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SUMMARY

There is no evidence of any rise in sea level that can be attributed to the observed increase of 70
ppm in atmospheric CO2 concentration that has occurred over the last 50 years. Furthermore, no
rise in sea level can be expected from any additional increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration
including the much discussed ‘CO2 doubling’ to 560 ppm. In fact it is simply impossible for the
observed increase in CO2 concentration to have caused any kind of climate change. The dire
ocean flooding and other global warming disasters predicted by the United Nations (UN)
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) reports and others are based on nothing
more than invalid computer simulations. All such predictions have been demonstrated to be
incorrect.

There are two fundamental errors that have been made in the computer simulations of global
warming. The first is the assumption that there is some form of climate equilibrium that can be
analyzed using perturbation theory. This approach is known as radiative forcing. The second is
the substitution of the meteorological surface air temperature (MSAT) as a surrogate for the real
surface temperature. The MSAT is the temperature of the air measured in an enclosure placed at
eye level above the ground. There is no simple or obvious relationship between the MSAT and
the surface temperature of the ground underneath the enclosure. The whole global warming
argument is based on the empirical speculation that the observed increase in atmospheric CO2

concentration has caused a rise in the long term global average ‘equilibrium surface
temperature’. The two unrelated graphs of the increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration and
the long term MSAT trend were scaled and made to overlap. This created the so called ‘hockey
stick’ curve that has been used to justify the global warming argument. A false empirical
relationship between the rise in atmospheric CO2 concentration and the MSAT was created by
using the small increase in the downward long wave infrared (LWIR) flux from the increase in
CO2 concentration as a ‘calibration factor’ for the global warming simulations. The computer
climate models have been ‘hard wired’ using a circular argument to create global warming from
an increase in ‘greenhouse gases’. If the concentration of the ‘greenhouse gases’ increases then
by definition, the surface temperature must increase. The hockey stick is just propagating itself.
This is empirical pseudoscience that can only be described as climate astrology or computational
science fiction.

When the real energy transfer physics that determines the surface temperature is examined in
detail, it becomes clear that the observed increase in CO2 concentration cannot cause any
measurable rise in surface temperature. The greenhouse effect cannot be explained using climate
equilibrium arguments. Instead, it has to be described in terms of the dynamics of the surface
energy transfer. There are six different time dependent energy transfer processes that have to be
considered. These are discussed in detail in this review. Once the dynamic properties of the
greenhouse effect are understood, the observed changes in the MSAT record can be explained in
terms of variations in ocean surface temperatures coupled with observational bias in the MSAT
station record caused by urban heat island effects. Temperatures in urban areas have increased
compared to the surrounding rural areas because of the additional heat stored in the urban
infrastructure. The MSAT record has also been ‘adjusted’ or ‘homogenized’ in various ways to
produce the climate record and these have resulted in additional temperature increases that were
not part of the original MSAT data.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In order to understand the relationship between sea level and climate change it is necessary to
consider the effects of at least four different climate cycles that occur on different time scales.
Over recent geological time, the Earth has cycled through an Ice Age with a period of
approximately 100,000 years [Augustin et al; 2004; Barbante et al. 2006]. This is linked to
changes in the ellipticity of the Earth’s orbit around the sun caused by planetary perturbations,
mainly by Jupiter and Saturn [Varadi et al, 2003]. At the last glacial maximum, about 20,000
years ago, sea level was approximately 120 m lower than it is today [Lambeck, 2004]. During
recent recorded history, the Earth’s climate has fluctuated with a period of a few hundred years
[Loehle & Huston, 2008]. The last climate minimum was the Maunder Minimum in the
seventeenth century. This was preceded by the Medieval Warming Period when the Vikings
settled in Greenland and along the eastern coast of N. America. It now appears that the Earth has
started to cool again after another ‘Modern Maximum’ warm period. This warming cycle is
linked to long term changes in the sunspot cycle. During the Maunder Minimum, very few
sunspots were observed for 70 years from 1645 to 1715 [Harvey, 1997]. As the Earth has
warmed from the Maunder Minimum, sea levels have risen at a rate of approximately 8 inches
per century [Akasofu, 2010]. This rate now appears to be slowing down [Houston & Dean,
2011].

