceeding faster than predicted, while teajprees
are flat and even cooling. To date, it's worked.

EPA's “endangerment finding” is rife with this albpduinon sequitor: CO2 concentrations are going up,
Man’s CO2 is surely behind this, therefore manaigsing climate change. In its “finding” the EPAgdithe



UN'’s IPCC, fail to establish the missing link, tl@a®2 drives climate. Instead, EPA just points ® th
IPCC, which in turn simply proclaims the relatioipsthaving itself also never having cited any autio
establishing (rather than assuming) that CO2 dtieagerature or climate, in the past or now.

While never the subject of a US court’s scrutits premise for the entire enterprise will by nastgde a
principal focus of any challenge to EPA. It seenghly doubtful that EPA could support such a liriefor
lack of a better word, reasoning, particularlyight of Carlin’s stifled analysis and recent peeviewed
literature. This will only occur by avoiding thepe-stricken acceptance by industry holdouts of som
(they hope) a less-bad deal in the Senate foradeGPA.

Upon scrutiny, covered industry has no option émg-term survival but to pursue victory. This besgim
the Senate, which still lacks the votes to passatk legislation. Neither peace nor concern isébe, and
industry should not cut a deal. The alarmist induisas never been forced to make its case. ThedaRA

be forced to make it, and it is unlikely that theayn.
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkhkkhkkkkkkkk

3. CLIMATE FIXERS' HARD SELL
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/agi2in09/07/22/AR2009072202415.html
by George Will, July 23, 2009

Unfortunately, China's president had to dash hansippress ethnic riots. Had he stayed in ltatheat
recent G-8 summit, he could have continued the ilean task of disabusing Barack Obama of his
amazingly durable belief, shared by the U.S. Casgyrihat China -- and India, Brazil, Mexico andeoth
developing nations -- will sacrifice their modemtion on the altar of climate change. China ha®eem
pressing agenda, and not even suppressing ricsheist.

China made this clear in June, when its vice presa@, opaquely, that China will "actively" paitiate in
climate change talks on a basis of "common buerbfitiated responsibility.” The meaning of that was
made clear three days later, at a climate changie@nce in Bonn, where a Chinese spokesman rgitera
that his country's priority is economic growth: ¥&i that, it is natural for China to have someedase in

its emissions, so it is not possible for Chinahiattcontext to accept a binding or compulsory tatdenat
was redundant: In January, China announced theditinuing reliance on coal as its primary sowte
energy will require increasing coal production 3gent in the next six years.

In Bonn, even thoroughly developed Japan promisdygla2 percent increase of its emission-reduction
obligations under the 1997 Kyoto agreement. Jagketsion left Yvo de Boer, the slow learner whthis
U.N.'s climate change czar, nonplussed: "For ttst fiime in my two and a half years in this jololoin't
know what to say."

Others did. They said: On to Italy! The Financiah&s reported, "Officials are now pinning their bep
on the G-8 summit.

Which has come and gone, the eight having voweditemissions of greenhouse gases 80 percent by
2050, which is 41 years distant. As is 1968, wisieams as remote as the Punic Wars, considering that
more than half of all living Americans were boriteafl966. If you do not want to do anything today,
promise to do everything tomorrow, which is alwayday away.

Still, sternly declaring that they will brook nomsense from nature, the eight made a commitmdmit-a
nonbinding one -- that Earth's temperature shdllise by more than 3.6 degrees Fahrenheit over
"preindustrial levels." That is the goal. Detadsfollow. Tomorrow.

Explaining such lethargy in the face of a suppasmdrgency, the G-8's host, Italy's Prime Minisibri&

Berlusconi, said the eight should not burden théraseas long as "5 billion people continue to behas
they have always behaved." Actually, the problemnpieople who think it is a problem, is that thiilion
in the developing world are behaving in a new wifier centuries of exclusion from economic growth,
they are enjoying it, which is tiresome to woulddbienate fixers in already prosperous nations.



