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The consequence of overconfidence about climate science is tragic. 
“Poorest households hit hardest by UK climate change levy despite using 
least energy. Then something monstrous happened – the gentle socialists I 
knew suddenly stopped caring about the here and now, they became fixated 
on a hypothetical distant future none of them would ever live to see.” 
John Barrett 
Professor of Energy and Climate Policy, University of Leeds 
 
 
 

 
James Matkin, LAWYER WRITER (2006-present) 
	
	

CLIMATE OVERCONFIDENCE WORSENS THE PLIGHT OF 
IMPOVERISHED MILLIONS AND SPURS IMMORAL 
GOVERNMENT SPENDING 

“We have found it of paramount importance that in order to progress, we 
must recognize our ignorance and leave room for doubt. Scientific 
knowledge is a body of statements of varying degrees of certainty – some 
most unsure, some nearly sure, but none absolutely certain.” Richard 
Feynman, The Value of Science, 1955. 

Canada’s national newspaper the Globe & Mail first published my research 
on the climate issue in 1991 ( ..) I urged a wait and see view as the science 
was not settled and any action by Canada would have no effect “like a drop 
in the ocean.” 

My article published in 1991 by the GLOBE urged "MORE RESEARCH" 
on global warming theory . C02 is essential to plant life. GLOBAL 
WARMING IS NATURAL. Climate is always changing. Canada is - 
"ONLY A DROP IN THE OCEAN." 

I relied on the safety research of Aaron Wildavsky who said if the risk is 
predictable or low probability then resilience is the right action. 
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LOW PROBABLITY OF TOO HOT CLIMATE 

My view hasn’t changed and the fear of unprecedented warming by fossil 
fuels is a very low probability and more untrue today than in 1991. Solar 
radiation has gone into decline making winters earlier, colder with more 
snow around the world. 

 

Recent reports claim 2017 was the warmest year.  This is incredulous 
as the temperature increase is so small as to be within the statistical 
error of reporting. 
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PAUSE IN GLOBAL WARMING CONTINUES WITH SMALL 
DECLINE 

 

Temperatures for 2017 and 2015 are virtually identical.  

Nasa rates 2017 the second hottest year, and Noaa and the Met 
Office judge it to be the third hottest since records began in 1850.  

The Met Office HadCRUT4 global temperature series shows that 
2017 was 0.99C (±0.1C) above "pre-industrial" levels – that’s taken 
as the average over the period 1850-1900.  

It was 0.38 (±0.1C) above the 1981-2010 average. 

The Conversation: Poor Getting Slammed by UK Climate 
Levy 
Eric Worrall / 20 hours ago  

 
Guest essay by Eric Worrall 
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The Conversation has noticed that climate taxes on energy used for home 
heating hurts poor people. 

Poorest households hit hardest by UK climate change levy despite using 
least energy 
March 2, 2018 10.58pm AEDT 
John Barrett 
Professor of Energy and Climate Policy, University of Leeds 
Anne Owen 
Research Fellow in Sustainable Consumption, University of Leeds 

The UK is one of the leading countries in addressing climate change. As 
well as signing international agreements, the country has its own target to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 80% from 1990 levels by 2050. And 
as part of the effort to meet that target, the government has added a levy to 
business and household energy bills. The average household energy bill is 
around £1,030 a year and the levy costs an average of £132 (2016 figures). 
The good news is that the levy is working. About 20% of the levy is spent 
on improving the efficiency of homes. This is done by funding schemes such 
as the Energy Company Obligation, which provides insulation and other 
energy-saving measures to low-income households. The average household 
energy bill would be £490 higher without these improvements. The 
money is also spent on research to improve renewable energy sources, such 
as wind and solar power, and help bring down their cost. 
But is this really a fair way to raise the money? Our new research shows 
that the poorest households not only are hit hardest by the levy but also 
receive less money back in the form of home improvements than they 
contribute in the first place. 
… 

We found that, in a year, the richest households each consumed on average 
the same amount of energy that would be produced by 12.7 tonnes of oil, 
compared to 3.3 tonnes for the poorest households. But the poorest spent a 
much greater proportion of their income (10%) on energy than the richest 
(3%). And the energy used for heating and powering their homes – the part 
that their climate change levy bill is measured on – represented a much 
greater proportion of their overall energy use. 

This means that adding the climate change levy to household energy bills 
hits the poorest households hardest. Energy bills account for a much greater 
share of their household income and more of their energy use is charged. In 



	 5	

fact, the levy only affects a quarter of the total energy consumption of the 
richest households, compared to 53% for the poorest households. As a 
result, the richest homes use nearly four times more total energy than the 
poorest but only pay 1.8 times more towards energy policy costs. 

… 

Read more: https://theconversation.com/poorest-households-hit-
hardest-by-uk-climate-change-levy-despite-using-least-energy-92707 
The full research paper is available here. 
This research echoes similar research in the USA, research which 
suggests California’s regressive climate taxes are hurting poor people – an 
issue covered by WUWT a few days ago. 
This issue really upsets me. I’m not a fan of big government, but green 
socialists pushing policies which actually hurt poor people seems insanely 
cruel. 

As a child and young adult I could always relate to the objectives of my 
socialist friends – better opportunities, helping the poor and vulnerable – 
even though as a right winger I thought their policy ideas and methods, their 
plan to rely on governments to do the right thing, was implausible and 
counterproductive. 

Then something monstrous happened – the gentle socialists I knew suddenly 
stopped caring about the here and now, they became fixated on a 
hypothetical distant future none of them would ever live to see. They started 
demanding policies they knew would hurt the people they claimed to care 
about, but waved away all and any objections in the name of saving the 
world. 

https://wattsupwiththat.com/2018/03/02/the-conversation-poor-getting-
slammed-by-uk-climate-levy/ 

 
CO2 Coalition 
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@Co2Coalition 
Jan 27 
More 

Economic policy is about costs and trade-offs. Attempts to reduce 
CO2 emissions are costly and scarce resources are better spent not 
regulating the very molecule we exhale.  #CO2       #MiracleMolecule      
 https://buff.ly/2rFHsvX       
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https://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/temp-and-prec

ip/global-maps/ 

Large parts of the earth are without weather stations see above in 
grey making it impossible to measure the global temperature with 
such apparent precision. 
 
It is laughable that they can seriously claim they know the 
Earth’s temperature to such small margins. 
And, as has been pointed out, they always like to talk in terms of 
anomalies, to make things seem more alarming. 
According to NOAA, the average global temperature in 2017 was 
14.74C, so in terms of actual temperatures rather than anomalies the 
trend looks like this: 
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https://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/cag/time-series/global 

What this chart shows is there is no unprecedented warming over the 
past 120 years.  There is very small warming that is surely from natural 
forces not AGW. 

But there is one thing in climate science that is very certain. The 
usual suspects will be back this time next year, proclaiming that 
global warming is worse than ever! The data does not support the 
fearmongering! 

 

 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?tab=wm#all/1610f3c5b439d6ba 

https://notalotofpeopleknowthat.wordpress.com/author/notalotofpeople
knowthat/ 

 

 

Big dig begins after Quebec slammed with record-setting blizzard 
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Montreal Mayor Denis Coderre urges people to stay home as crews 
scramble to clear roads 

By Benjamin Shingler, CBC News Posted: Mar 15, 2017 6:40 AM ET Last 
Updated: Mar 15, 2017 9:34 PM ET 

German research shows crumbling consensus on warming with the portent 
of an ice age coming because of the unusual colder weather of the past 
decades. Germany Warns Of Coming Mini Ice Age 

Posted on July 5, 2016 by Sean Adl-Tabatabai in Sci/Environment 

Solar physicists from Germany have issued a warning that Europe is 
about to enter a mini ice age in the next few years. 

Scientists at the ultra-warmist Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact 
Research (PIK) say that the current solar minimum suggests the continent is 
about to suffer a miniature ice-age. 

The Berliner Kurier writes: 

“That’s the conclusion that solar physicists of the Potsdam Institute for 
Climate Impact Research reached when looking at solar activity.” 

For an institute that over the past 20 years has steadfastly insisted that man 
has been almost the sole factor in climate change over the past century and 
that the sun no longer plays a role, this is quite remarkable. 

The Berliner Kurier reports that the PIK scientists foresee a weakening of 
the sun’s activity over the coming years. 

“That means that conversely it is going to get colder. The scientists are 
speaking of a little ice age.” 

According to the PIK scientists, the reduced solar activity will, however, not 
be able to stop the global warming and only brake the warming up to 2100 
by 0.3°C. 

Given the extreme warnings of warming and sea level rise put out by the 
Potsdam Institute in the past, this still represents an extraordinary admission, 
one that has us suspecting a major climate turnaround may be ahead – 
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despite all the efforts by the Potsdam Institute to play it all down. Here we 
see them possibly setting up a global warming postponement of a couple of 
decades. The sun plays a role after all. 

 

The source of the Berliner Kurier report is the Austrian weather site 
wetter.at. The site writes that some solar physicists suspect the current solar 
inactivity may be “the start of a new grand minimum” like the one the planet 
saw in the 17th century and left Europe in an ice box. 

Dozens of studies show Little Ice Age was global! 

Though most scientists agree that the Little Ice Age took place, many 
dispute its extent. Some insist it was localized over the North Atlantic 
region. But now there are dozens of studies that show it was in fact a global 
event. That should make us worry. 

Germany Warns Of Coming Mini Ice Age 

“The fact is that climate is an incredibly complex, somewhat 
chaotic system, and the track record of past predictions 
leaves something to be desired.  Here is a link to a NYT 
article from 1975 about the global cooling scare of the time: 
 
Scientists Ask Why World Climate Is Changing; Major 
Cooling May Be Ahead; Scientists Ponder Why World's 
Climate Is Changing; a Major Cooling Widely Considered to 
Be Inevitable 
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Some scientists - notably in Russia, Norway, and China - 
actually expect global cooling for real this time as a 
consequence of a grand solar minimum and negative multi-
decadal ocean cycles.  (In 1975 there was no grand solar 
minimum, and multi-decadal ocean cycles were not properly 
understood until fairly recently).  In the Maunder Minimum, 
there were fairs held on the frozen River Thames, and there 
is in any case work suggesting that grand solar minima are 
associated with cold winters in Europe.  (What remains less 
established is the global impact).  If this should be true, the 
consequences will be much more important and pressing 
than warming.  Warming is good for human and plant 
life.  Cooling, not so much. 
 
Russian scientist predicts global cooling 
Could we be in for 30 years of global COOLING?” 
 
Laeeth Isharc, global macro at the juncture of technology and the 
humanities his Quora answer https://www.quora.com/Why-do-
so-many-people-not-believe-scientists-who-have-spent-many-
years-doing-research-to-conclude-that-climate-change-global-
warming-is-a-real-threat 
 

Answered Feb 27, 2015 
THE SOCIAL INJUSTICE OF ENERGY 
POVERTY 
Energy Poverty is devastating 

Energy poverty is devastating for more than 2 billion impoverished peoples 
living without electricity for light and heat. Cooking happens the way it has 
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for centuries before – over smoky indoor fires that do no favors for lungs or 
life expectancies. I witnessed the tragedy first hand working in the China 
countryside in the winter where peasants are forced to live with their animals 
in a vain attempt to keep warm. Their weathered faces from the harsh life in 
the dark without heat is very sad. 

 

 

Once upon a time, social justice was synonymous with equal access to 
modern amenities — electric lighting so poor children could read at night, 
refrigerators so milk could be kept on hand, and washing machines to save 
the hands and backs of women. Malthus was rightly denounced by 
generations of socialists as a cruel aristocrat who cloaked his elitism in 
pseudo-science, and claimed that Nature couldn't possibly feed any more 
hungry months. 

Now, at the very moment modern energy arrives for global poor — 
something a prior generation of socialists would have celebrated and, 
indeed, demanded — today's leading left-wing leaders advocate a return to 
energy penury. The loudest advocates of cheap energy for the poor are on 
the libertarian Right, while The Nation dresses up neo-Malthusianism as 
revolutionary socialism. 

Left-wing politics was once about destabilizing power relations between the 
West and the Rest. Now, under the sign of climate justice, it's about 
sustaining them. 

 

Left-wing politicians like Al Gore, Obama and Naomi Klein crusading 
against cheap coal and efficient fossil fuels represents the greatest 
progressive reversal in history. 
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http://***http://thebreakthrough.org/index.php/voices/michael-
shellenberger-and-ted-nordhaus/its-not-about-the-climate*** 

This is immoral. 

Climate movement’s immoral spending 

By Tom Harris 

The consequence of overconfidence about climate science is tragic. 
According to the San Francisco-based Climate Policy Initiative, of the $1 
billion spent worldwide each day on climate finance, 94 percent goes to 
mitigation, trying to control future climate. Only 6 percent of global climate 
finance is dedicated to helping vulnerable people cope with climate change 
today. In developing countries, even less, an abysmal 5 percent, goes to 
adaptation. Based on a theory about climate, we are letting people die today 
so as to possibly help those in the distant future. 