The Earth’s climate is also influenced by periodic fluctuations in ocean surface temperatures.
The N. Pacific and N. Atlantic Oceans have well established variations in surface temperature
with periods of approximately sixty years known as the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO) and
the Atlantic Multidecadal Oscillation (AMO) [Cheetham, 2011]. These have been linked to the
dust bowl droughts in the 1930’s and are the underlying cause of the ‘global warming’ that has
been erroneously attributed to CO2. The PDO is the dominant trend found in the California
climate record [Clark, 2010a]. In addition there is the well known short term El Nino Southern
Oscillation (ENSO) in the Equatorial Pacific Ocean that fluctuates with a period between 3 and 7
years [NOAA, 2011]. The changes in air pressure and wind patterns produced during the ENSO
cycle influence the sea levels that are measured by tide gauges and satellite altimetry. Such
effects have been misinterpreted as an increase in sea level caused by rising levels of
atmospheric CO2 [Morner, 2010].

The idea that infrared active gases in the atmosphere can trap IR radiation and warm the Earth
was first proposed by Joseph Fourier in 1827 [Fourier, 1827]. Speculation that changes in
atmospheric CO2 concentration can cause Ice Age fluctuations started in the middle of the
nineteenth century. John Tyndall began his studies of the infra red (IR) absorption of gases in
1859 and correctly identified water vapor, followed by carbon dioxide as the most important IR
absorbing gases in the atmosphere [Tyndall, 1863]. He was also interested in the study of
glaciers and accepted the Ice Age glaciation theories of Louis Agassiz [Agassiz, 1840]. This led
him to propose that changes in CO2 concentration might be responsible for climate change.
These empirical speculations have continued unabated for 150 years [Weart, 1997]. However,
when the effect of the observed increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration on the surface energy
transfer is analyzed in detail, it becomes very clear that it is impossible for this increase to have
caused any kind of climate change [Clark, 2010b, 2010c].
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The conventional greenhouse effect is explained in terms of incorrect equilibrium assumptions.
The average solar flux reaching the Earth’s surface is 240 W.m-2, which corresponds to an
emission temperature of 255 K. The Earth’s surface is at an average temperature of 288 K. This
33 K difference is attributed to ‘greenhouse gas trapping of IR radiation’ that warms the surface
[Taylor, 2006]. Since it is assumed, incorrectly that there is some form climate equilibrium, an
increase in ‘greenhouse gas concentration’ must therefore increase this ‘IR trapping’ and cause
an increase in surface temperature. This argument has no basis in climate reality. There is no
equilibrium on any time scale. The local surface temperature varies on a diurnal and seasonal
time scale. The long term average is a mathematical construct that has little connection to the
observed local surface temperature. The starting point for any realistic analysis of the
greenhouse effect is the simple observation that the dry sand on the beaches of areas such as
Southern California is almost too hot to walk on once it has been heated by the summer sun. The
ground warms up during the day as it is heated by the sun and cools off at night. The full
summer flux reaching the surface is approximately 1000 W.m-2. If the sun were to shine long
enough to reach thermal equilibrium, the equilibrium surface temperature would be 93 C.
Similarly, the Earth is always cooling by long wave infrared (LWIR) emission to space. If the
sun stopped shining, the Earth would continue to cool until it reached the temperature of outer
space. We are fortunate that the Earth is warmed by the sun during the day and cools at night in
such a way that extremes of temperature are avoided. The surface temperature is maintained by
a dynamic balance between the solar heating flux, moist convection and LWIR emission. There
are six different energy transfer processes that interact to maintain the Earth’s surface
temperature: the surface energy transfer at the air-ocean and the air-land interfaces, the
downward LWIR flux from the atmosphere, the direct surface emission to space, the convective
transport through the atmosphere and the LWIR emission to space from the atmosphere.