The fixers say: On to Copenhagen! There, in Decenthe moveable feast of climate confabulations wil
continue. By which time China alone, at its curngeate, probably will have brought on line 14 mazale
fired generating plants, each of them capable @figding all the electricity needed for a city theesof

San Diego. And last Sunday, India told visiting ie¢ary of State Hillary Clinton that there is "nase" for
U.S. pressure on India to reduce carbon emissions.

The costs of weaning the U.S. economy off muchsofdliance on carbon are uncertain, but certainly
large. The climatic benefits of doing so are uraiarbut, given the behavior of those pesky 5 hillio
almost certainly small, perhaps minuscule, evenaasurable. Fortunately, skepticism about the eciglen
that supposedly supports current alarmism abouniaté change is growing, as is evidence that, weatev
the truth about the problem turns out to be, UcBoas cannot be significantly ameliorative.

When New York Times columnist Tom Friedman calledm "young Americans" to "get a million people
on the Washington Mall calling for a price on carfyanother columnist, Mark Steyn, responded: "If
you're 29, there has been no global warming for gotire adult life. If you're graduating high soho
there has been no global warming since you enfamdyrade."

Which could explain why the Mall does not reverlenaith youthful clamors about carbon. And why,
regarding climate change, the U.S. government;jmgdo impose unilateral cap-and-trade burdensen t
sagging U.S. economy, looks increasingly like sameewoho bought a closetful of platform shoes ané bel
bottom slacks just as disco was dying.

* * * *kkkkkkhk *khkkhkkhk * *kkkhkkk

4. UK ENERGY POLICY
The Scientific Alliance, 16th July 2009

The UK government has just published a new renesvaibérgy white paper - the Low Carbon Transition
Plan - together with three supporting documentwa Carbon Industrial Strategy, a Renewable Energy
Strategy and a Low Carbon Transport Plan. As aggekthese plot the course for the country to r@ach
number of ambitious goals, including a 34% reductiogreenhouse gas emissions by 2020 (from a 1990
baseline) and for 15% of energy to come from refugveesources by the same date.

The EU is set on leading the world in decarbonisiigeconomy, and now the UK is staking its claam t
take a lead in Europe. The plans are not only aoulsit but also complex. The various parts of thekpge
are inter-related and it will take some time toseeaut all the details, so of which may be madidedtely
obscure at this stage to give the government maggle room later.

But the headlines are clear enough: nuclear is mafdvour but new capacity will not be on streanptug
the yawning gap as aging power stations - botheanand coal - are decommissioned. Other coal-fired
stations are expected to be lost not because tkayodlonger viable, but because their continuedvwsuld
breach EU emissions standards. The gap insteatbevillled by renewables, with more than 30% of
electricity to come from wind, biomass, hydro, wavel tidal generators.

Transport energy will also be 10% from renewabiesluded in the mix would be support for electrios
and possible further railway electrification. Neittof these, of course, make much sense if theggitier
run them is generated by fossil fuels.

To quote from the Renewable Energy Strategy: "Tleeipe breakdown of the 2020 renewable energy
target between technologies will depend on howstors respond to the incentives we put in place.”
Roughly translated, this means it will how muchpiayers' money will be handed over to make it
worthwhile to invest in otherwise uneconomic getiegacapacity, which in turn will mean that thosere
taxpayers then receive higher electricity bills.

The report makes it clear that more than two-thafithe total target could be supplied by off- amd
shore wind farms. That is, consumers and industmylavrely for 20% of their energy needs on a highktc
intermittent source of supply, backed up by a ®irth0% from other renewables. With the exception of
biomass and bio-gas, these would also be intemmitind largely unproven technologies.



And yet, these proposals would "contribute to #eusity of energy supplies in the UK through reduts

in our demand for fossil fuels of around 10%, aad gnports by between 20-30% against our forecast u
in 2020." Security of energy supplies in the lites@anse, maybe. But energy security per se isferdift
matter. If the government really does rely on wimaver in this way, we are going to see the liglat®gt

on a regular basis, at least during winter. To @vbois will mean keeping more conventional capagity
stream to meet demand as the wind fluctuates,espetid reduction in emissions is likely to be mieds
than theory might predict.