"Providing the world’s most deprived countries with solar panels instead of 
better health care or education is inexcusable self-indulgence. Green energy 
sources may be good to keep on a single light or to charge a cellphone. But 
three billion people suffer from the effects of indoor air pollution because 
they burn wood, coal or dung to cook. These people need access to 
affordable, reliable electricity today. Too often clean alternatives, because 
they aren’t considered “renewable,” aren’t receiving the funding they 
deserve. 

We all know how well its access could help lift those without it out of 
poverty. 
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The UN is more interested in chasing the chimera of “global warming” and 
its unproven science. The reason, of course, is power. Money and control 
equal power." 

http://hotair.com/archives/2015/10/22/is-the-focus-on-global-warming-
immoral/ 

http://www.providencejournal.com/article/20150504/OPINION/150509817
World Bank Document/IEA 

With respect to electricity, the global access deficit amounts to 1.2 billion 
people. Close to 85 percent of those who live without electricity (the 
“nonelectrified population”) live in rural areas, and 87 percent are 
geographically concentrated in Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia (figure 
O.2). For cooking, the access deficit amounts to 2.8 billion people who 
primarily rely on solid fuels. About 78 percent of that population lives in 
rural areas, and 96 percent are geographically concentrated in Sub-Saharan 
Africa, Eastern Asia, Southern Asia, and South-Eastern Asia. 

The reality is the hypothesis of catastrophic global warming from carbon 
dioxide is at best unsettled science and at worst a hoax. Almost no 
projections by the alarmist scientists have happened. For example, the UN 
IPCC projected more moderate winters without snowfall. NO. Most 
importantly natural climate variation has arrested evidence of unprecedented 
global warming for the past decades and century. The time period needed for 
climate change analysis is in the hundred or thousands of years not decades. 

 

THE SCIENCE OF GLOBAL WARMING IS NOT SETTLED 

Harvard-Smithsonian Physicist: Computer Models Used by U.N. 
Overstate Global Warming 

 

Abstract 

An irreducibly simple climate-sensitivity model is designed to empower 
even non-specialists to research the question how much global warming we 
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may cause. In 1990, the First Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) expressed “substantial confidence” that 
near-term global warming would occur twice as fast as subsequent 
observation. Given rising CO2 concentration, few models predicted no 
warming since 2001. Between the pre-final and published drafts of the Fifth 
Assessment Report, IPCC cut its near-term warming projection 
substantially, substituting “expert assessment” for models’ near-term 
predictions. Yet its long-range predictions remain unaltered. The model 
indicates that IPCC’s reduction of the feedback sum from 1.9 to 1.5 W m−2 
K−1 mandates a reduction from 3.2 to 2.2 K in its central climate-sensitivity 
estimate; that, since feedbacks are likely to be net-negative, a better estimate 
is 1.0 K; that there is no unrealized global warming in the pipeline; that 
global warming this century will be <1 K; and that combustion of all 
recoverable fossil fuels will cause <2.2 K global warming to equilibrium. 
Resolving the discrepancies between the methodology adopted by IPCC in 
its Fourth and Fifth Assessment Reports that are highlighted in the present 
paper is vital. Once those discrepancies are taken into account, the impact of 
anthropogenic global warming over the next century, and even as far as 
equilibrium many millennia hence, may be no more than one-third to one-
half of IPCC’s current projections. 

March 18, 2015 - 1:13 PM 

By Barbara Hollingsworth 

http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/barbara-hollingsworth/harvard-
smithsonian-physicist-computer-models-used-un-overstate 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) is not a pollutant and the global warming debate has 
nothing to do with pollution. The average person has been misled and is 
confused about what the current global warming debate is about - 
greenhouse gases. None of which has anything to do with air pollution. 

 

The Institute of Public Affairs has been a leading sceptical voice about the 
science of global warming for more than a decade. The Institute published a 
book, CLIMATE CHANGE: THE FACTS - 

THE SCIENCE IS SETTLED [NOT] 
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It is quite apparent from the emails that those lobbying for acceptance of the 
belief in human-induced global warming has worked very hard to create the 
appearance of a greater consensus than otherwise may have been the case. 
This has allowed the political slogan ‘the science is settled’ to gain 
substantial credence. Of course, it is very well-known that science itself is 
never settled. After all, if that were the case, the learned journals would all 
close down and scientists would cease their work and simply teach the 
history of science. Ludwig von Mises wrote on this very point. 

There is no such thing as perfection in human knowledge, nor for that matter 
in any other human achievement. Omniscience is denied to man. The most 
elaborate theory that seems to satisfy completely our thirst for knowledge 
may one day be amended or supplanted by a new theory. Science does not 
give us absolute and final certainty. It only gives us assurance within the 
limits of our mental abilities and the prevailing state of scientific thought. A 
scientific system is but one station in an endlessly progressing search for 
knowledge. It is necessarily affected by the insufficiency The global warming 
lobby was not omniscient; they were extraordinarily arrogant. Not content 
with subverting the peer-review process, they peddled the notion that their 
view of the world was ‘absolute’ with a ‘final certainty’. Now it is true that 
the scientists involved probably did not use the term ‘the science is settled’ 
themselves. More likely others used the term, perhaps even without 
permission; nonetheless, the scientists themselves never corrected the usage 
of the term and their behaviour is consistent with them holding this belief 
themselves. 

We now know from the emails—as recently as 12 October 2009— that the 
global warming lobby scientists themselves did not believe the science to be 
settled. 

The fact is that we can’t account for the lack of warming at the moment and 
it is a travesty that we can’t. The CERES data published in the August 
BAMS 09 supplement on 2008 shows there should be even more warming: 
but the data are surely wrong. 

There has been some debate as to the meaning of this comment. It could be a 
complaint that funding constraints have lead to a decline in the quality of 
observational date, or it could mean that the underlying scientific 
understanding is inadequate. Either of these explanations, however, is 
inconsistent with the idea that the ‘science is settled’. If the science were 
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settled, scientists would be able to ‘account for the lack of warming’. The 
implicit bias in that statement (by Kevin Trenberth, a climate scientist at the 
American National Center for Atmospheric Research) is worth noting, when 
confronted by a divergence between the data and the computer modelling, 
he chooses the modelling. Of course, what makes this statement suspicious is 
a somewhat similar comment by Phil Jones in 2005. 

The scientific community would come down on me in no uncertain terms if I 
said the world had cooled from 1998. OK it has but it is 

Professor Tim Flannery, interviewed on the Australian Broadcasting 
Corporation’s Lateline program in November 2009, made this comment 
after the Climategate scandal had broken. 

These people work with models, computer modelling, when the computer 
modelling and the real world data disagrees you have a problem, that’s 
when science gets engaged. What Kevin Trenberth, one of the most 
respected climate scientist in the world, is saying is, ‘We have to get on our 
horses and find out what we don’t know about the system, we have to 
understand why the cooling is occurring, because the current modelling 
doesn’t reflect it’. And that’s the way science progresses, we can’t pretend 
to have perfect knowledge, we don’t. We have to go forward and formulate 
policy Not only is this statement inconsistent with a ‘the science is settled’ 
argument, it is also inconsistent with Flannery’s statement on the same 
program in June 2005. 

Well, you can’t predict the future; that’s one of the things that you learn 
fairly early on, but if I could just say, the general patterns that we’re seeing 
in the global circulation models—and these are very sophisticated computer 
tools, really, for looking at climate shift— are saying the same sort of thing 
that we’re actually seeing on the ground. So when the models start 
confirming what you’re observing on the ground, then there’s some fairly 
strong basis for believing that we’re understanding what’s causing these 
weather shifts and these rainfall declines, and they do seem to be of a 

The emails do not contain a silver bullet that would kill off the global 
warming hypothesis. At the time of writing, computer programmers are in 
the process of examining the codes and data that were hacked at the same 
time as the emails. If it is shown that the data have been manipulated to 
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show a warning trend, that would escalate what is already a scandal into a 
major scientific fraud. [EMPHASIS ADDED] 

 

PRINCETON, NJ (January 3, 2011)—S. Fred Singer said in an 
interview with the National Association of Scholars (NAS) that “the 
number of skeptical qualified scientists has been growing steadily; I 
would guess it is about 40% now.” 

 

Singer, a leading scientific skeptic of anthropocentric global warming 
(AGW), is an atmospheric physicist, and founder of the Science and 
Environmental Policy Project (SEPP), an organization that began 
challenging the published findings of the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC) in the 1990s. SEPP established the Leipzig 
Declaration, a statement of dissent from the 1997 Kyoto Protocol that has 
been signed by over one hundred scientists and meteorologists. 

Asked what he would like to see happen in regard to public opinion and 
policy on climate change, Singer replied, 

I would like to see the public look upon global warming as just another 
scientific controversy and oppose any public policies until the major issues 
are settled, such as the cause. If mostly natural, as NIPCC concludes, then 
the public policies currently discussed are pointless, hugely expensive, and 
wasteful of resources that could better be applied to real societal problems. 

NIPCC is the Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change, 
another group established by Singer. In 2009 NIPCC published Climate 
Change Reconsidered,an 880-page report on scientific research that 
contradicts the models of man-made global warming. Singer believes that 
global warming exists but that human contributions to it are minimal. In the 
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interview Singer said he believed his efforts in the last twenty years had 
been successful in disproving the notion that “the science is settled.” 

Joshua | November 02, 2012 - 8:28 PM 

Climate change is obviously occurring, but what is not so obvious are the 
factors involved and their respective impact. We don’t know if man plays a 
major or insignificant role in the equation and we don’t even know if the 
effects we are currently witnessing are unique or cyclical. 

The fact that we hear so much about the melting of the Arctic ice caps and 
hear virtually nothing about the growth of the Antarctic ice caps is telling- 
global warmers aren’t interested in data that doesn’t support their politicized 
campaign against pollution. Their cause is noble and I support the notion 
that we should take care of the resources given to us, but using spotty 
science to promote that cause is unwise. The ends do not justify the means. 

Add to the fact that the “solutions” to a problem (which may be man made 
or man made-up) is cap and trade and carbon credits only further fuels the 
skepticism- particularly when the very ones who are pushing the global 
warming agenda are those who are in a position to profit from it (ie Al 
Gore). Furthermore, the green companies that have been given tremendous 
government subsidies have a track record of going bankrupt- so again, our 
“solutions” to a questionable problem do not seem to produce the desired 
results. They have nearly all been a colossal waste of (often taxpayer) 
money. 

Maybe we should rethink our green strategies and stop using questionable 
science as a blunt instrument of change. 
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JAMES MATKIN | February 13, 2015 - 1:07 PM 

Some scientists submit solar data contradicts the view there is any 
significant man made warming. Proponents of global warming are pushed in 
the corner with this data and refuse to countenance any room for doubt and 
rather resort to name calling with cult like religious overtones ie “deniers.” 
Fortunately, Canadian government sees the uncertainty in this debate and 
steps back from taking negative economic action. How is global warming 
responsible for record freezing winters with mountains of snow and two 
decades without any increase in warming? Indeed the data is contradictory 
enough to put in play the question are we entering the next ice age. It is 
entirely possible that the sun, and variations in the earth’s axis not man are 
wrecking havoc with our climate. Dr. Abdussamatov points out that over the 
last 1,000 years deep cold periods have occurred five times. Each is 
correlated with declines in solar irradiance much like we are experiencing 
now with no human influence. “A global freeze will come about regardless 
of whether or not industrialized countries put a cap on their greenhouse gas 
emissions. The common view of Man’s industrial activity is a deciding 
factor in global warming has emerged from a misinterpretation of cause and 
effect.” Another recent article by climatologist and former NASA 
Consultant, Joh L. Casey predicts “ICE AGE NOW” with 30 years of record 
cold temperatures around the globe. 

I submit the first and last word on climate change should come from the sage 
advice of the famous nobel prize winning physicist, Richard P. Feynman. 

“The scientist has a lot of experience with ignorance and doubt and 
uncertainty, and this experience is of very great importance, I think. When a 
scientist doesn’t know the answer to a problem, he is ignorant. When he has 
a hunch as to what the result is, he is uncertain. And when he is pretty 
darned sure of what the result is going to be, he is in some doubt. We have 
found it of paramount importance that in order to progress we must 
recognize the ignorance and leave room for doubt. Scientific knowledge is a 
body of statements of varying degrees of certainty—some most unsure, 
some nearly sure, none absolutely certain.” Nobel Prize Scientist Richard P. 
Feynman. 

We must leave room for the “doubt” about mans role in global warming and 
question if it is real, especially as we struggle with the coldest winters 
around the world over the past decades. 
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Roald Larsen | October 01, 2015 - 5:15 PM 

100% of real scientist knows there’s no man made global warming, cause, if 
you can’t empirical show the effects, real scientists know you have to go 
back to 0-hypothese. If you don’t, you’re not a scientist. That means; No 
Man Made Global Warming! 