During the 1960’s, a mathematical concept known as radiative forcing was introduced into
climate science and climate model simulations [Manabe & Wetherald, 1967]. This made some
incorrect assumptions about climate energy transfer and long term ‘climate equilibrium states’
that allowed the effect of an increase in CO2 concentration on the Earth’s ‘equilibrium surface
temperature’ to be calculated using the rather limited computational capabilities available at the
time. The ‘equilibrium surface temperature’ so defined is not a valid measurable climate
variable. However, this was conveniently ignored and the meteorological surface air temperature
(MSAT) was substituted for the real surface temperature [Hansen, 2005a; Jones et al, 1999]. The
MSAT is the air temperature measured in an enclosure placed at eye level 1.5 to 2 m above the
ground [Quayle et al, 1991]. There is no simple or obvious connection between the real surface
temperature and the MSAT. The calculated increases in ‘surface temperature’ produced by the
increase in CO2 flux alone were too low to match the MSAT record, so additional ‘water vapor
feedback’ effects were created to increase the calculated rise surface temperature [Held & Soden,
2000]. These have now been shown to be incorrect [Lindzen & Choi, 2009]. It was claimed that
a 1 C rise in ‘average equilibrium surface temperature’ found in the long term MSAT record was
produced by CO2. This claim is based on nothing more than the overlap of two unrelated curves:
the increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration and the long term increase in the MSAT. A
purely empirical pseudoscientific reasoning was then applied to give an aura of quantitative
analysis [Clark, 2010b].

It was determined that the observed 100 ppm increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration over the
last 200 years had produced an increase in downward long wave infrared (LWIR) flux of 1.7
W.m-2. This is derived from independent radiative transfer calculations using the spectroscopic
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data from the HITRAN database [Clark, 2010b; Rothman et al, 2005]. The number is correct for
‘clear sky’ conditions at a surface temperature near 288 K. This change in flux is too small to
cause any measurable change in surface temperature based on actual engineering calculations of
the dynamically varying surface heat transfer [Clark, 2010c]. Instead an empirical ‘radiative
forcing constant’ was created by dividing the observed ‘average’ increase in the MSAT
temperature record by the increase in LWIR flux from CO2: over the last century: 1/1.5 = 2/3
C/(W.m-2). This ‘magic recipe’ can then be applied as a ‘calibration constant’ for other IR active
gases. The HITRAN database is used to determine the increase in downward atmospheric LWIR
flux produced by an estimated increase in ‘greenhouse gas concentration’. Multiply the increase
in flux by the 2/3 ‘calibration constant’ for CO2 and the warming of every ‘greenhouse gas’ can
be calculated. This is nothing more than climate astrology, but it is the basis of all of the IPCC
climate change predictions and sea level rise claims [Alley et al, 2007; Hansen, 2005a; Hansen et
al, 2005b; Knutti et al, 2008; Solomon et al, 2009]. Using this method, increases in ‘greenhouse
gas’ concentrations can only produce an increase in surface temperature. In order to ‘adjust’ the
temperature rise, aerosol effects and other ‘natural forcing constants’ have been introduced to
provide empirical cooling effects to offset or modulate the empirical greenhouse gas warming
constants. These are based for example on manipulations of the estimated cooling produced by
volcanic aerosols from eruptions such as Mount Pinatubo. This allows the climate models to be
empirically ‘tuned’ to match measured temperatures for ‘hindcasting’[Eschenbach, 2010].

In November of 2009, a large archive of e mails and other files from the Climate Research Unit
of the University of East Anglia Climate was released on the Internet [Monckton, 2009;
Montford, 2010; Mosher & Fuller, 2010]. This revealed a pattern of egregious scientific
misconduct that extended back over several decades. Climate data had been manipulated to
create warming where none existed, particularly for tree ring data. Legitimate requests for
information made under the Freedom of Information Act were routinely circumvented or denied.
The entire publication and grant awarding peer review process in climate science had been
corrupted. Friends and associates reviewed each other’s papers to make sure only articles that
agreed with their global warming position were published regardless of scientific merit. Pressure
was applied to journal editors to reject papers that presented opposing views. Even now,
journals such as Nature and Science show a strong editorial bias towards global warming.
Similarly, climate scientists and other self interested parties have tried to influence the world’s
major scientific societies to support global warming. Such statements of support should be
discounted. The Royal Society has recently reviewed and revised its policies in this area [Royal
Society, 2010]. A small group of climate scientists has also controlled the content of the IPCC
reports. This is the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. It is a political
body tasked with the job of identifying anthropogenic global warming whether it really exists or
not [McLean, 2010a; Cheetham, 2009]. The four major IPCC reports and the computer models
used to predict climate change in the ‘IPCC scenarios’ should not be introduced as scientific
evidence of climate change.