But of course building the projected 4,000 on-steré 3,000 off-shore wind turbines by 2020 is a
Herculean task. That is pretty much two a dayHtiernext 12 years. For off-shore installationss it i
reckoned that there are normally only 60 days a& wéa&n such work could be done in the North Seat Th
means that at least four of these particular mesisteuld have to be erected each day to achieve the
target.

Additionally, on-shore wind turbine building hagexf been delayed or halted by vociferous local
opposition. The white paper accepts that the pransystem must be speeded up and "made more
predictable", and proposes setting up an "indepatdiefrastructure Planning Commission to "take
decisions on nationally significant projects in Emgl and Wales". We all know that the planning exyst
for major infrastructure projects can be intermieabften because of well-orchestrated campaigns by
national groups, but effectively overriding the reunt procedures for something as controversialiad w
farms may lead to more opposition than politicihage bargained for.

Given these factors, the likelihood is that neitter targets for renewable energy nor for emissions
reductions will be achieved (although the governnagapears to be ready to buy offsets to achieve the
latter, effectively watering it down). This meahat, after much heart-searching by the governmigthieo
day, we will almost certainly see more investmargas- and coal-fired power stations to providegne
security.

At the same time, there should of course be gréatestment in a range of novel technologies, lioth
power generation and transport. As these devetmgis avill decline and we may see a move away from
fossil fuels simply because better alternativesaaeglable which are economically competitive.

This also means looking more broadly and beingamegbto innovate rather than simply relying on
improving existing technologies. One intriguing gibdity is afforded by the discovery of bacterihiah
can grow on coal to yield methane, one of the tegila prospecting trip by the ever-inventive Aitan
scientist Craig Venter. Actually, his team havecdigered bacteria which break down coal to give miga
acids, hydrogen and carbon dioxide and others wisehthese as raw materials to make methane.

But tinkering with the genomes of micro-organissiséw so commonplace that engineering a single
bacterium to combine the two stages in an efficrea would be a natural next step. This gives the
prospect of replacing dirty, dangerous and inedfiticoal mining by a process which seeds coal segtms
the bacteria and then collects the methane at drmwel. BP thinks the concept is sufficiently attiive to
warrant working with Venter.

On CLOUD 09?

While politicians are formulating plans to tacklem@ate change on the assumption that the greenlyase
hypothesis is correct, scientists at CERN in Geragesstarting a major experiment to test an atare
idea that cosmic rays are important in determimegther patterns because of their influence ondclou
formation. The experiment - called CLOUD 09 - wébt the ability of high energy particles to inigia
cloud formation under a range of conditions.

This will enable two alternative hypotheses to balwated. One is that the variable solar wind tletsugh
more high energy cosmic rays when the Sun is iniet gghase (as now), leading to more cloud andingnd
to cool the atmosphere. An alternative is thag &dlar particles themselves which are the clouaidos. In
either case, evidence that the Sun has a gredg¢ciorplay in climate changes than the IPCC suggastld
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have very significant consequences, both for oturéuclimate and for government (and indeed,
international) policy.

Euan Mearns says: The global economy is governgdb supplies, the climate to large extent is
governed by solar activity and the effects of oceamrents, and the UK is governed by buffoons.

*

5. AIR AND OCEAN TEMPERATURES
By David Evans http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/storie@ees/originals/ocean_temps.pdf

mAir temperatures have been falling for years. $taslshow that 1998 was the warmest recent year an
that a cooling trend started in 2002. Even thedaasked thermometer data, which is corrupted bficiadi
heating sources close to 89% of its thermometedsadmich is heavily “corrected”, now shows a cooling
trend developing from 200@. The alarmists recently switched to ocean temperatumeasure global
warming.m The alarmists claim the world is still warmingattheat is building up in the oceans, and that
the ocean temperature is rising and rising fases&lclaims implicitly depend on a time period tp what

a “trend” is, because temperatures fluctuate. Téerasts provide the context by showing trends®t@