Les K | November 01, 2015 - 1:17 AM 

Cooke’s 98% consensus amounted to 76 out of 77 self-described “climate 
scientists” agreeing. 

Chris | November 20, 2015 - 4:49 PM 

Dion, that 98% lie was proved fraudulent many years ago. Stop making up 
stats. 

JAMES MATKIN | November 20, 2015 - 7:15 PM 

There is no doubt S. Fred Singer’s estimate of sceptical scientists about the 
anthropogenic global warming theory are growing as the evidence of 
contradicts the theory. The Pacific Islands are increasing by 8% not 
abrading; the Antarctic ice is Incredibly gaining 100 billion more ice pack 
annually, there has been no hurricane in North America for > 10 years. The 
seas rise is only 5 inches over the past 100 years not 6” as thought. Most 
important the 97% “consensus” study Cook et al (2013) has been thoroughly 
refuted in scholarly peer-reviewed journals. 

Investigative journalists at Popular Technology looked into precisely which 
papers were classified within Cook’s asserted 97 percent. The investigative 
journalists found Cook and his colleagues strikingly classified papers by 
such prominent, vigorous skeptics as Willie Soon, Craig Idso, Nicola 
Scafetta, Nir Shaviv, Nils-Axel Morner and Alan Carlin as supporting the 
97-percent consensus.For example Scafetta explained. “What my papers say 
is that the IPCC [United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change] view is erroneous because about 40-70% of the global warming 
observed from 1900 to 2000 was induced by the sun.” 
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Judith Curry of the Georgia Institute of Technology and blogger at Climate 
Etc. talks with EconTalk host Russ Roberts about climate change. Curry 
argues that climate change is a "wicked problem" with a great deal of 
uncertainty surrounding the expected damage as well as the political and 
technical challenges of dealing with the phenomenon. She emphasizes the 
complexity of the climate and how much of the basic science remains 
incomplete. The conversation closes with a discussion of how concerned 
citizens can improve their understanding of climate change and climate 
change policy. 

http://www.econtalk.org/archives/2013/12/judith_curry_on.html 

http://curry.eas.gatech.edu/ 

FEATURES 

‘I was tossed out of the tribe’: climate scientist Judith Curry interviewed 

For engaging with sceptics, and discussing uncertainties in projections 
frankly, this Georgia professor is branded a heretic 



	 23	

David Rose 

It is safe to predict that when 20,000 world leaders, officials, green activists 
and hangers-on convene in Paris next week for the 21st United Nations 
climate conference, one person you will not see much quoted is Professor 
Judith Curry. This is a pity. Her record of peer-reviewed publication in the 
best climate-science journals is second to none, and in America she has 
become a public intellectual. But on this side of the Atlantic, apparently, she 
is too ‘challenging’. What is troubling about her pariah status is that her 
trenchant critique of the supposed consensus on global warming is not 
derived from warped ideology, let alone funding by fossil-fuel firms, but 
from solid data and analysis. 

Some consider her a heretic. According to Professor Michael Mann of 
Pennsylvania State University, a vociferous advocate of extreme measures to 
prevent a climatic Armageddon, she is ‘anti-science’. Curry isn’t fazed by 
the slur. 

‘It’s unfortunate, but he calls anyone who doesn’t agree with him a denier,’ 
she tells me. ‘Inside the climate community there are a lot of people who 
don’t like what I’m doing. On the other hand, there is also a large, silent 
group who do like it. But the debate has become hard — especially in the 
US, because it’s become so polarised.’ Warming alarmists are fond of 
proclaiming how 97 per cent of scientists agree that the world is getting 
hotter, and human beings are to blame. They like to reduce the uncertainties 
of climate science and climate projections to Manichean simplicity. They 
have managed to eliminate doubt from what should be a nuanced debate 
about what to do. 

Professor Curry, based at the Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta, 
does not dispute for a moment that human-generated carbon dioxide warms 
the planet. But, she says, the evidence suggests this may be happening more 
slowly than the alarmists fear. 

In the run-up to the Paris conference, said Curry, much ink has been spilled 
over whether the individual emissions pledges made so far by more than 150 
countries — their ‘intentional nationally determined contributions’, to 
borrow the jargon — will be enough to stop the planet from crossing the 
‘dangerous’ threshold of becoming 2°C hotter than in pre-industrial times. 
Much of the conference will consist of attempts to make these targets legally 
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binding. This debate will be conducted on the basis that there is a known, 
mechanistic relationship between the concentration of carbon dioxide in the 
atmosphere and how world average temperatures will rise. 

Unfortunately, as Curry has shown, there isn’t. Any such projection is 
meaningless, unless it accounts for natural variability and gives a value for 
‘climate sensitivity’ —i.e., how much hotter the world will get if the level of 
CO2 doubles. Until 2007, the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) gave a ‘best estimate’ of 3°C. But in its latest, 2013 report, 
the IPCC abandoned this, because the uncertainties are so great. Its ‘likely’ 
range is now vast — 1.5°C to 4.5°C. 

This isn’t all. According to Curry, the claims being made by policymakers 
suggest they are still making new policy from the old, now discarded 
assumptions. Recent research suggests the climate sensitivity is significantly 
less than 3˚C. ‘There’s growing evidence that climate sensitivity is at the 
lower end of the spectrum, yet this has been totally ignored in the policy 
debate,’ Curry told me. ‘Even if the sensitivity is 2.5˚C, not 3˚C, that makes 
a substantial difference as to how fast we might get to a world that’s 2˚C 
warmer. A sensitivity of 2.5˚C makes it much less likely we will see 2˚C 
warming during the 21st century. There are so many uncertainties, but the 
policy people say the target is fixed. And if you question this, you will be 
slagged off as a denier.’ 

Curry added that her own work, conducted with the British independent 
scientist Nic Lewis, suggests that the sensitivity value may still lower, in 
which case the date when the world would be 2˚C warmer would be even 
further into the future. On the other hand, the inherent uncertainties of 
climate projection mean that values of 4˚C cannot be ruled out — but if that 
turns out to be the case, then the measures discussed at Paris and all the 
previous 20 UN climate conferences would be futile. In any event, ‘the 
economists and policymakers seem unaware of the large uncertainties in 
climate sensitivity’, despite its enormous implications. 

Meanwhile, the obsessive focus on CO2 as the driver of climate change 
means other research on natural climate variability is being neglected. For 
example, solar experts believe we could be heading towards a ‘grand solar 
minimum’ — a reduction in solar output (and, ergo, a period of global 
cooling) similar to that which once saw ice fairs on the Thames. ‘The work 
to establish the solar-climate connection is lagging.’ 
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Curry’s independence has cost her dear. She began to be reviled after the 
2009 ‘Climategate’ scandal, when leaked emails revealed that some 
scientists were fighting to suppress sceptical views. ‘I started saying that 
scientists should be more accountable, and I began to engage with sceptic 
bloggers. I thought that would calm the waters. Instead I was tossed out of 
the tribe. There’s no way I would have done this if I hadn’t been a tenured 
professor, fairly near the end of my career. If I were seeking a new job in the 
US academy, I’d be pretty much unemployable. I can still publish in the 
peer-reviewed journals. But there’s no way I could get a government 
research grant to do the research I want to do. Since then, I’ve stopped 
judging my career by these metrics. I’m doing what I do to stand up for 
science and to do the right thing.’ 

She remains optimistic that science will recover its equilibrium, and that the 
quasi-McCarthyite tide will recede: ‘I think that by 2030, temperatures will 
not have increased all that much. Maybe then there will be the funding to do 
the kind of research on natural variability that we need, to get the climate 
community motivated to look at things like the solar-climate connection.’ 
She even hopes that rational argument will find a place in the UN: ‘Maybe, 
too, there will be a closer interaction between the scientists, the economists 
and policymakers. Wouldn’t that be great?’ 

http://www.spectator.co.uk/2015/11/i-was-tossed-out-of-the-tribe-
climate-scientist-judith-curry-interviewed/ 

A Famous Scientist Becomes a Skeptic 

Meteorologist Lennart Bengtsson has long been considered a cool head in 
the often heated conflict over global warming. In an interview, he defends 
his decision to join an organization that is skeptical of climate change. 

Interview Conducted By Axel Bojanowski 
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Lennart Bengtsson: "I do not believe it makes sense for our generation to 
believe or pretend that we can solve the problems of the future." 

ALARMIST SCIENTISTS MISBEHAVE 

Spectacularly Poor Climate Science At NASA 

Dr. James Hansen of NASA, has been the world’s leading promoter of the 
idea that the world is headed towards “climate disaster.” There is little 
evidence to back this up. 

In 2008, Hansen wrote about “stabilizing” the climate : 

Stabilizing atmospheric CO2 and climate requires that net CO2 emissions 
approach zero, because of the long lifetime of CO2 

arxiv.org/ftp/arxiv/papers/0804/0804.1126.pdf 

Yet in 1999, he made it quite clear that past climate was not stable, and that 
there was little evidence to support that idea that the climate was becoming 
unstable. 

Empirical evidence does not lend much support to the notion that climate is 
headed precipitately toward more extreme heat and drought. The drought of 
1999 covered a smaller area than the 1988 drought, when the Mississippi 
almost dried up. And 1988 was a temporary inconvenience as compared 
with repeated droughts during the 1930s “Dust Bowl” that caused an 
exodus from the prairies, as chronicled in Steinbeck’s Grapes of Wrath. 

NASA GISS: Science Briefs: Whither U.S. Climate? 

In that same 1999 report, he showed that US temperatures peaked in 1934, 
and declined through the rest of the century. 
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NASA fig1x.gif (500×182) 

In 1989, NOAA and the UK’s leading expert agreed with Hansen that US 
had not warmed. 

February 04, 1989 

Last week, scientists from the United States Commerce Department’s 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration said that a study of 
temperature readings for the contiguous 48 states over the last century 
showed there had been no significant change in average temperature over 
that period. 

Dr. (Phil) Jones said in a telephone interview today that his own results for 
the 48 states agreed with those findings. 

Global Warmth In ’88 Is Found To Set a Record – New York Times 
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But in the year 2000, NASA and NOAA altered the historical US 
temperature record, which now shows that there was about one degree 
centigrade US warming during the century before 1989. 

The animated image below shows the changes, which Dr. Hansen made to 
the historical US temperature record after the year 1999. He cooled the 
1930s, and warmed the 1980s and 1990s. The year 1998 went from being 
more than half a degree cooler than 1934, to warmer than 1934. 

 

 

NASA Fig.D.gif (513×438) 

Hansen’s recent temperature data tampering is not limited to the US. He has 
done the same thing all over the planet. Below is one recent example in 
Iceland, where he dramatically cooled the first half of the century, and 
warmed the present. He appears to be trying to erase evidence that there was 
a very warm period in much of the Arctic around 1940. 
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Hansen has never provided any evidence to support the idea that skeptics are 
either well funded or intentionally misleading the public, yet he frequently 
repeats this claim. 

Dr. Hansen has suggested that fossil fuel corporation CEOs are intentionally 
committing high crimes against the planet – because they don’t believe his 
spectacularly failed mispredictions. 

Hansen went on to say: “CEOs of fossil energy companies know what they 
are doing and are aware of long-term consequences of continued business 
as usual. In my opinion, these CEOs should be tried for high crimes against 
humanity and nature.” 

James Hansen: Try Fossil Fuel CEOs For ‘High Crimes Against Humanity 

Additionally Dr. Hansen has been arrested several times for committing 
crimes in “defense of the planet” 

 

 

Sadly, for political and financial gain the overconfident scientists and 
leading politicians have fudged and misrepresented the data to keep their 
alarmist warming hypothesis alive. 

THE OVERCONFIDENCE EFFECT IN PLAY 
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How much confidence should we have in our own knowledge? 
Psychologists Howard Raiffa and Marc Alpert, wondering the same thing, 
have interviewed hundreds of people in this way. Sometimes they have 
asked participants to estimate the total egg production in the United States or 
the number of physicians and surgeons listed in the Yellow Pages of the 
phone directory for Boston or the number of foreign automobiles imported 
into the United States, or even the toll collections of the Panama Canal in 
millions of dollars. Subjects could choose any range they liked, with the aim 
of being no more than 2 percent off. The results were amazing. In the final 
tally, instead of just 2 percent of the respondents being wrong, 40 percent 
proved incorrect. The researchers dubbed this amazing phenomenon the 
overconfidence effect. 

The overconfidence effect also applies to forecasts, such as stock market 
performance over a year or your firm’s profits over three years. We 
systematically overestimate our knowledge and our ability to predict—on a 
massive scale. The overconfidence effect does not deal with whether single 
estimates are correct or not. Rather, it measures the difference between what 
people really know and what they think they know (see The Black Swan, 
Taleb). What’s surprising is this: Experts suffer even more from the 
overconfidence effect than laypeople do. If asked to forecast oil prices in 
five years’ time, an economics professor will be as wide of the mark as a 
zookeeper will. However, the professor will offer his forecast with certitude. 

