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PART VIII – GLOBAL COOLING.  This writer is not often found quoting Hollywood types, but novelist and screenwriter Michael Crichton weighed in on global warming by pointing out that “whenever you hear that a consensus of scientists agrees on something, reach for your wallet because you are being scammed,” and believes “the claim of consensus in science historically has been the first refuge of scoundrels.”  

Point-of-Information:  All things are proceeding today as though global warming has been proven beyond a reasonable doubt, despite all the massive contradictory information compiled by the Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change and published in its “Climate Change Reconsidered.”  
This writer found throughout the research for this series on global cooling that ordinary citizens are being asked to believe climate predictions for 100 years down the road were accurate, when the weather predictions for the next seven days are no where near accurate, much 100% so.  

The International Panel on Climate Change was established in 1998 by the World Meteorological Organization and the United Nations Environment Program to “provide a comprehensive, objective, scientific, technical and socio-economic assessment of the current understanding of human-induced climate change, its potential impacts and options for adoption and mitigation.”  The IPCC’s work consisted of three assessment reports and a “synthesis” report.
The National Center for Policy Analysis (NCPA) is a nonprofit, nonpartisan public policy research organization established in 1983.  Analysts for the NCPA determined that the IPCC forecasts were based on opinions, not scientific forecasting methods which the analysts maintain are proper to project climate change.  NCPA analysts – Kesten C. Green and J. Scott Armstrong – provide these points to highlight serious deficiencies in the IPCC’s Assessment Reports. 
· Methodologies used should be those shown empirically to be relevant to the particular types of problems involved in climate forecasting.  Scientific forecasting methods should be used to project climate change, not computer modeling;  

· Many public-policy decisions are based on unaided expert judgments.  Experts may have access to empirical studies and other information, but they often make predictions, or judgmental forecasts without the aid of scientific forecasting principles;  

· When experts agree with other experts, there is credibility added and the persuasion factor kicks in which increases substantial faith people have in the value of such experts.  “Opinions of experts are not a valid basis for public policy,” according to Green and Armstrong.

· With the advance of technology, computer modeling is the methodology responsible for shifting climate forecasting so that “expert opinions are informed by computer models.”  Climate models are, in effect, mathematical ways for experts to express their opinions.”  

Reid A. Bryson, in his “Environment, Environmentalists and Global change:  A Skeptic’s Evaluation,” (1993) said, “A model is nothing more than a formal statement of how the modeler believes that a part of the world of his concern actually works.”  (Bryson is the most-cited climatologist in academic studies worldwide.)  

Remember Colorado State University professor William Gray from early in this series (Part II) – his comments were pretty harsh, and his 50 some years of actually working at forecasting are powerful to say the least, but his harshest criticism was of cmputer models to predict what the future climate will be.  

Gray said the global warming movement is “driven by the scientists getting money to study it, they skew these facts in a certain way and write reports to scare people.”  Gray also expressed the belief that it is a “stacked system in which scientists study climate change because it’s an easy way to get government grants.”  


Green and Armstrong further explain problems with computer modeling by pointing out that “researchers who have examined long-term climate forecasts have concluded they are based on nothing more than scientists’ opinions expressed in complex mathematical terms, without valid evidence to support the chosen approach.”  Far too many unsuspecting readers/listeners are persuaded by such statements of experts.  More on the analysis of the NCPA’s Green and Armstrong in a future column.


“Climate Change Reconsidered” prepared by the Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change is what can only be described as a scathing “rebuke” of the four-part report prepared by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).  The fourth part of the IPCC report was released in 2007, but technically had a cut-off date of May 2006.  The IPCC’s four-part report is being used in large part as the basis for the cap and trade bill currently under debate in Congress. 

The following is a summary of the problems/faults discovered by NIPCC, necessitating its “Climate Change Reconsidered,” which will be covered in detail beginning next week.  

· By the release date in 2007, the report had been contradicted in important parts by research and scientific data published since the IPCC’s May 2006 cutoff date; that research and contradicting scientific data were available but inconsistent with the authors’ pre-conceived conclusions;  

· Failure by the IPCC to consider important scientific issues, several of which would have contradicted its major conclusions about the observed increase in anthropogenic greenhouse gas concentrations, and the IPCC’s use of terms such as “most likely,” and “very likely,” translated as at least 90 percent certain;  
· Failure of the IPCC to apply generally accepted methodologies to determine what fraction of current warming is natural, or how much is caused by the rise in greenhouse gases (GHG);  

· IPCC’s ignoring state-of-the-art green house gas models showing human caused GHG contribution to be minor;  

· IPCC’s ignoring overwhelming evidence of Sun and associated atmospheric cloud effects being responsible for much of past climate change; and 

· IPCC’s ignoring of other science issues that called for discussion and explanation, or imperfectly addressed some issues.  


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