50 years. This is a clever trick to reframe theadepand essential to their caseéOcean temperatures have
only been measured properly from mid 2003, wherpifg® network became operational. Over 3,000
Argo floats cover all the world’s oceans. They dil@vn to measure temperatures, then resurfacalio ra
back the information. The previous XBT system did monitor huge areas of ocean, did not go as deep,
and was much less accura#eOcean temperatures are dropping slightly. The Alafa shows that the
oceans have been cooling slightly since mid 20a8.l@st data, from satellites and Argo, showsttieat

air and oceans have not warmed for at least fieesy&d he world is now cooling slightly, so therecs

heat accumulating. Some natural cooling force isetily stronger than the warming due to human
emissions.

m Short-term trends contradict the alarmist clai@st best data, from satellites and Argo, showsttieat

air and oceans have not warmed for at least fieesy& he world is now cooling slightly, so therecs

heat accumulating. Some natural cooling force isetily stronger than the warming due to human
emissionsm Long-term trends contradict the alarmist claimse Torld has been recovering from the little
ice age, warming at a steady trend rate since tithGalternate warming and cooling oscillationsabbut
30 years. The pattern suggests we have just fidigtelast warming, and have entered a coolingderi
until about 2030m The latest alarmist claims are a bluff. The alatrolaims only appear credible if trends
shorter than 10 years or longer than 50 yearsgaéd. But it will take time to inform the pubbnd
politicians that the alarmist’s claims are basel®@¢ish the US climate bill now being debated anel th
Copenhagen climate conference coming up in Dece®@9, they only need to make the public believe
their schtick for a few montha. Problems with alarmist graphs of ocean heat. Timily Argo data by
stopping in 2003, or contradict it by showing oceamming continuing through 2006.

*% * * * * *

6. SEA LEVEL BUDGET OVER 2003-2008:

“A Re-Evaluation From GRACE Space Gravimetry, Satelite Altimetry And Argo”
(Global and Planetary Chang&/ol 65, pp83-88, January 2009)
http://scciences.blogs.liberation.fr/home/files/€aave et _al GPC_2008.pdf

In a definitive paper about sea level chargay Cazenaveet al conclude:

“Over 2003-2008, the GRACE-based ocean mass hasased at an average rate of ~1.9 mm/yr (if we
take the upper range of possible GIA correctionssa®@mmended by Peltier, submitted for publication)
Such a rate agrees well with the sum of land-ices pdnd-water contributions (i.e., GRACE-based ice
sheet mass balance estimated in this study, GRAGEddand waters, plus recently published estimates
for the current glacier contribution). These resut turn offer constraints on the ocean mass GIA
correction, as well as on the glacier melting cdmition.”

The authors also note that since 2006 the ratecofase seems to have plateaued, an observattan sin
confirmed by others. A rigorous papér. [Trupin and J. Wahr “Orthogonal Stack of Global Tide Gauge
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Sea Level Data” pps 111 to 117 in Dennis D McCaghg William Carter (edsyariations in Earth
RotationGeophysical Monograph 59 American Geophysical ol 9 1990)] found:

“Global averages of tide data, after correcting fibie effects of post glacial rebound on individstaition
records, reveal an increase in sea level over #s¢ 80 years of between 1.1mm/yr and 1.9mm/yr,ith. w
a preferred value of 1.75mm/yr.The value of ~1.9mm/yr accords with other estimatgdsished around
that time.