The overconfidence effect does not stop at economics: In surveys, 84 
percent of Frenchmen estimate that they are above-average lovers (Taleb). 
Without the overconfidence effect, that figure should be exactly 50 
percent—after all, the statistical “median” means 50 percent should rank 
higher and 50 percent should rank lower. In another survey, 93 percent of 
the U.S. students estimated to be “above average” drivers. And 68 percent of 
the faculty at the University of Nebraska rated themselves in the top 25 
percent for teaching ability. Entrepreneurs and those wishing to marry also 
deem themselves to be different: They believe they can beat the odds. In 
fact, entrepreneurial activity would be a lot lower if the overconfidence 
effect did not exist. For example, every restaurateur hopes to establish the 
next Michelin-starred restaurant, even though statistics show that most close 
their doors after just three years. The return on investment in the restaurant 
business lies chronically below zero. 
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What makes the overconfidence effect so prevalent and its effect so 
confounding is that it is not driven by incentives; it is raw and innate. And 
it’s not counterbalanced by the opposite effect, “underconfidence,” which 
doesn’t exist. No surprise to some readers: the overconfidence effect is more 
pronounced in men—women tend not to overestimate their knowledge and 
abilities as much. Even more troubling: Optimists are not the only victims of 
the overconfidence effect. Even self-proclaimed pessimists overrate 
themselves—just less extremely. 

In conclusion: Be aware that you tend to overestimate your knowledge. Be 
skeptical of predictions, especially if they come from so-called experts. And 
with all plans, favor the pessimistic scenario. This way, you have a chance 
of judging the situation somewhat realistically. 

The Overconfidence Effect 

Exposed: How world leaders were duped into investing billions over 
manipulated global warming data 

Read more: http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/article-4192182/World-
leaders-duped-manipulated-global-warming-data.html#ixzz4YJvHpcop 

14th October, 2015. Lecture by Dr Patrick Moore in London at the Global 
Warming Policy Foundation outlining why our CO2 emissions are wholly 
beneficial, and may have even prevented the end of life on Earth. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=57W3ZhOAkAE&t=638s 

The TRUTH about carbon dioxide (C02): Patrick Moore, Sensible 
Environmentalist 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WDWEjSDYfxc Pragur U. 

HIDING THE DECLINE IN TEMPERATURES 

 

From the start the science of climate alarmism has been clouded with fudged 
and misleading data deliberately used to make the results show more 
warming when nature failed to cooperate. Stories around the world abound 
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of record colder weather. As I write this article the US is under an unusual 
March blizzard burying many cities of snow. 

 

Following storm, an icy morning greets Greater Boston 

By John R. Ellement GLOBE STAFF MARCH 15, 2017 

The return to work is an icy one - and that won’t change any time soon, the 
National Weather Service said Wednesday. 

One day after a powerful nor’easter brought snow, wind and rain to the 
region, temperatures will remain below freezing throughout Wednesday as a 
wave of Arctic air keeps the region in an actual deep freeze at least into 
Friday. 

“Unfortunately, we are looking at a kind of cold pattern and it just kind of 
keeps reloading,’’ said Frank Nocera, a weather service meteorologist. 
“Temperatures should be in the mid to upper 40s for this time of year, but 
we are not going to crack freezing today.” 

Nocera said with the angle of the sun during March, some snow melting will 
take place even during the cold times only to refreeze overnight when 
temperatures drop into the teens. And the process known as sublimation, 
where snow naturally turns into a gas, will also help somewhat. 
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“There’s really only one day in the next seven days where temperatures will 
actually get where they should be at this time of year, in the 40s,’’ Nocera 
said. “It’s just going to stick around longer. You are not really getting rid of 
the snow through melting.’’ 

Winter returns with deep snow in parts of Mass. 

 

 

Asia cold snap: Scores dead as freezing 'polar vortex' sweeps across 
eastern Asia 

Asia's 'polar vortex' has seen some regions hit by their coldest weather for 
more than half a century 

Adam Withnall Jan. 25, 2016 
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http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/asia/asia-weather-cold-snap-
china-south-korea-hong-kong-taiwan-japan-scores-dead-polar-vortex-
a6832416.html 

The EU’s bioenergy policy 
isn’t just damaging the 
climate and forests, it’s 
killing people 

1. Linde Zuidema 

Jan. 07, 2018 

 

The debate about the impact of burning solid biomass on air quality was steadfastly 
ignored by European Commission in revising the EU’s renewable energy policy. It is 
not too late for the European Parliament to rectify this, writes Linde Zuidema. 

Linde Zuidema is a bioenergy campaigner at the forests and rights NGO Fern. 

The European Union’s dependence on burning solid biomass – most of it wood – to meet 
its renewable energy targets makes no sense environmentally. It harms the climate, and 
damages forests and biodiversity. 

Because of this, opposition to the policy has swelled over the past year among 
the public and scientists. 

Next week the European Parliament will vote on a proposed revision to the Renewable 
Energy Directive, which will determine the EU’s future use of biomass. If approved, it 
will inevitably mean the continued burning of vast quantities of biomass, mainly in the 
form of wood. 

Quite apart from its disastrous environmental impact, there’s another reason any 
legislation which increases biomass burning for heating and power should be strenuously 
resisted. 

And it’s one that – until now – has been largely overlooked. 
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New research for Fern by Dr Mike Holland, a leading independent air pollution expert, 
reveals the perilous cost to EU citizens’ health from burning solid biomass. 

It indicates that tens of thousands of EU citizens are dying prematurely every year as a 
result of exposure to air pollution from burning solid biomass. 

Other health impacts include cancers, cardiac and respiratory complaints, asthma attacks 
and working days lost to ill health. 

Dr Holland’s main focus was assessing 27 biomass burning power plants in the EU where 
emissions data was available. 

Ten of these plants were former coal power stations that have been converted to run on 
biomass or to be co-fired with a mixture of biomass and coal. The other 17 plants were 
purpose built biomass plants. 

The former coal plants accounted for the bulk of the negative health impacts, due to 
factors including their much greater size and generally higher levels of harmful sulphur 
emissions, which were partly linked to continued coal burning in co-fired sites. 

Dr Holland’s analysis indicates that more than 1,300 people are dying prematurely each 
year as a result of exposure to air pollution from the 27 facilities considered. 

Measured in financial terms, health costs linked to biomass burning for power generation 
run into billions of euros each year, with health costs associated with emissions from 
former coal and co-fired plants amounting to 137,000 euros per year on average for every 
mega-watt of electrical capacity installed. 

Investments in power generation are long term. So once a power plant is built it’s likely 
to stay in operation for several decades – with the health impacts spreading over that 
time. 

Dr Holland’s report also reviews the evidence of the health impact of air pollution from 
the use of biomass in domestic heating in the EU. 

This has become more widespread in recent years driven partly by renewable energy 
policies, but also because wood is often cheaper than alternative heating fuels such as 
coal and oil. Domestic biomass burning increased in the wake of the 2008 economic 
crisis. 

A study by Sigsgaard and others estimates that exposure to smoke from domestic 
biomass use led to 40,000 deaths across the EU in 2014. The authors say this is a 
conservative figure. 

Dr Holland extends Sigsgaard’s analysis to produce a fuller picture of the range of health 
impacts from domestic biomass burning. In a single year, he estimates that in addition to 
the 40,000 deaths across the EU, there were more than 130,000 cases of bronchitis, more 
than 20,000 respiratory and cardiac hospital admissions, a million asthma symptom days 
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for children aged 5-19, 43 million restricted activity days and 10 million working days 
lost.  All because of exposure to fine particles from domestic biomass emissions. 

In the debate about revising the Renewable Energy Directive, some compare air pollution 
caused by burning biomass with that from fossil fuels. But biomass is not competing 
against fossil fuels to fill the gap between current and desired levels of renewable power 
generation: it is competing against other renewable technologies, which may offer a 
solution with substantially lower external costs. 

Yet this debate about the impact of burning solid biomass on air quality was steadfastly 
ignored by European Commission in revising the EU’s renewable energy policy. 

It is not too late for the European Parliament to rectify this. 

Given the drastic effect that biomass burning is already having on its citizens’ health – 
as  well on forests and the climate – the Parliament must abandon its current path, 
specifically  by ending support for converting  coal installations into biomass ones, and 
for burning  biomass in large-scale inefficient installations. 

Only then, will the EU have a renewable energy policy that respects the environment as 
well as its citizens’ health. 

https://www.euractiv.com/section/energy/opinion/the-eus-bioenergy-policy-
isnt-just-damaging-the-climate-and-forests-its-killing-people/ 

 

 

 

 

My intention is to rely on the facts by using a vital compendium of science 
articles published by the prestigious INSTITUTE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS in 
Australia. 



	 37	

 

 

The Facts, featuring 22 essays on the science, politics and economics of the 
climate change debate. Climate Change: The Facts features the world’s 
leading experts and commentators on climate change. Highlights of Climate 
Change: The Facts include: 

Ian Plimer draws on the geological record to dismiss the possibility that 
human emissions of carbon dioxide will lead to catastrophic consequences 
for the planet. Patrick Michaels demonstrates the growing chasm between 
the predictions of the IPCC and the real world temperature results. Richard 
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Lindzen shows the climate is less sensitive to increases in greenhouse gases 
than previously thought and argues that a warmer world would have a 
similar weather variability to today. Willie Soon discusses the often 
unremarked role of the sun in climate variability. Robert Carter explains 
why the natural variability of the climate is far greater than any human 
component. John Abbot and Jennifer Marohasy demonstrate how little 
success climate models have in predicting important information such as 
rainfall. 

Nigel Lawson warns of the dire economic consequences of abandoning the 
use of fossil fuels. Alan Moran compares the considerable costs of taking 
action compared to the relatively minor potential benefits of doing so. James 
Delingpole looks at the academic qualifications of the leading proponents of 
catastrophic climate change and finds many lack the credentials of so-called 
‘sceptics’. Garth Paltridge says science itself will be damaged by the failure 
of climate forecasts to eventuate. Jo Nova chronicles the extraordinary sums 
of public money awarded to climate change activists, in contrast to those 
who question their alarmist warnings. Kesten Green and Scott Armstrong 
compare climate change alarmism to previous scares raised over the past 200 
years. Rupert Darwall explains why an international, legally binding climate 
agreement has extremely minimal chances of success. Ross McKitrick 
reviews the ‘hockey stick’ controversy and what it reveals about the state of 
climate science. 

Donna Laframboise explains how activists have taken charge of the IPCC. 
Mark Steyn recounts the embarrassing ‘Ship of Fools’ expedition to 
Antarctica. Christopher Essex argues the climate system is far more complex 
than it has been presented and there is much that we still don’t know. Bernie 
Lewin examines how climate change science came to be politicised. Stewart 
Franks lists all the unexpected developments in climate science that were not 
foreseen. Anthony Watts highlights the failure of the world to warm over the 
past 18 years, contrary to the predictions of the IPCC. Andrew Bolt reviews 
the litany of failed forecasts by climate change activists. 

A major amount of analysis is devoted to the more than 100 emails called 
CLIMATEGATE. The emails give valuable insight into how the distortion 
of science for political and monetary gain happened. 
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The classic cheating exposed by the “climate gate emails” is very troubling. 
Here is a primary confession of fudging from only one of more than 100 
email documents - 

November 16, 1999: email 0942777075 

That background now paves the way to our understanding the historic email 
which generations of schoolchildren to come will study as the 33 words 
which summarize one of the most serious scientific frauds in the history of 
Western science. 

Phil Jones to Ray Bradley, Mike Mann, Malcolm Hughes, Keith Briffa, and 
Tim Osborn, regarding a diagram for a World Meteorological Organization 
Statement: 

I’ve just completed Mike’s Nature trick of adding in the real temperatures 
to each series for the last 20 years (i.e. from 1981 onwards) and from 1961 
for Keith’s to hide the decline. [emphasis added] 

This email was sent less than two months after the one analysed above. 
Clearly, Mike Mann’s problems with Keith Briffa’s data—that it didn’t 
agree with the real temperature measurements from 1961 onwards—had by 
this time spread to the data for the other “temperature proxies”, albeit only 
from 1981 onwards. Jones reveals that Mann did not address this problem 
by making an honest note of it in the paper that he and his co-authors 
published in Nature, but rather by fraudulently substituting the real 
temperature data into the graphs, for the past 20 or 40 years as required. 

That Mann did so would, of itself, disqualify him and all of his research from 
any future consideration in the annals of science; but here we have the other 
leader of the field, Phil Jones, bragging that he admired the “trick” so much 
that he adopted it himself. Moreover, his email was sent to the major players 
who dominated this field. It is their silence and collaboration over the 
following decade in “hiding the decline” which justifies the use of the word 
“conspiracy”; a conspiracy which will rob the “discipline” of climate 
science of any credibility, and which will cast suspicion about the integrity 
of Western science for many decades to come. 

http://www.lavoisier.com.au/articles/greenhouse-science/climate-
change/climategate-emails.pdf 
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THE CLIMATEGATE EMAILS 

The Institute of Public Affairs has been a leading sceptical voice about the 
science of global warming for more than a decade. 