As discussed above, the climate simulation computer models are based on nothing more than a
circular empirical argument. Carbon dioxide must cause global warming therefore more carbon
dioxide must cause more global warming. This is the pseudoscience built into the radiative
forcing constants used in the climate simulation models. Once the erroneous equilibrium
assumptions are removed, there can be no CO2 induced global warming. This means that all of
the predictions of catastrophic rises in sea level, increases in hurricane intensities, polar ice
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melting, extreme weather events, receding glaciers and other global warming related disasters are
invalid. There is no evidence to support any of the global warming disaster claims.

The four climate cycles and their effects on sea level will now be reviewed in Section 2.0. A
brief discussion of the energy transfer processes that underlie the greenhouse effect will be
provided in Section 3.0 and an overview of the assumptions used in the IPCC climate simulation
models will be given in Section 4.0. This will provide the background information needed for
the review of the tide gauge and other sea level related data presented in Section 5.0.
Conclusions are given in Section 6.0. Additional data on the tide gauge data are provided in
Appendix A and further details on the IPCC climate fraud are provided in Appendix B.
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4.0 CLIMATE SIMULATION AND RADIATIVE FORCING

The large scale climate simulation models used by the IPCC researchers to predict global
warming, sea level increases and other ‘catastrophes’ are based on the concept of radiative
forcing. This was introduced by Manabe and Wetherald in 1967, although the basic idea
predates this publication. In order for the Earth’s climate to be stable, the First Law of
Thermodynamics, conservation of energy, requires that the long term LWIR emission from the
Earth balance the incoming solar radiation. As discussed above, this is a dynamic balance, not a
formal equilibrium requirement. Radiative forcing assumes, without justification or validation
that long term averages of transient, non-equilibrium climate variables can be analyzed as a
system that is in equilibrium. This is, quite simply, wrong. The upward and downward fluxes at
some rather ill defined boundary in the atmosphere such as an ‘average tropopause’ are then
assumed to be equal and equivalent. Spectroscopic considerations of the molecular emission
linewidth show that these fluxes are not equivalent. This is discussed above in Section 3.7 and
illustrated in Error! Reference source not found.. A change in CO2 concentration is introduced
to ‘perturb’ this ‘equilibrium’ and the change in flux is used to calculate a new ‘equilibrium
surface temperature’. This calculated ‘equilibrium surface temperature’ produced by such
models is not a measurable climate variable. It assumes that the sun is shining all the time and
that the unperturbed surface is a mathematically defined blackbody surface that is initially
receiving and emitting a flux of 390 W.m-2. Small, 1 to 4 W.m-2 changes in flux in a
stratospheric layer of air at 217 K and 0.22 atm. are assumed to be capable of warming a surface
at 288 K through 11 km of warmer, higher density air. This requires a flagrant violation of the
Second Law of Thermodynamics. The increase in ‘equilibrium surface temperature’ calculated
by such models using just the increase in the CO2 flux is too low, so additional ‘water vapor
feedback’ was created to explain away the inadequacies. The increase in LWIR flux from CO2

produced additional water evaporation which in turn produces more heating. This is just
mathematical fiction. The cooling of the surface by convection, the conversion of IR radiation
into other forms of energy and the heat capacity/thermal storage properties of the surface are also
conveniently ignored.

However, the idea that an increase in CO2 concentration must lead to an increase in surface
temperature was initially accepted almost without question. Careful analysis of the
meteorological surface temperature record starting in the 1980s revealed a small increasing trend
that was immediately correlated by empirical speculation to the rise in CO2 concentration [Jones
et al, 1999]. This conveniently ignores a very similar increase that occurred during the dust bowl
droughts in the 1930s before there was any significant increase in CO2 concentration. The US
MSAT anomaly record is shown above in Error! Reference source not found. [NASA,
GHCNM, 2011; D’Aleo, 2008]. It should also be noted that the GISS GHCNM climate record
has been periodically ‘adjusted’ to reduce the dust bowl peak [D’Aleo, 2010]. The dependence
of meteorological surface air temperature on weather patterns, ocean surface temperatures, solar
illumination and surface absorption was ignored and empirical correlation is not proof. Two
unrelated plots of meteorological surface temperature and CO2 concentration were overlaid and
made to coincide to produce the so called ‘hockey stick’ graph. Concern over ozone depletion
then led to the inclusion of other greenhouse gases into the radiative forcing models. An
elaborate set of radiative forcing constants that related small changes in IR emission to surface
temperatures was constructed [Hansen, 2005a]. This was ‘calibrated’ using the change in the
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meteorological surface temperature (MSAT) that was empirically assumed to be caused by CO2.
This ‘global warming’ has no relationship to the true ground surface temperature that is needed
to calculate the IR surface flux and no demonstrated causal relationship to the change in CO2