J. D’Aleo concludes “The conclusion from these published paperdh bigiorous and definitive, is that the
rate of increase of the ocean mass has been cofmtawer 100 years at approximately 1.9mm/ythd
ocean mass has been increasing at the constanf igteroximately 1.9mm/yr for the last 100 yedss,
temperature cannot have been increasing at arasiogerate as the IPCC hypothesised. This is becaus
warmer water occupies a greater volume than ceadégr, other things being equal. Hence there is no
trace of any increased temperature in the totakrohthe oceans that could be attributable to AVEGha
IPCC hypothesised.”Fred Singer says | have a slightly different view; see my bookdHralk Cold
Science”

7. THE CLIMATE CAPER:

A new book by Garth Paltridge. Foreword by Christogr Monckton

Review by Andrew Bolt
http://blogs.news.com.au/heraldsun/andrewbolt/ingleg/heraldsun/comments/the_climate_caper/

Excerpts from his new book helttp://groups.google.com/group/alt.global-
warming/browse_thread/thread/eb7c05187ba5453c/bH8&89223b1?Ink=raot

Climatologist Dr Garth Paltridge has finally hadagh of the hysteria, hype and witchhunting tHats
the great global warming scare. Out today is bis hook, The Climate Caper: Paltridge discusses how
and why climate scientists have vastly overstatedcase for disastrous global warming.

Among other things he explains why forecasts olughrdryer Australia in the future - forecasts which
were the basis of the Garnaut economic recommendatihich led in turn to the Emissions Trading
Scheme now before parliament - are probably noesens

He says of climate change reseafdftiie whole business has hardened over the lastleamiglecades into
a semi-religious crusade in which climate sciestlsive developed an arrogance about their aims and
activity which brooks no argument either with thieilerpretation of the science or with the way skseence
is used."

Much of the book is devoted to examples and disongs how 'the system' keeps scientific scepticism
about forecasts of climatic doom from public vies for the rest of us, the attitude of a climatestist
can be coloured by politically correct ideas, hyead to be associated with a ‘cause’, by loyalty to
colleagues and by the rise of excessive researopetition. These are all powerful forces which afya
real fear within the research community that arresgion of scepticism about the current wisdom on
global warming can be disastrous to one's career.

Paltridge is a critic not easily dismissed by @ading promoters of apocalyptic warming, such asimal
expert Tim Flannery, singer Peter Garrett, gergnadtitioner Bob Brown, economist Ross Garnaut, ex
diplomat Kevin Rudd and former politican Al Gor@ne of whom have any of his expertise in climate
science:

Dr Paltridge was a Chief Research Scientist withRTBand is a Fellow of the [Australian] Academy of
Science. His is a specialist in atmospheric plsyaitd climatology. He took part in the establishind

the World Climate Program in the mid-1970's, and wih the US National Climate Office during 1989 a
the time of the emergence of the IPCC. For temsyka was CEO of the Antarctic Cooperative Research
Centre studying the role of Antarctica and the Beut Ocean in climate. He is currently an Emeritus
Professor at the University of Tasmania. Paltridge co-author of the clasdRadiative processes in
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meteorology and climatologyby G. W. Paltridge and C. M. R. Platt. Elsev&ientific Publ. Co., 1976

*khkkkkhkkhkkhk *kkkhkkk *kkk

8. GLOBAL WARMING FALSE ALARM:

The Bad Science Behind The UN’'s Assertion That MaMade CO2 Causes Global Warming
http://www.amazon.com/Global-Warming-False-Alarm-
Assertion/dp/0984098909/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=boakig&1247682943&sr=1-1

By Ralph B. Alexander. Canterbury Publishing, &dack 178 pp

Review by Lubos Motl (Cambridge, MA) - You might think that there ateeady many books about
climate change on the market. But Ralph Alexandixtk is special and unusually appropriate for both
beginners and experts in the field because ofilarzed attitude to the problem.