We don’t believe ‘the science is settled’. As a think tank committed to the 
ideals of free and open enquiry and debate we are not afraid to stand 
against the mainstream of prevailing elite opinion. Time and time again, the 
mainstream of elite opinion has been proved wrong. 

Since its formation in 1943 the Institute of Public Affairs has a proud record 
of arguing for the principles of liberal democracy, personal responsibility, 
and limited government. Often our advocacy of these principles has been 
unpopular. For example, in the 1940s the IPA stood almost alone in its 
opposition to bank nationalisation and government control of the economy. 
In the 1980s the IPA argued passionately that empowerment for Aboriginal 
people was through education, employment, and individual property rights. 
The IPA’s view on Aboriginal policy was contrary to the mainstream of elite 
opinion at the time, and the IPA was attacked for having such a position. 

Today, there is the issue of global warming. The IPA is proud to be sceptical 
about the science of climate change. The IPA believes in free, and honest, 
and vigorous debate about public policy. That is why the IPA has produced 
this book Climate Change: The Facts. 

Scepticism should be a hallmark of science. A ‘sceptic’ was once defined as 
someone who asked questions. Science should be about asking questions. 
Unfortunately when it comes to the ‘science’ of climate change, those who 
dare to ask questions are too often labelled ‘deniers’. 

(The use of the term ‘denier’ to describe those who question whether 
humans have in fact caused catastrophic climate change is a sad reflection 
on the condition of scientific debate in the twenty-first century.) 

Climate Change: The Facts presents a range of analyses on climate change 
from some of the world’s leading scientists and analysts. Although these 
perspectives could broadly be described as ‘sceptical’, some of the authors 
do accept that humans could be responsible for changing the earth’s 
climate. But for them the issue is the extent of any human-induce climate 
change, and whether what is proposed by those such as the United Nations 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to stop global warming 
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will be either ineffective or will produce outcomes worse than any of the 
problems that might be caused by any anticipated climate change. 

The IPA has published this selection of ‘sceptical’ viewpoints in Climate 
Change: The Facts because there has been so little debate about the science 
of climate change. The public has been told by politicians that ‘the science is 
settled’. In fact, as we know now, ‘the science’ is far from settled. And surely 
before something is ‘settled’ it should be the subject of rigorous argument, 
challenge, and debate. This has not happened. 

Instead what has occurred is that a small clique of researchers have 
constructed a consensus and they have refused to consider the contributions 
of anyone who dares question that consensus. The recently revealed records 
of the Climatic Research Unit at East Anglia University, the so-called 
‘Climategate’ demonstrate the extent to which some researchers have been 
willing to collude together to intimidate dissenters. Perhaps the most 
alarming revelation from Climategate is the revelation of the way in which 
the researchers on whom the IPCC has come to rely have refused to make 
public the evidence on which they have based their findings. To withhold or 
destroy evidence is a complete abrogation of the scientific method. 

Those who read Climate Change: The Facts will quickly see that there is no 
such thing as a single or unified ‘sceptical’ position on climate change. 
Each contributor has a different perspective. From time to time the 
‘sceptics’ disagree among themselves. And that is as it should be. The 
science of climate is complicated and uncertain and there are still many 
things we don’t know. 

Only politicians are arrogant enough to believe they have all the answers. 

Melbourne, February 2010 

CLIMATEGATE 

A failure of governance by 

Sinclair Davidson 

University of East Anglia’s Climatic Research Unit (CRU) web server and 
obtained several thousand documents and email files. These documents were 
subsequently republished on the 
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There is more to this story than the ‘ho hum, nothing to see here’ attitude 
being displayed by those who believe in global warming. 

THE EMAIL CONTROVERSY 

Early Climategate discussion centred on the contents of the emails. The 
authors of the emails have confirmed the emails are authentic and have 
attempted to explain what the emails ‘really’ meant. Some have argued that 
the emails are being taken out of context, and that the scientific jargon 
employed in the emails is different to the plain language meaning that 
laypersons might otherwise attribute to them. Yet it is difficult to explain 
away all the information that is contained in the emails by employing these 
arguments. 

At face value, the emails suggest a sustained pattern of very poor behaviour; 
this includes attempts to subvert the peer-review process, refusal to make 
data available to journals, attempts to manipulate the editorial stance of 
journals, attempts to avoid releasing data following Freedom of Information 
requests, tax evasion, rejoicing at the deaths of opponents, manipulation of 
results, apparent misappropriation of grant money, and threats to physically 
assault rivals. Some of this behaviour may be illegal. To be sure, this 
behaviour does not automatically mean that the results of some of the 
authors’ scientific work itself are wrong or have been fabricated. 
Nonetheless, it does suggest that greater caution needs to be applied when 
translating the ‘scientific consensus’ to public policy. 

Table 1.1: Selected quotes from Climategate emails 

Quote 

Author 

Date 

‘I’ve just completed Mike’s Nature trick of adding in the real temps to each 
series for the last 20 years (i.e. from 1981 onwards) and from 1961 for 
Keith’s to hide the decline.’ 

Phil Jones 

November 16, 1999 
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‘I can’t see either of these papers being in the next IPCC report. Kevin and I 
will keep them out somehow—even if we have to redefine what the peer-
review literature is!’ 

Phil Jones 

July 8, 2004 

‘If they ever hear there is a Freedom of Information Act now in the UK, I 
think I’ll delete the file rather than send to anyone.’ 

Phil Jones 

February 2, 2005 

‘The scientific community would come down on me in no uncertain terms if I 
said the world had cooled from 1998. OK it has but it is only seven years of 
data and it isn’t statistically significant ... As you know, I’m not political. If 
anything, I would like to see the climate change happen, so the science could 
be proved right, regardless of the consequences. This isn’t being political, it 
is being selfish.’ 

Phil Jones 

July 5, 2005 

‘I’ll maybe cut the last few points off the filtered curve before I give the talk 
again as that’s trending down as a result of the end effects and the recent 
cold-ish years.’ 

Mike Kelly 

October 26, 2008 

‘Next time I see Pat Michaels at a scientific meeting, I’ll be tempted to beat 
the crap out of him. Very tempted.’ 

Ben Santer 

October 9, 2009 
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‘When the FOI requests began here, the FOI person said we had to abide by 
the requests ... Once they became aware of the types of people we were 
dealing with, everyone at UEA (in the registry and in the Environmental 
Sciences school—the head of school and a few others) became very 
supportive. 

Phil Jones 

December 3, 2008 

Source: All Climategate emails are available at 
http://www.eastangliaemails.com/ 

ACADEMIC FREEDOM AND PEER REVIEW 

In a society characterised by the division of labour and specialisation, 
mechanisms must be developed or evolved that facilitate trade. This is the 
classic ‘lemons problem’ in economics; how does anyone know that the 
person they are trading with is any good? The same problem applies to 
academic research; how can anyone know that any piece of work is 
competent and high-quality research? The mechanism that has evolved in 
academic circles is the peer-review process. Academic freedom, combined 
with the peer-review process, is an evolved mechanism that ensures that 
research produces, over time, scientific results that are more likely to have 
eliminated error and falsehood. 

George Stigler has described academic freedom as being the trivially true, 
then having that argument challenged causes no harm. 

Of course, the difficulty is that many arguments (and perhaps facts) are 
often uncertain. Stigler tells us that having the argument challenged helps to 
remove error, or helps to improve understanding of the initial argument. 
This is the common understanding of academic freedom and the peer-review 
process. 

It is apparent, however, that the scientists involved in the Climategate 
scandal had a very different understanding of academic freedom and peer-
review. When they did not agree with a particular author or work they 
would describe it as being ‘crap science’. An email between Tom Wigley and 
Timothy Carter (copied to Phil Jones and Mike Hulme) contained this 
extraordinary comment: 
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Hans von Storch is partly to blame—he encourages the publication of crap 
science ‘in order to stimulate debate’. One approach is to go direct to the 
publishers and point out the fact that their journal is perceived as being a 
medium for disseminating misinformation under the guise of refereed work 
... Mike’s idea to get editorial board members to resign will probably not 
work—must get rid of von Storch too, otherwise holes will eventually fill up 
with people 

But these are serious scientists. David Legates is an Associate Professor in 
climatology at the University of Delaware. Robert C. Balling is a Professor 
at Arizona State University. Richard Lindzen is a Professor of Meteorology 
at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Patrick J. 

Michaels is a Distinguished Senior Fellow at George Mason University and 
a past president of the American American Association of State 
Climatologists. Fred Singer is a Professor Emeritus of environment science 
at the University of Virginia. 

Furthermore, stimulating debate is precisely what academic journals are 
meant to do. It is simply astonishing that a scientist could imagine that he 
was publishing the last word in any topic and that any disagreements were 
‘crap science’ and that the editor needed to be removed and the editorial 
board be stacked with sympathetic voices—as opposed to unsympathetic 
voices. We see this in an email from Phil Jones: 

I will be emailing the journal to tell them I’m having nothing more to do 
with it until they rid themselves of this troublesome editor. A CRU person is 
on the editorial board, but papers get dealt with by 

Phil Jones is the head of the CRU; in other words he wants to have his own 
work and that of his colleagues refereed by one of his own subordinates. 

It is a comment in an email between Phil Jones and Michael Mann that has 
generated much media coverage: ‘Kevin and I will keep them out 
somehow—even if we have to redefine what the peer- IPCC process. Those 
same academics who are attempting to undermine the position of journal 
editors and editorial boards are in turn involved in establishing what the 
peer-reviewed literature is for external consumption and they arbitrarily 
exclude some or other papers of which they do not approve. 

THE FALLOUT 
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In the first instance the integrity of the peer-review process has been 
challenged. Herald Sun columnist Andrew Bolt asked ‘Is that the truth, or 
were you peer-reviewed?’ after yet another study Steyn had an entire 
column in the Washington Times on peer-review. It is worth quoting at 
length. 

The more frantically they talked up ‘peer review’ as the only legitimate basis 
for criticism, the more assiduously they turned the process into what James 
Lewis calls the Chicago machine politics of international science. The 
headline in the Wall Street Journal Europe is unimproveable: ‘How To 
Forge A Consensus.’ Pressuring publishers, firing editors, blacklisting 
scientists: That’s ‘peer review,’ climate-style. 

The more their echo chamber shriveled, the more Mr. Mann and Mr. Jones 
insisted they and only they represent the ‘peer-reviewed’ ‘consensus’ ... 
‘Quis custodiet ipsos custodes?’ wondered Juvenal: Who watches the 
watchmen? But the beauty of the climate-change tree-ring circus is that you 
never need to ask ‘Who peer reviews the peer reviewers?’ Mr. Mann peer 
reviewed Mr. Jones, and Mr. Jones peer reviewed Mr. Mann, and anyone 
who questioned their James Delingpole, writing in the Telegraph, is far 
more expansive: It’s perhaps the single most important fact to emerge from 
the 

Climategate scandal. Peer-review is dead. Meaningless. Utterly void of 
credibility. More irredeemably defunct than a Norwegian Blue... 

What the CRU’s hacked emails convincingly demonstrate is that climate 
scientists in the AGW camp have corrupted the peer-review process. In true 
Gramscian style they marched on the institutions—capturing the magazines 
(Science, Scientific American, Nature, etc), the seats of learning (Climate 
Research Institute; Hadley Centre), the NGO’s (Greenpeace, WWF, etc), the 
political bases (especially the EU), the newspapers (pretty much the whole 
of the MSM I’m ashamed, as a print journalist, to say)—and made sure that 
the only point of view deemed academically 

Both Delingpole and Steyn suggest there are fundamental problems with 
climate science and the peer-review process. Both of these individuals, 
however, are well-known to be climate change sceptics. George Monbiot, 
however, is decidedly not a climate change sceptic. Rather he is an global 
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warming activist and columnist for The Guardian. In a column on 23 
November 2009 he wrote, 

It’s no use pretending that this isn’t a major blow. The emails extracted 
by a hacker from the climatic research unit at the University of East Anglia 
could scarcely be more damaging. I am now convinced that 
they are genuine, and I’m dismayed and deeply shaken by them... 
I believe that the head of the unit, Phil Jones, should now resign. Monbiot 
does not believe that the emails undermine the totality of evidence in support 
of the global warming hypothesis, but does believe that the emails are 
evidence of inappropriate behaviour. Indeed, he went on to apologise to his 
readers. 

I apologise. I was too trusting of some of those who provided the evidence I 
championed. I would have been a better journalist if I 

Writing in his The Guardian blog on 25 November, Monbiot again calls for 
the resignation of Phil Jones and expands on his earlier argument. 