concentration. This whole approach is pseudoscience. The same technique is used in astrology.
While the positions of the planets can be calculated quite accurately, they have no relationship to
human behavior. The only ‘proof’ ever provided for radiative forcing is that the results from one
invalid model can be made to agree with those from another. No experimental verification is
apparently required, nor can any measurement of ‘equilibrium surface temperature’ be
performed. When realistic values for the surface flux terms are used in an engineering
calculation of the surface temperature, an increase of 1.7 W.m-2 in LWIR flux from a 100 ppm
increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration cannot change the surface temperature. This is
shown above in Section 3.3. However, instead of rejecting the concept of radiative forcing as a
failed hypothesis, it was argued that the increase in LWIR flux produced an increase in surface
evaporation which introduced a ‘positive feedback’ that amplified the effect of CO2 on the
surface temperature. An analysis of ERBE satellite data has shown this to be incorrect [Lindzen
& Choi, 2009].

The radiative forcing assumptions used in the IPCC climate simulation models have no basis in
physical reality. The equilibrium average assumptions and the use of perturbation theory are
invalid. There is no justification for the use of the meteorological surface air temperature
(MSAT) as a surrogate for the measured local surface temperature. The models are ‘hard wired’
using empirical ‘radiative forcing constants’ and ‘water vapor feedback’ to produce global
warming from CO2 and other ‘greenhouse gases’ with a complete and arrogant disregard of the
basic laws of physics including the First and Second Laws of Thermodynamics. The observed
changes in MSAT can be explained as a consequence of the influence of ocean surface
temperatures such as the AMO and PDO on the bulk air temperature of the Earth’s weather
systems. This can be clearly seen in the weather station record for the State of California as
shown above in Section 2.3. Superimposed on the ocean temperature fluctuations are urban heat
island effects. These may be clearly identified for the State of California using the PDO as a
reference [Clark, R. 2010b]. .

The ‘hockey stick’ temperature increase for CO2 from 1958 may be calculated by multiplying the
increase in LWIR flux from CO2 by the empirical ‘radiative forcing calibration constant’, 0.67
C/(W.m-2). The resulting increase in ‘predicted average surface temperature’ is 0.8 C. If the
linear slopes of the PDO and AMO are averaged and an offset of 0.267 C is added, then the
resulting line is an almost exact linear fit to the hockey stick curve for CO2 forcing. This shows
quite clearly the influence of ocean temperatures, urban heat island effects and other
‘adjustments’ on the long term weather station trends that were manipulated to derive the
‘hockey stick’ curve. Recent work by Wyatt et al [2011] has shown that the long term
temperature fluctuations measured in the northern hemisphere can be matched by a simple
combination of the AMO and PDO indices. This is shown in Figure 4-2. This is similar to the
work of D’Aleo [2008] on the US continental temperature record.
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Figure 4-1: AMO and PDO and trend lines plotted from 1960. The hockey stick surface temperature
prediction is also shown. When the average AMO+PDO trend line is offset by 0.267 C it almost overlaps the

hockey stick prediction.

Figure 4-2: Relationship between northern hemisphere temperature and the combined AMO and PDO
indices. The fit is almost exact [Wyatt et al, 2011].
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4.1 Scientific Misconduct by the Climate Community and the Collapse of the Peer Review
Process.

Claims of catastrophic climate change caused by carbon dioxide induced global warming have
proved very effective as a means for obtaining research funding and a whole generation of
scientists has become accustomed to this source of income. A global warming industry of
scientists, engineers, economists and politicians has benefited significantly from the invalid
climate predictions. It is now clear that all of these claims are false and a large and influential
group of people have been trapped in a web of lies. The IPCC has been shown to be a corrupt
political body. The release of a large archive of e-mails and other files from the UK Hadley
Climate Center has provided abundant evidence of scientific misconduct. These matters are
under investigation and will be dealt with in due course by the appropriate authorities. However,
radiative forcing has been in use since 1967 and the whole peer review process in climate science
has collapsed. Numerous papers have found their way into ‘respected’ scientific journals such as
Nature, Science and Proceedings of the National Academy of Science (PNAS) that were based
on research should never have been funded and results that should have been rejected as invalid
and never published. Every single result and conclusion that has been based on the use of
radiative forcing is invalid and should not be used in any kind of policy making decision.