That doesn't mean that Dr Alexander ends up withiged" answer to the basic question. Just like a
majority of books on the subject, Dr Alexander nsaktee readers understand that the global warming
alarm is almost completely an artifact of manipolatwith the human psychology and with the datat. Bu
unlike the case of many other books, you will $et Dr Alexander is actually a mainstream sciei{ést
an applied scientist in the environmental sectdrp wares about the good name and functioning ehsei
Years ago, he was inclined to believe the "geneisdom" about the problem. His diametrically oppesi
conclusions are a result of his long research@ptioblem. And his pride of a scientist has beah hu
Climatology has become an ugly example of a sdiemtiscipline that has largely ceased to be sdient

Dr Alexander determines that the "ring" and therinational character of the IPCC, the climate pahel
the United Nations, are the main drivers of thadnya so the IPCC, its process, and its reportsterenain
players investigated by this text. He analyzeshib®ry and structure of the IPCC and finds out thi
panel is just a particular and heavily funded grotifpud partisans and activists that is meantgfeid a
predetermined conclusion and that doesn't reftexstientific opinion of the world's scientific coranity,
at least its financially and otherwise unbiased,@ard certainly not the available body of datatslLaf
numbers about the percentages of the scientisiagtee and disagree with various statements are
included.

The following chapters are dedicated to the stahttgsics in this debate: an introduction to theasrded
greenhouse effect and why it cannot account fort mibthe climate variability; computer models as th
main basis underlying the alarm and their flawe; @02 and temperature records and reconstructions,
their comparisons, and their flaws (including thkan heat effect); cherry-picking in various "comezsl"
studies; the interactions with politics (in botheditions); corruption of the conventional peer egwi
process; the biased IPCC evaluation of the cliatsitivity (warming from CO2 doubling); the lagtire
correlation showing that the temperature is a drinet an effect, of trace gas concentrations;rsola
oceanic, cosmic, and other natural drivers thaehawbe crucial (even though the author honesily #zat
science doesn't yet understand their precise gratate effects); the high possibility of a coolinghe
21st century.

A significant portion of the text is also concerneith the economic consequences of the alarm; the
failures of the cap-and-trade systems in the plastdifferences between various countries; andatise
hopes in green, luxurious sources of energy.

The book contains many wise stories and analogies the history, useful data from the present, some
jokes, and black-and-white pages that summarizé?8€ claims and their flaws in various sectionsoT
appendices discuss the feedbacks and the eff@aafic Decadal Oscillation. And indeed, Dr Alexand
had to include some equations, too. The book l&m®m# glossary, 30 pages of technical endnotes
(including many references that don't disturb yothie main text), and an index. At any rate, guge an
amazing piece of work that is fun to read - becadses detailed data, its convincing case, andmvstyle

- and | wholeheartedly recommend you to buy it seatl it.

Review by J. Drallos(Michigan) - This book is not one to judge bydtsser. Its strongly-worded title and
chapter headings might easily lead one to expactlaolds-barred adversarial work, but it turnstoube
quite the opposite. Refreshingly, Dr. Alexandelygesis warm and friendly throughout, providing a
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comfortable, well-paced and very informative readact, | read the entire book in just two sit@ngvhich
for a mostly technical book is quite an achievemkattribute the ease of reading to the bookisrfanded
style and its clear and logical progression of &dea

Although the book does not demand a high levetirgific background, there is sufficient depth alada
from any of the many referenced sources to sagig@n the more scientifically advanced reader.

The basic method of the book is to present the nejmlence and lines of reasoning on which the IPCC
conclusions are based. Then the evidence is exdrfon@ccuracy or systematic bias while the corichs
based on that evidence are examined for logicaistancy. The whole idea, essentially, is to hbél t
IPCC claims accountable to the established rul&c@nce. Yes, there are rules of Science. Amooggth
rules are that measurements be objective and adgeathat conclusions logically follow from their
premises and that the laws of Physics are the saprgwhere and always. These are the main crieria
which the book holds the IPCC accountable. | dbin'ik I'd be spoiling the ending by telling you thiae
IPCC fails miserably in this accountability.

In a way, the book puts the layman on par withetgert because one needs only a rational mind to
understand when certain conclusions cannot be ditarna given set of premises. Nor does one need to
be an expert to see how systematic bias in a me@sut can affect its outcome and invalidate the
conclusions which are based on it. These principteghe real beauty of the book because they are
fundamental to Science and transcend individuateige. They allow the layman to authoritatively tiee
‘expert' when he's wrong and this book clearly taytsthe mistakes and missteps that the IPCC kasta