Some people say that I am romanticising science, that it is never as open and 
honest as the Popperian ideal. Perhaps. But I know that opaqueness and 
secrecy are the enemies of science. There is a word for the apparent 
repeated attempts to prevent disclosure This is, of course, the core problem 
identified by the Climategate leaks. The global warming lobby research is 
tainted by allegations that it is unscientific. This is precisely the charge the 
global waming lobby has been making for years against its own opponents. 

The University of East Anglia, host of the Climatic Research Unit, has 
announced an inquiry into the whole affair. Similarly, Penn State University 
has announced an investigation into Professor Michael Mann—an employee 
who features very prominently in the praising his work on the now notorious 
hockey stick. Quite possibly this will not be a 

serious investigation.) Senator James Inhofe, the ranking Republican on the 
US Senate Committee on Environment and this is an American body, it will 
still have some jurisdiction in the matter—the CRU has accepted substantial 
funding from American government agencies. Senator Inhofe has written to 
the American academics and American government agencies that have been 
named in the emails and advised them that he will be conducting an 
investigation into the affair and that they will need to retain all records. This 
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inquiry is likely to have greater impact than will the internal university 
investigations. 

Donald Kennedy, emeritus president of Stanford University, has written a 
book entitled Academic Duty; one such duty he identifies is ‘to tell the truth’. 
He writes: 

... the most interesting fact about research misconduct is that it tends to 
occur in places where the pace of activity, the size of the group, and the 
scope of work make personal accountability difficult. A terse but perhaps not 
terribly useful conclusion would be that fraud occurs when the right people 
aren’t paying enough In his 1966 classic, The Organization of Inquiry, 
Gordon Tullock made much the same point: ‘It is not that scientists are 
more honest clear that there is a governance failure at the heart of 
Climategate. 

In the first instance, the publishers of the academic journals should have 
asked harder questions. Is it appropriate that individual academics can 
blackmail academic publishers into sacking editors and editorial boards? 
The publishers should have made a full and frank disclosure at the time 
these events occurred. We know that the CRU was able to avoid, delay or 
obfuscate on Freedom of Information requests with the full cooperation of 
those individuals at the University of East Anglia whose jobs it was to 
ensure compliance. Furthermore, we know that journalists did not 
investigate global warming claims as carefully as they should have. 

CONCLUSION 

Irrespective of whether Climategate develops into an even greater scandal 
than it already is, we know that the mechanisms to ensure that research 
results are more likely to be accurate and correct have been tainted. 

But we can have no confidence in the observations that temperature has 
increased due to human activity because the mechanisms of science have 
been subverted. This is not rare in academia. As George Stigler has noted, 
in a different context: 

It has gradually become evident that this community imposes sharp limits on 
the range of respectable opinion within its ranks. 
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None of this would matter much, but for the politicisation of climate science. 
Poor scientific behaviour has become the basis of economic policy making 
that is likely to have very large repercussions on the world economy and the 
Australian economy in particular. It is important that economic policy is 
formulated on a sound empirical basis. Climategate has damaged and 
perhaps undermined the claims of the global warming lobby. 

The great economics writer, Adam Smith, believed that cartels and 
conspiracies against the public were unstable and would ultimately fall 
apart. Without the actions of an anonymous hacker (perhaps an internal 
whistleblower) we might never have discovered the full extent of the 
machinations of the scientists involved in Climategate. 

Doomed Planet 

Richard S. Lindzen 

to the history of the Earth or any other planet with a fluid envelope. The fact 
that the developed world went into hysterics over changes in a global mean 
temperature anomaly of a few tenths of a degree will astound future 
generations. 

Such hysteria simply represents the scientific illiteracy of much of the public, 
the susceptibility of the public to the substitution of repetition for truth, and 
the exploitation of these weaknesses by politicians, environmental 
promoters, and, after twenty years of media drum-beating, many others as 
well. 

Climate is always changing. We have had ice ages and warmer periods 
when alligators were found in Spitzbergen. Ice ages have occurred in a 
hundred thousand year cycle for the last 700,000 years, and there have been 
previous periods that appear to have been being lower than they are now. 

More recently, we have had the Medieval Warm Period, and the Little Ice 
Age. During the latter, alpine glaciers advanced to the chagrin of overrun 
villages. Since the beginning of the nineteenth century these glaciers have 
been retreating. Frankly, we do not fully understand either the advance or 
the retreat. 

For small changes in climate associated with tenths of a degree, there is no 
need for any external cause. The Earth is never exactly in equilibrium. The 



	 50	

motions of the massive oceans where heat is moved between deep layers and 
the surface provides variability on time scales from years to centuries. 
Recent work suggests that this variability is enough to account for all 
climate change since the nineteenth Supporting the notion that man has not 
been the cause of this unexceptional change in temperature is the fact that 
there is a 

distinct signature to greenhouse warming: surface warming should be 
accompanied by warming in the tropics around an altitude of about nine 
kilometres that is about 2.5 times greater than at the surface. Measurements 
show that warming at these levels is only about three- quarters of what is 
seen at the surface, implying that only about a third of the surface warming 
is associated with the greenhouse effect, and, quite possibly, not all of even 
this really small implies that all models predicting significant warming are 
greatly overestimating warming. This should not be surprising, though 
inevitably in climate science, when data conflicts with models, a small 
coterie of scientists can be counted upon to modify the data. Thus stretching 
uncertainties in observations and models 

That the data should always need correcting to agree with models is totally 
implausible and indicative of a certain corruption within the climate science 
community. 

It turns out that there is a much more fundamental and unambiguous check 
of the role of feedbacks in enhancing greenhouse warming that also shows 
that all models are greatly exaggerating climate sensitivity. Here, it must be 
noted that the greenhouse effect operates by inhibiting the cooling of the 
climate by reducing net outgoing radiation. 

However, the in fact, lead to much warming (approximately 1°C for a 
climate models are due to the fact that, within these models, the more 
important greenhouse substances, water vapor and clouds, act to amplify is 
referred to as a positive feedback. It means that increases in surface 
temperature are accompanied by reductions in the net outgoing radiation—
thus enhancing the greenhouse warming. 

All climate models show such changes when forced by observed surface 
temperatures. Satellite observations of the Earth’s radiation budget allow us 
to determine whether such a reduction does, in fact, accompany increases in 
surface temperature in nature. As it turns out, the satellite data show that 
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the feedback in nature is clear that even when all models agree, they can all 
be wrong, and that this is the situation for the all-important question of 
climate sensitivity. 

According to the United Nation’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC), the greenhouse forcing from man-made greenhouse gases 
is already about 86 per cent of what one expects from a from methane, 
nitrous oxide, freons, and ozone), and alarming predictions depend on 
models for which the sensitivity to a implies that we should already have 
seen much more warming than we have seen thus far, even if all the 
warming we have seen so far were due to man. 

This contradiction is rendered more acute by the fact that there has been no 
statistically significant net global warming for the last fourteen years. 
Modellers defend this situation by arguing that aerosols have cancelled 
much of the warming, and that models adequately account for natural 
unforced internal variability. However, a recent paper points out that 
aerosols can warm as well as cool, while scientists at the UK’s Hadley 
Centre for Climate Research recently noted that their model did not 
appropriately deal with natural internal variability, thus demolishing the 
basis for the 

Interestingly (though not unexpectedly), the Hadley Centre research paper 
did not stress this. Rather, its authors speculated that natural internal 
variability might step aside in 2009, allowing warming to resume. The fact 
that warming has ceased for the past fourteen years is acknowledged. It 
should be noted that, more recently, German modellers have moved the date 
for ‘resumption’ to Climate alarmists respond that some of the hottest years 
on record have occurred during the past decade. As we are in a relatively 
warm period, this is not surprising, but it says nothing about trends. 

Given that the evidence (and I have noted only a few of many pieces of 
evidence) strongly implies that anthropogenic global warming has been 
greatly exaggerated, the basis for alarm due to such warming is similarly 
diminished. However, a really important point is that the case for alarm 
would still be weak even if anthropogenic global warming were significant. 
Polar bears, arctic summer sea ice, regional droughts and floods, coral 
bleaching, hurricanes, alpine glaciers, malaria, etc. all depend not on some 
global average of surface temperature anomaly, but on a huge number of 
regional variables including temperature, humidity, cloud cover, 
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precipitation, and direction and magnitude of wind. The state of the ocean is 
also often crucial. 

Our ability to forecast any of these over periods beyond a few days is 
minimal. Yet, each catastrophic forecast depends on each of these being in a 
specific range. The odds of any specific catastrophe actually occurring are 
almost zero. This was equally true for earlier forecasts of famine for the 
1980s, global cooling in the 1970s, Y2K and other panics. 

Regionally, year-to-year fluctuations in temperature are over four times 
larger than fluctuations in the global mean. Much of this variation has to be 
independent of the global mean; otherwise the global mean would vary 
much more. 

This is simply to note that factors other than global warming are more 
important to any specific situation. This is not to say that disasters will not 
occur; they always have occurred and this will not change in the future. 
Fighting global warming with symbolic gestures will certainly not change 
this. However, history tells us that greater wealth and development can 
profoundly increase our resilience. 

In view of the above, one may reasonably ask why there is the current alarm, 
and, in particular, why the astounding upsurge in alarmism of the past four 
years. 

When an issue like global warming is around for over twenty years, 
numerous agendas are developed to exploit the issue. The interests of the 
environmental movement in acquiring more power, influence, and donations 
are reasonably clear. So too are the true.. Politicians can see the possibility 
of taxation that will be cheerfully accepted because it is necessary for 
‘saving’ the Earth. Nations have seen how to exploit this issue in order to 
gain competitive advantages. 

The sale of indulgences is already in full swing with organisations selling 
offsets to one’s carbon footprint while sometimes acknowledging that the 
offsets are irrelevant. The possibilities for corruption are immense. 

And finally, there are the numerous well-meaning individuals who have 
allowed propagandists to convince them that in accepting the alarmist view 
of anthropogenic global warming, they are displaying intelligence and 
virtue. For them, their psychological welfare is at stake. 
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With all this at stake, one can readily suspect that there might be 
a sense of urgency provoked by the possibility that warming may have 
ceased and that the case for such warming as was seen being due in 
significant measure to humans, disintegrating. For those committed to the 
more venal agendas, the need to act soon, before the public appreciates the 
situation, is real indeed. 

However, for more serious leaders, the need to resist hysteria courageously 
is clear. Wasting resources on symbolically fighting ever-present climate 
change is no substitute for prudence. Nor is the assumption that the Earth’s 
climate reached a point of perfection in the middle of the twentieth century a 
sign of intelligence. 

SOURCE: Climate Change: the facts Edited by ALAN MORAN 
Introduction BY John Roskam 

http://**https://ipa.org.au/library/publication/1321487125_document_moran
_climatechange-thefacts.pdf** 
(https://ipa.org.au/library/publication/1321487125_document_moran_climat
echange-thefacts.pdf) 

THE HOCKEY STIKE FUDGE 

Climate scientists FUDGING data to support their warming hypothesis 
started at the beginning with the infamous Michael Mann hockey stick fraud. 
The misleading data has always been in one direction to overcome the 
reality of a naturally colder climate. The most infamous and effective 
deception was the hockey stick graph of Michael Mann showing a dramatic 
spike in global warming recently. Without the misleading hockey stick graph 
the Al Gore campaign of fear would not have happened. 

”To understand the manipulation see the same time scale with the proper 
history represented also by the same IPCC below. In its 1990 report, the 
IPCC showed the following graph of global temperatures over the last 
thousand years.• 
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This was unexceptional. It showed the established science of the time. It was 
backed up by a huge amount of data and historical record. It showed the 
Mediaeval Warm Period, warmer than now, and the Little Ice Age, colder 
than now, and both entirely natural. But of course this did not suit the 
purposes of the climate alarm establishment. In its 2001 report, this new 
graph appeared. 
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The graph made an immediate sensation. It featured six times in the IPCC’s 
2001 report. It was brandished around the world as proof positive of 
dangerous manmade global warming. 

In Canada it was distributed to every school. It showed that the Mediaeval 
Warm Period and the Little Ice Age had not existed. It was exactly what 
every alarmist wanted to see. It was complete nonsense. It is called the 
“Hockey Stick” graph because the first flat part resembles the handle of an 
ice hockey stick, the sudden upturn the blade. The graph was based on two 
papers in Nature magazine (MBH98 and MBH99). It made the authors 
famous, especially the lead author, Michael Mann, and greatly advanced 
their careers in climate alarm. For a long time nobody questioned it or the 
data it was drawn from. Then a Canadian statistical expert, Steve McIntyre, 
asked to see the data. Eventually, reluctantly, it was ceded to him. He 
quickly showed that such data could not yield a Hockey Stick. The graph 
was pure quackery. The authors had used illegitimate statistical means, 
especially short-centring the data series for principal component analysis (a 
statistical method for identifying trends in a mass 

This probably represents the worst corruption of science in the history of 
climate alarm. 