By way of example, all of the climate change papers published by Hansen et al that are listed on
the NASA GISS website are invalid and the related NASA GISS discussion of radiative forcing
is nothing more than climate astrology. Two papers illustrate the issue quite clearly. These are:

J. Hansen, M. Sato, R. Ruedy, L. Nazarenko, A. Lacis, G. A. Schmidt, G. Russell, I. Aleinov, M.
Bauer, S. Bauer, N. Bell, B. Cairns, V. Canuto, M. Chandler, Y. Cheng, A. D. Genio, G. Faluvegi, E.
Fleming, A. Friend, T. Hall, C. Jackman, M. Kelley, N. Kiang, D. Koch, J. Lean, J. Lerner, K. Lo, S.
Menon, R. Miller, P. Minnis, T. Novakov, V. Oinas, Ja. Perlwitz, Ju. Perlwitz, D. Rind, A. Romanou,
D. Shindell, P. Stone, S. Sun, N. Tausnev, D. Thresher, B. Wielicki, T. Wong, M. Yao, and S. Zhang,
J. Geophys. Research, 110 D18104 pp1-45 (2005) ‘Efficacy of climate forcings’

J. Hansen; L. Nazarenko, R. Ruedy, M. Sato, J. Willis, A. D. Genio, D. Koch, A. Lacis, K. Lo. S.
Menon, T. Novakov, J Perlwitz, G. Russell, G. A. Schmidt and N. Tausnev., Science 308 1431-1435
(2005), Earth's energy imbalance: confirmation and implications

The first paper starts from the a-priori assumption that CO2 has been the cause of the observed
change in the meteorological surface temperature record as described in the hockey stick plot.
This presumed, invalid relationship between CO2 and the MSAT record is then used to construct
an elaborate set of radiative forcing constants for other greenhouse gases. The models are
therefore empirically hard wired to produce global warming as the concentration of the various
greenhouse gases increases. The ‘equilibrium surface temperature’ can only increase as the
greenhouse gas concentration increases. The principal way to produce cooling in such a model is
to add aerosol effects, so these are empirically adjusted to make the model output appear to
match the observed MSAT record. Aerosol emissions from volcanic eruptions are used for ‘fine
tuning’[Eschenbach, 2011]. The model is run to simulate a time period of up to 300 years for
various ‘forcing’ conditions. It takes a time period simulation of approximately 100 years for the
model to settle down and achieve some form of computational stability. This does not mean that
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the ‘stable’ results have any relationship to physical reality. It is also important to note that some
of the authors of this paper also control one of the principal climate records maintained by
NASA GISS. Neither the model code, nor the data processing used to produce the GISS climate
records have been published, so there are fundamental conflict of interest issues that need to be
resolved. Mysterious ‘adjustments’ to the GISS climate data sets have already been documented
[D’Aleo, 2010].

The authors also state in the paper ‘Principal model shortcomings include ~25% regional
deficiency of summer stratus cloud cover off the west coast of the continents with resulting
excessive absorption of solar radiation by as much as 50 W/m2, deficiency in absorbed solar
radiation and net radiation over other tropical regions by typically 20 W/m2, sea level pressure
too high by 4–8 hPa in the winter in the Arctic and 2–4 hPa too low in all seasons in the tropics,
deficiency of rainfall over the Amazon basin by about 20%, deficiency in summer cloud cover in
the western United States and central Asia by ~25% with a corresponding ~5°C excessive
summer warmth in these regions’. In spite of 50 W/m2 deficiencies in flux and 5 C temperature
errors, such model results were allowed to be published by the journal reviewers.

In the second paper, the a-priori assumption is made that an observed increase in ocean heat
content (temperature) has been caused by the observed increase in CO2 concentration. As
discussed above in Section 3.2, this is simply impossible. The daily solar flux into the oceans
can easily exceed 20 MJ.m-2.day-1. The observed increase in downward ‘clear sky’ LWIR flux
from CO2 has been 0.15 MJ. m-2.day-1 over 200 years, coupled into the first 100 micron of the
ocean surface. Here it produces an insignificant change in the wind driven fluctuations in
surface evaporation. The model used in the ocean heat content simulations did not include any
ocean oscillations, and used empirical ‘radiative forcing’ techniques to simulate changes ocean
temperatures. The model was unable to reproduce the tropical ocean heat content because it did
include any of the relevant energy transfer physics, yet the paper still passed through peer
review.