Many scientists have been warning politicians for some time that the storm 
clouds are gathering, and that the IPCC saga is likely to be the biggest 
scandal in the history of science… 

Worse, some scientists at the Climatic Research Unit appear to have been 
working in league with US scientists who compiled the climate data for the 
Goddard Institute for Space Studies. The latter data appear to contain 
numerous biases which inflate the supposed natural warming of the 20th 
century. (In fact satellite data shows there has been no global warming since 
the late 1970s and cooling since 2001, see graph.) In the USA the 
Competitive Enterprise Institute has now filed three Notices of Intent to File 
Suit against the Goddard Institute over their 3-year refusal to provide 
documents requested under the US Freedom of Information Act. 

Mathematician Christopher Monckton, former scientific advisor to Margaret 
Thatcher, describes those implicated by the leaked emails as a "Close-knit 
clique of climate scientists who invented and now drive the "global 
warming" fraud -- for fraud is what we now know it to be -- and tampered 
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with temperature data". He adds "I have reported them to the UK's 
Information Commissioner, with a request that he investigate their offences 
and, if thought fit, prosecute". 

Australia's Professor Ian Plimer agrees with Monckton's position, saying 
"Here we have the Australian government underpinning the biggest 
economic decision this country has ever made and it's all based on fraud." 
http://www.undeceivingourselves.org/I-ipcc.htm 

It continues to this day. . 
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The most recent fudge happened last month. Here is the headline story - 
Exposed: How world leaders were duped into investing billions over 
manipulated global warming data 

• The Mail on Sunday can reveal a landmark paper exaggerated global 
warming 

• It was rushed through and timed to influence the Paris agreement on 
climate change 

• America’s National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration broke 
its own rules 

• The report claimed the pause in global warming never existed, but it 
was based on misleading, ‘unverified’ data 

By David Rose for The Mail on Sunday 

PUBLISHED: 22:57 GMT, 4 February 2017 | 

“Dr John Bates’s disclosures about the manipulation of data behind the 
‘Pausebuster’ paper is the biggest scientific scandal since ‘Climategate’ in 
2009 when, as this paper reported, thousands of leaked emails revealed 
scientists were trying to block access to data, and using a ‘trick’ to conceal 
embarrassing flaws in their claims about global warming. 

Both scandals suggest a lack of transparency and, according to Dr Bates, a 
failure to observe proper ethical standards. 

Because of NOAA ’s failure to ‘archive’ data used in the paper, its results 
can never be verified. 

Like Climategate, this scandal is likely to reverberate around the world, and 
reignite some of science’s most hotly contested debates.” 

Once again natural climate variation shows a colder planet over the past 
decades which the alarmist scientists wanted to hide. 
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See this graph not publicized- 

The reason? Because this is what it shows after 1961, a dramatic decline in 
global temperatures" 

World leaders duped by manipulated global warming data 

 

Without valid data the climate debate becomes impossible to assess. Some 
urge that based on climate history, reduced solar activity and recent colder 
winters globally with massive snowfall we are heading into the next ice age? 
Here is a recent book pitching that story. 

Solar physicists from Germany have issued a warning that Europe is 
about to enter a mini ice age in the next few years. 

Germany Warns Of Coming Mini Ice Age 

Scientists at the ultra-warmist Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact 
Research (PIK) say that the current solar minimum suggests the continent is 
about to suffer a miniature ice-age. 
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The Berliner Kurier writes: 

“That’s the conclusion that solar physicists of the Potsdam Institute for 
Climate Impact Research reached when looking at solar activity.” 

For an institute that over the past 20 years has steadfastly insisted that man 
has been almost the sole factor in climate change over the past century and 
that the sun no longer plays a role, this is quite remarkable. 

The Berliner Kurier reports that the PIK scientists foresee a weakening of 
the sun’s activity over the coming years. 

“That means that conversely it is going to get colder. The scientists are 
speaking of a little ice age.” 

According to the PIK scientists, the reduced solar activity will, however, not 
be able to stop the global warming and only brake the warming up to 2100 
by 0.3°C. 

Given the extreme warnings of warming and sea level rise put out by the 
Potsdam Institute in the past, this still represents an extraordinary admission, 
one that has us suspecting a major climate turnaround may be ahead – 
despite all the efforts by the Potsdam Institute to play it all down. Here we 
see them possibly setting up a global warming postponement of a couple of 
decades. The sun plays a role after all. 

The source of the Berliner Kurier report is the Austrian weather site 
wetter.at. The site writes that some solar physicists suspect the current solar 
inactivity may be “the start of a new grand minimum” like the one the planet 
saw in the 17th century and left Europe in an ice box. 

Dozens of studies show Little Ice Age was global! 
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Though most scientists agree that the Little Ice Age took place, many 
dispute its extent. Some insist it was localized over the North Atlantic 
region. But now there are dozens of studies that show it was in fact a global 
event. That should make us worry. 

Ice Age Start-Up Phase I 45% Complete 

The truth is the climate is chaotic and nonlinear and changes are measured in 
thousands of years not decades therefore we do not know. Uncertainty is the 
only certainty. In 1991 the Globe and Mail in Canada (our national 
newspaper) published my article urging caution because the science is not 
settled and any action is only a drop in the ocean. This opinion continues to 
be valid. 

The future is black 

Coal is Essential for World Economic Growth and to Alleviate Energy 
Poverty 

Dr. Roger H. Bezdek 

Energy Economist and President of MISI 

If you could pick just one thing to reduce poverty, by far you would pick 
energy, business magnate and philanthropist Bill Gates has said. And few 
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could find reason to disagree. I submit only coal can provide the large 
amount of affordable, reliable energy the world needs for economic growth 
to reduce energy poverty and to achieve the U.N. development goals. A 
recent report by the Australia Institute takes issue with this simple concept 
and that’s why the report is seriously flawed. 

First, coal is vitally required to facilitate economic growth over the coming 
decades, especially in the developing nations. All major forecasts indicate 
that world energy consumption will increase significantly over the next three 
decades, that almost all of this increased energy will be required in the 
developing nations, that fossil fuels will continue to provide 80% of world 
energy, and that coal will continue to be the world’s most rapidly growing 
fuel. 

As prominent energy analyst Vaclav Smil notes: “The most fundamental 
attribute of modern society is simply this: Ours is a high energy civilization 
based largely on combustion of fossil fuels.” In short, fossil fuels – 
especially coal – will continue to be the driving force behind economic 
growth for the foreseeable future. In fact, within five years coal will surpass 
oil as the world’s major energy source. 

Second, coal is critically required to reduce energy poverty and to help 
achieve the U.N. development goals. Nearly 3.5 billion people globally lack 
sufficient energy for basic needs and 4 million die annually from the effects 
of indoor air pollution as a result of energy poverty. All forms of energy are 
needed to address this challenge – especially advanced coal. 

A recent study by Robert Bryce emphasized coal’s role in alleviating energy 
poverty, concluding that, between 1990 and 2010, for every person who 
gained access to electricity from sources such as wind and solar, 13 gained 
access from coal. 

Coal offers the unique attributes of large scale, low cost and lower emissions 
through advanced clean coal technology such as current supercritical plants. 
Affordable, reliable electricity is key to reducing energy poverty and to 
achieving the U.N. development goals, and within 25 years electricity use 
will double. Coal is currently world’s predominant fuel for electricity 
generation and will remain so. 
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Finally, coal power generation has been getting cleaner for decades and this 
improvement continues. For example, in the United States, since 1970 
industry has invested over $100 billion in clean coal technologies, coal 
power generation has increased 170%, and the key emissions rate for SO2, 
NOx, and particulates has declined 90%. 

This represents an incredible environmental success story according to any 
measure. Further, high-efficiency coal plant technologies are even cleaner: 
When equipped with advanced controls, these plants can have an emissions 
rate that is two-thirds lower than the existing fleet and a CO2 emissions rate 
that is up to 25% lower than the oldest plants, driving major environmental 
improvement. As the head of the International Energy Agency notes, “A 
single, large coal plant, if built with the best-available technology, can 
reduce emissions by the annual equivalent of taking a million cars off the 
road.” 

In conclusion, and Dr. Amartya Sen, a Nobel Laureate in Economics, said 
“Energy use is essential for conquering poverty, and there is a need for 
increased power in poorer countries.” Only coal can provide the large 
amount of affordable, reliable energy the world needs for economic growth, 
to reduce energy poverty and to achieve the U.N. development goals. 

Dr. Roger H. Bezdek 

Dr. Bezdek is an internationally recognized energy economist and President 
of MISI, in Washington D.C. He has 30 years’ experience in research and 
management in the energy, utility, environmental, and regulatory areas, 
serving in private industry, academia, and the federal government. He has 
served as Senior Adviser in the U.S. Treasury Department, as U.S. energy 
delegate to the EU and NATO, and as a consultant to the White House, 
federal and state government agencies, and numerous corporations and 
research organizations. His most recent book is The Impending World 
Energy Mess. 

https://www.advancedenergyforlife.com/article/coal-essential-world-
economic-growth-and-alleviate-energy-poverty 

The International Energy Agency (IEA) estimate that global energy 
consumption in 2014 was 13,699 Mtoe or 5.74 × 1020 joules. Mtoe stands 
for Million Tonnes of Oil Equivalent. The following pie charts, collated by 
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IEA shows the estimated energy use around the globe between 1973 and 
2014. 

 

 

Comparison between 1973 and 2014 global energy consumption [Image 
Source: IEA] 

Note with massive subsidies to wind and solar renewables over 30 years 
they have negligible increase in energy consumption from 0.1% to 1.4% 
while coal consumption moved from 24.5% to 28.6%. Natural gas shows the 
largest growth trend up 5%. 

Energy in India 

The future is black 

Power is essential for India’s long-term growth. But electricity is 
unlikely to flow fast enough 

Jan 21st 2012 | NAGPUR 
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In coal India has something as abundant as people. As more Indians enjoy 
the trappings of middle-class life and the country industrialises, demand for 
coal-fired electricity will continue to rise smartly, roughly in line with 
economic growth. India may not have much oil or gas to call its own but it 
has the world's fifth-largest coal reserves. And it has successfully raised a 
mountain of the other raw material needed to turn carbon into sparks: 
capital. Some $130 billion has been ploughed into the power industry in the 
past five years. Of that, $60 billion or so has come from the private sector—
probably the largest-ever private-sector investment India has seen. 

One dam thing after another 

It wasn't always all about coal. Jawaharlal Nehru, the country's first prime 
minister after independence, was obsessed with hydroelectric dams, calling 
them the “temples of modern India”. It would have been good for India's 
environment, and the world's, had many more temples been raised. The fad 
for hydro trickled away and it now provides only 14% of India's power 
compared with up to a half in the 1960s. 

That seems unlikely to change—India is too chaotic and free a place to 
manage the feats of national machismo that allowed China to build the Three 
Gorges dam. Although new projects are planned in places such as Kashmir 
and neighbouring Bhutan, harnessing Himalayan rivers to power all of India 
is for now a dream, not a policy. 

The subcontinent has plenty of sun and wind, and states including Gujarat 
and Tamil Nadu are keen to encourage investments in renewable energy. 
These are likely to be niche sources of power, thanks to problems getting 
land and their high cost. 

The result is that, as in China, fossil fuels will dominate the energy mix (see 
chart 2). Carbon emissions will rise in tandem, by about two-and-a-half 
times between 2010 and 2030 according to McKinsey, a consultancy. The 
growth of India's power industry—assuming it is built and largely fired by 
fossil fuels—would contribute about a tenth of the total global rise in 
emissions over the period. Most Indians do not feel too guilty, arguing that 
dirtier rich countries, not poor ones, should show restraint. India's emissions 
will remain far below those from America and China both in absolute terms 
and per head. 
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Fossil hunting 

India has some oil and gas, mainly offshore and in Rajasthan, although 
production has been faltering. It lags China in developing pipelines from 
energy-rich Central Asia. Coal, then, is key. India's is not of a high quality—
it contains too much ash—but there is lots of it. 

SCIENTIFIC AMERICAN 

Coal Trumps Solar in India 

Activists hope for a renewable energy future but dirty coal remains cheapest 

By Gayathri Vaidyanathan and ClimateWire | October 19, 2015 

A failed solar experiment in the village of Dharnai has underscored the 
challenges of going solar in India. 

Photo by Gayathri Vaidyanathan. 

DHARNAI, India—One year ago, environmentalists hailed this tiny village 
as the future of clean energy in rural India. Today, it is powered by coal. 
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Dharnai, a community of about 3,200 people in eastern India’s Bihar state, 
had been without electricity for three decades. So when activists with 
Greenpeace set up a solar-powered microgrid in July of 2014, the excitement 
was palpable. But, residents said, the problems started almost immediately. 

When the former chief minister of Bihar state visited to inaugurate the grid, 
villagers lined up to protest, chanting, “We want real electricity, not fake 
electricity!” 

By “real,” they meant power from the central grid, generated mostly using 
coal. By “fake,” they meant solar. 

Analysts say the story of Dharnai illustrates how difficult it can be to 
provide reliable, high-quality electricity to the world’s poor without using 
the central grid. 

Bringing coal-fired power to town 

The microgrid operators scrambled to fix the mess. The village 
electrification committee decided to restrict electricity supply to five hours 
at nighttime. Greenpeace put up posters telling people not to use energy-
hungry appliances such as rice cookers, electric water heaters, irons, space 
heaters and air coolers. 

At present, solar power in Dharnai costs at least three times as much as grid 
power. It can support only expensive energy-efficient appliances, such as 
CFL bulbs. A CFL bulb in India costs 700 rupees ($10), while an 
incandescent bulb costs 10 rupees (15 cents). 

Using the poor as a pro-coal argument 

M.V. Ramana, a physicist at Princeton University who has studied energy 
access in India, questioned the ethics of foisting an expensive solution on the 
poor, who’ve historically contributed so little to global warming. 

“I strongly encourage [microgrids] for urban, upper classes of people who 
can afford it,” he said. “But [I would] not do it on the backs of people who 
are poor and who can’t afford these experiments.” 

Grid power, which in India’s case is mostly coal-based, generates enough 
electricity to power factories, agricultural processing, hospitals, schools and 
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malls, all of which drive human development and create jobs, said Alex 
Trembath, a senior analyst at the California-based Breakthrough Institute. 

Groups that claim that microgrids can fuel similar levels of development are 
“conducting clean energy and climate policy on the backs of the global 
poor,” he also argued. 

Guay of the Packard Foundation strongly disagreed and said that even a 
single light bulb powered by a microgrid is valuable to someone without 
power. Decentralized grids are solutions of the future while the central grid 
is like “whale oil,” he said. 

“It has everything to do with progress,” Guay said. “I don’t think you will 
see a single person say that the poor should continue to use whale oil in the 
21st century and call that ethical and progressive.” 

Only a small number of villages are too remote to be hooked to the central 
grid and would be good candidates for microgrid-only solutions, Ramana 
said. The government has identified 12,771 such villages. There are also 
thousands of hamlets where fewer than 100 families live that could benefit, 
other experts said. 

A village’s gratitude for coal 

As the sun set in Dharnai on a recent summer evening, Greenpeace’s solar-
powered street lamps switched on and pooled white light along the 
thoroughfare. Villagers chatted on streets that would have once been pitch-
dark. Life has improved after Greenpeace came, they said. 

Not because the group brought solar. Rather, they said, they appreciate that 
the group brought the chief minister, who brought in the grid. 

“Right now, if I were Prime Minister Modi, I’d be saying, ‘Gee, I can 
deliver coal-based electricity way cheaper than I can deliver renewables,” he 
said. 

Reprinted from Climatewire with permission from Environment & Energy 
Publishing, LLC. www.eenews.net, 202-628-6500 

https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/coal-trumps-solar-in-india/ 
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SUMMARY SESSION ACADEMIA 

James Matkin 

I submit research shows the green polemic is not grounded in reality. The 
world must depend on the lowest-cost energy at the end of the day. Market 
forces and investment will follow the economics. Coal power trumps 
alternatives because it is plentiful, cheaper and is the legacy fuel worldwide. 
Despite climate alarmists and environmental issues new coal plants will 
double or triple in the decades following (China opens a new coal plant 
every week). For the 3.5 billion people living in desperate poverty and in the 
dark today cheap electricity is a matter of social justice and must override 
the false hope of a carbon free economy, especially when the science behind 
the theory of global warming is very much disputed. 

What’s Driving India’s Coal Demand Growth 

1st Jun 2016 

First published in Cornerstone, Volume 4, Issue 1 

World Bank suggests India’s GDP will grow by 7.9% in 2016, more than 
twice the global average.2 Economic growth and modernization will in turn 
drive energy demand, especially for coal. 

Moreover, Indian appetite for coal will rise as the government enacts 
policies to assist those affected by energy poverty. The IEA has estimated 
that around 240 million people, or 20% of the population, remain without 
access to electricity.1 Of equal concern, the agency estimates that 840 
million people—more than the populations of the U.S. and the European 
Union combined—use traditional biomass for cooking 

Like China before it, India’s economic growth will be fueled by coal. Thus, 
in 2012, 45% of total primary energy demand and 72% of generated 
electricity demand was met by coal. India currently has approximately 205 
GW of coal-fired electricity generation capacity, which will soon be 
augmented by 113 GW of new coal-fired capacity currently under 
construction.4 

GOVERNMENT POLICIES TO MEET GROWING ENERGY NEEDS 
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The Indian government’s policies to meet the growing need for electricity 
are focused, principally, on developing large-scale coal-fired power plants. 
Indeed, in March 2015, Arunabha Ghosh, head of the Council on Energy, 
Environment and Water think tank in New Delhi, told the UK’s Financial 
Times that “whichever way you cut it, coal is going to be front and centre of 
India’s future energy mix…”.6 

Over the next 25 years, electricity demand in India is forecast to grow at 
over 4% per annum. Under its New Policies Scenario, which modeled 
energy demand and supplies if all new and proposed policies were fully 
enacted, the IEA estimates that installed coal capacity will reach almost 500 
GW by 2040 (more than three times the 2012 installed capacity) (see Figure 
1). 

The dominance of coal in India’s energy mix can be attributed to two key 
factors: affordability and access. Although the competitiveness of 
renewables and gas-fired technology is likely to improve over time, coal is 
expected to remain the most affordable option through to 2035, driven by 
low domestic coal prices and limited gas availability. 

What’s Driving India’s Coal Demand Growth 

WALL STREET JOURNAL 

OPINION COMMENTARY 

Obama’s Climate Policy Is a Hot Mess 

The president hails the Paris Agreement again—even though it will solve 
nothing and cost trillions. 

By BJORN LOMBORG 

June 30, 2016 7:06 p.m. ET 

Obama’s Climate Policy Is a Hot Mess 

When President Obama flew to Ottawa, Canada, on Wednesday to meet with 
Canadian Prime Minister Justin Trudeau and Mexican President Enrique 
Peña Nieto, promoting their climate-change policies was near the top of the 
agenda. “The Paris Agreement was a turning point for our planet,” the 
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leaders’ joint statement said, referring to the climate pact signed with fanfare 
in April by nearly 200 nations. “North America has the capacity, resources 
and the moral imperative to show strong leadership building on the Paris 
Agreement and promoting its early entry into force.” 

Attracting rather less attention than the Ottawa meeting was a June 22 
hearing on Capitol Hill. Testifying before the House Committee on Science, 
Space and Technology, Environmental Protection Agency Administrator 
Gina McCarthy extolled the Paris Agreement as an “incredible 
achievement.” But when repeatedly asked, she wouldn’t explain exactly how 
much this treaty would actually cut global temperatures. 

The Paris Agreement will cost a fortune but do little to reduce global 
warming. In a peer-reviewed article published in Global Policy this year, I 
looked at the widely hailed major policies that Paris Agreement signatories 
pledged to undertake and found that they will have a negligible temperature 
impact. I used the same climate-prediction model that the United Nations 
uses. 

First, consider the Obama administration’s signature climate policy, the 
Clean Power Plan. The U.N.’s model shows that it will accomplish almost 
nothing. Even if the policy withstands current legal challenges and its cuts 
are totally implemented—not for the 14 years that the Paris agreement lasts, 
but for the rest of the century—the Clean Power Plan would reduce 
temperatures by 0.023 degrees Fahrenheit by 2100. 

President Obama has made grander promises of future carbon cuts, beyond 
the plan’s sweeping restrictions on the power industry, but these are only 
vaguely outlined now. In the unlikely event that all of these extra cuts also 
happen, and are adhered to throughout the rest of the century, the combined 
reduction in temperatures would be 0.057 degrees. In other words, if the 
U.S. delivers for the whole century on the very ambitious Obama rhetoric, it 
would postpone global warming by about eight months at the end of the 
century. 

Or consider the Paris Agreement promises from the entire world using the 
reduction estimate from the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change, the organization responsible for the Paris summit. The 
U.N.’s model reveals a temperature reduction by the end of the century of 
only 0.08 degrees Fahrenheit. If we generously assume that the promised 
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cuts for 2030 are not only met (which itself would be a U.N. first), but 
sustained throughout the rest of the century, temperatures in 2100 would 
drop by 0.3 degrees—the equivalent of postponing warming by less than 
four years at the end of the century. A cut of 0.3 degrees matches the finding 
of a Massachusetts Institute of Technology analysis of the Paris Agreement 
last year. 

The costs of the Paris climate pact are likely to run to $1 trillion to $2 trillion 
annually throughout the rest of the century, using the best estimates from the 
Stanford Energy Modeling Forum and the Asia Modeling Exercise. 
Spending more than $100 trillion for such a feeble temperature reduction by 
the end of the century does not make sense. 

Some Paris Agreement supporters defend it by claiming that its real impact 
on temperatures will be much more significant than the U.N. model predicts. 
This requires some mental gymnastics and heroic assumptions. The group 
doing climate modeling for the U.S. State Department assumes that without 
the Paris Agreement emissions would be much higher than under any 
realistic scenario. With such an unrealistically pessimistic baseline, they can 
then magically show that the agreement will cut temperatures by 1.8 degrees 
Fahrenheit—with about 1.5 degrees of the drop coming from a reduction of 
these fantasy carbon emissions. 

The Climate Action Tracker, widely cited by Paris Agreement fans, predicts 
a temperature reduction of 1.6 degrees by the end of the century. But that 
model is based heavily on the assumption that even stronger climate policies 
will be adopted in the future—98% of the assumed reductions come after the 
current Paris Agreement promises to expire in 2030. 

Even this wishful thinking won’t achieve anything close to the 2 degrees 
Celsius (3.6 degrees Fahrenheit) reduction that has become the arbitrary but 
widely adopted benchmark for what will be essential to avoid the worst 
effects of global warming. 

The Paris Agreement is the wrong solution to a real problem. We should 
focus more on green-energy research and development, like that promoted 
by Bill Gates and the Breakthrough Coalition. Mr. Gates has announced that 
private investors are committing $7 billion for clean energy R&D, while the 
White House will double its annual $5 billion green innovation fund. Sadly, 
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this sorely needed investment is a fraction of the cost of the same 
administration’s misguided carbon-cut policies. 

Instead of rhetoric and ever-larger subsidies of today’s inefficient green 
technologies, those who want to combat climate change should focus on 
dramatically boosting innovation to drive down the cost of future green 
energy. 

The U.S. has already shown the way. With its relentless pursuit of fracking 
driving down the cost of natural gas, America has made a momentous switch 
from coal to gas that has done more to drive down carbon-dioxide emissions 
than any recent climate policy. Turns out that those who gathered in Paris, 
France, could learn a little from Paris, Texas. 

Mr. Lomborg, president of the Copenhagen Consensus Center, is the author 
of “Cool It” (Knopf, 2007) and “Smartest Targets for the World” 
(Copenhagen Consensus, 2015). 

JAMES MATKIN 

 

 

Yes, a cost-benefit analysis highlights the climate alarmists debacle. This is 
important to head off government mania for new carbon taxes. Australians 
killed their carbon tax after seeing the gross waste of resources with no 
impact on the environment. The tax harms export industries subject to world 
pricing. The tax does not prevent “carbon leakage” when “emissions simply 
rise overseas” beyond the control of 
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Australia.http://instituteforenergyresearch.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/09/IER_AustraliaCarbonTaxStudy.pdf 

Further, the whole mission of reducing C02 to save the planet is foolish. Dr. 
Patrick Moore explains - “CO2 is a pollutant only to politicians and 
bureaucrats.... By itself, it is incapable of warming the climate by more than 
a fraction of a degree. CO2 is an essential gas, without which there would be 
no life on earth. CO2 is plant food.” https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4-
biuanF5eY 

Richard C Willson is a leading climate scientist and he sums up the weak 
science of CAGW and urges full use of fossil fuels in response to my 
posting on Academia. 

 

 

Member, International Advisory Committee for Absolute Radiomtery (1988 
- present) Member of NASA validation review panel for the EOS/SORCE 
experiments (2000). Presenter to the NOAA Panel on Strategies for Climate 
(Nov., 2000.) NASA Medal for Exceptional Scientific Achievement (1981) 
Ph.D. Atmospheric Physics, University of California at Los Angeles (1975) 

“The CO2 anthropogenic global warming (CAGW) hypothesis has not 
withstood the test of time. CAGW is based on predictions of the flawed, 
1980's vintage global circulation models that have failed to match 
observational data both since and prior to their fabrication. Climate changes 
continually and is determined by natural forces that humans have no 
significant control over. 
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Increased plant growth in CO2 enhanced environments is a demonstrated 
fact. Since CO2 is not a significant GHG for climate there is no reason not to 
use it. 

Instead of wasting resources on crony capitalist and environmental extremist 
'green' energy projects we should use fossil fuels, the most cost-effective 
form of energy, to the maximum extent possible. Using the CO2 byproduct 
in an intelligent way will be a contribution to taking the most intelligent 
possible path into the future.” 

	