Other examples of papers that should never have been published include

R. Knutti, M. R. Allen, M. R. P. Friedlingstein, J. M. Gregory, G. C. Hegerl, G. A. Meehl, M.
Meinshausen, J. M. Murphy, G. K. Plattner, S. C. B. Raper, T. F., Stocker, P. A. Stott, H. Teng and T.
M. L. Wigley, T. M. L., Journal of Climate 21(11) 2651-2663 (2008), ‘A Review of Uncertainties in
Global Temperature Projections over the Twenty-First Century’

G. A. Meehl, C. Covey, T. Delworth, M. Latif, B. McAvaney, J. F. B. Mitchell and R. J. Stouffer,
Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society 88(9) 1383-1394 (2007), ‘The WCRP CMIP3
multimodel dataset’

S. Solomon, G-K. Plattner, R. Knutti and P. Freidlingstein, Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 106 1704-1709
(2009), ‘Irreversible climate change due to carbon dioxide emissions’

In all of these papers, it is assumed that models are capable of simulating ‘equilibrium surface
temperatures’ and that these temperatures somehow are mysteriously related to the MSAT
record. Most of the error discussion is related to the uncertainties in the CO2 emission
‘scenarios’. The fact that these models have no basis in physical reality is ignored.



R. Clark PhD No CO2 Induced global Warming Ventura Photonics, 5/21/11

14

‘Experiments’ consist of nothing more than comparing the results of one invalid model with
another.

It should be clear from this discussion that the authors of these papers have completely lost
contact with the realities of climate physics. The peer review process has collapsed and the
authors have acted using a ‘buddy system’ to review each other’s papers and grant proposals.
The e-mail correspondence revealed in the ‘climategate’ archive makes it clear that this is a
closed community that shares a common religious belief in global warming. No other ideas
outside of invalid radiative forcing concepts are accepted and any work that does not support
global warming is suppressed. These authors have tried to control the content o the papers
published in Nature, Science, PNAS, J. Climate and other journals. It is only recently that this
dominance has been challenged and the egregious level of scientific misconduct has become
apparent [Mosher & Fuller, 2010]. All of the scientific papers published by this network of
authors should be discounted as scientifically invalid. Other issues, such as the fraudulent use of
research funds will not be considered in this discussion, but these matters clearly require
independent investigation.

4.2 False and Alarmist Claims of Global Warming Disasters

The use of invalid empirical radiative forcing models to predict global warming has resulted in a
large number of fraudulent claims of global warming disasters. As discussed above, these are
based on nothing more than empirical assumptions that can only be described as climate
astrology. The primary claim is that the increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration has led to
global warming and that further increases in ‘greenhouse gases’ will lead to further global
warming. The major second claim is that there will be a large rise in sea level. This will be
associated with the melting of the ice caps and glaciers. The third major claim is that there will
increases in climate extremes. There will more floods, fires, droughts etc. This is the climate
‘apocalypse’ claim. None of these claims have any basis in reality, but they have been widely
reported in the main stream news media. The claims of sea level rise will be examined in detail
in Section 5.0, but it is worthwhile to provide a brief overview of the alarmist claims related to
global warming and compare the predictions to measured climate variables. Further details may
be found in the reference provided. Most of this information has been published on line because
the collapse of the peer review process discussed above has restricted access to various scientific
publications.

4.2.1 Global Warming and the IPCC ‘Scenarios’

The whole global warming argument is based on a misinterpretation of the climate record. An
invalid empirical relationship between the increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration and the
meteorological surface air temperature (MSAT) record has been assumed and used in a circular
fashion to create the global warming scare. This is a classic example of the extrapolation of a
pseudo-linear increasing trend from the upward part of a ‘bell’ or Gaussian type of curve. The
IPCC ‘scenario’ projections are illustrated in Figure 4-3 [Schreuder, 2011]. These are from
Figure 10.4, p 767 of the IPCC 2007 report [Alley et al, 2007]. The various scenarios refer to
projected increases in atmospheric CO2 concentration. The temperature record from 1998 to
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November 2010 has been added to the original IPCC figure. The projections begin in 1998 and
there has been no increase in the observed global average MSAT or lower tropospheric satellite
temperature since then. Figure 4-4 shows the first part of Figure 4-3 with the NASA GHCNM
[2011] and the RSS Satellite records superimposed [REMSS, 2011]. The NASA record has been
offset downwards 0.3 C to overlap the satellite record. The important point is that both curves
show no increase in average since 1998. This clearly shows that the IPCC ‘Scenario’ projections
have no basis in physical reality. There are even more discrepancies between the temperature
record and projections made 10 years earlier by Hansen in 1988 [Hansen et al, 1988]. This
clearly shows that the IPCC ‘Scenario’ projections based on climate simulations using radiative
forcing assumptions have no basis in physical reality. Similar observations have been made by
other authors. Figure 4-5 shows a similar comparison to Figure 4-3 based on a sinusoidal
projection of the decadal temperature oscillations overlaid on a linear temperature increase
representing the recovery from the Little Ice Age or Maunder Minimum [Akasofu, 2010]. If the
recent decrease in sunspot activity continues, then the projected linear increase may not be
sustained and further decreases in temperature may occur.

Figure 4-3: IPCC ‘Scenario’ projections of climate temperature increases based on various levels of CO2
emissions. The predictions began in 1998. There has been no increase in global temperature since then.
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Figure 4-4: Expanded 1900 to 2010 temperature curve from Figure 4.3 with the recent temperature record
superimposed. There has been no increase in observed average temperature since 1998.

Figure 4-5: Temperature record considered as a linear recovery from the Little Ice Age (Maunder Minimum)
with decadal oscillations superimposed. The IPCC extrapolation error is clearly shown [Akasofu, 2010].
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4.2.2 Climate Record ‘Homogenization’ and ‘Adjustment’

Versions of the climate record are maintained by three groups: the Hadley climate Center in the
UK (HadCRU), the NOAA Global Historic Climate Network (GHCN) and the NASA Goddard
Institute for Space Studies (GISTEMP). These are derived in different ways mainly from the
GHCN data. The raw climate data is processed to ‘homgenize’ the data. This was originally
intended to account for station bias and the change in the number and location of the weather
monitoring stations with time. Instead it has become a means of ‘fixing’ the data so that it
supports the global warming predictions. This has been discussed in various articles and is
summarized in some detail by Cheetham [2011b]. Figure 4-6 compares the 1999 and 2001
NASA GISTEMP records following the NASA 2001 ‘adjustments. The black dots are the
annual mean and the black line is the 5 year average of the 1999 data. The blue dots and the red
line are the 2001 data.

Figure 4-6: Comparison of US NASA GISTEMP data for 1999 (black) and 2001 (red/blue) following the
NASA 2000 ‘adjustments.

There are also issues with the extrapolation of station data over large distances where there is no
recorded data, particularly at high latitudes. The number of weather stations used in the climate
record has also decreased and this has resulted in an increase in the average global temperature
record. This is illustrated in Figure 4-7 [Cheetham, 2011b]. The important to note is that
considerable caution is needed in using the published climate record to justify global warming.
An even more blatant example was the manipulation of tree ring data to ‘remove’ the Maunder
Minimum from the earlier proxy based climate record [Dawson, 2010; Wedgman et al, 2010].



R. Clark PhD No CO2 Induced global Warming Ventura Photonics, 5/21/11

18

Figure 4-7 Changes in the number of reporting stations and average temperatures from 1950 to 2000.

Since 1979, air temperature data has been available from satellite sensors. This record is
compiled by two groups, the University of Alabama, Huntsville (UAH) and Remote Sensing
Systems (RSS). There is little difference between these two data sets and they are free of
weather station ‘homogenization’. One of the most important results from the satellite data is the
demonstration of the importance of the ENSO El Nino events in changing the air temperatures in
the lower troposphere. Figure 4-8 shows the RSS lower troposphere global average temperature.
There was no trend in the data from 1979 to 1997 [REMSS, 2011]. After the major El Nino
event of 1997/8 there was a step increase in temperature followed by stable record with no trend.
This is the recent temperature record that should be used in the interpretation tidal data.

Figure 4-8: RSS lower troposphere global average satellite temperature data
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