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Canadian Reactions To Sir David King

Neither the IPCC, nor the NAS, confirmed that human-caused climate change is a serious problem, says MIT professor

 

The Hill Times Ottawa 

Monday, Feb 23 - March 1, 2004

 By: Richard S. Lindzen

In recent issues of The Hill Times there have been some seriously misleading comments made about the current state of climate science and the conclusions of the scientific review bodies assigned to study the situation.  These misrepresentations are crucially important to correct if Canadians are to come to sensible decisions regarding climate-change policy.

 

Sir David King (Feb 9, "Kyoto Protocol a key part of international response") and Environment Minister David Anderson (Jan 19, "Anderson is currently working on Kyoto implementation plan") cite the reports of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and the U.S. National Academy of Sciences (NAS) as substantiation for proceeding with implementation of the Kyoto Accord.  As one of 11 scientists who took part in the 2001 evaluation of the IPCC for the NAS and as a lead scientific author of the IPCC WG I report, I can assure readers of The Hill Times that neither of these studies warrant the actions being promoted by Dr. King and Mr. Anderson.

 

Specifically, it is quite wrong to say that our NAS study endorsed the credibility of the IPCC assessment report. We were asked to evaluate the IPCC "Summary for Policymakers" (SPM), the only part of the IPCC reports that is ever read or quoted by media and politicians. The SPM, which is seen as endorsing Kyoto, is commonly presented as the consensus of thousands of the world's foremost climate scientists. In fact, it is no such thing.  Largely for that reason, the NAS panel concluded that the SPM does not provide suitable guidance for the U.S. government.  There is no reason why it should be considered as an appropriate foundation for the decision-making of any other government either, including that of Canada.

 

The full IPCC report, most of which is written by scientists about specific scientific topics in their areas of expertise, is an admirable description of research activities in climate science.  It is however not directed at policy. The SPM is, of course, but it is also a very different document. It represents a consensus of government representatives (many of whom are also their nations' Kyoto representatives), rather than of scientists. As a consequence, the SPM has a strong tendency to disguise uncertainty, and conjures up some scary scenarios for which there is no evidence.
 

Similarly, in the case of our NAS report, far too much attention was paid to the hastily prepared summary rather than to the body of the report. The [NAS}summary claimed that greenhouse gases are accumulating in Earth's atmosphere as a result of human activities, causing surface air temperatures and subsurface ocean temperatures to rise [especially during the past twenty years]. Yet, the full text noted that 20 years was too short a period for estimating long-term trends, a crucial point that the summary neglected to mention. Our primary conclusion was that despite some knowledge and agreement, the science is by no means settled.

 

In reality, scientists are only confident that:

 

(1) global mean temperature is about 0.6 degrees Celsius higher than it was a century ago; (2) atmospheric levels of carbon dioxide have risen about 30 percent over the past two centuries; and, (3) carbon dioxide is a greenhouse gas (one of many, the most important being water vapour and clouds) whose increase is likely to warm the earth.

 

Nevertheless, Mr. Anderson and his fellow Parliamentarians should understand that we are not in a position to confidently attribute past climate change to carbon-dioxide variations or to forecast what the climate will be in the future. In other words, agreement with the three basic statements above tells us almost nothing relevant to policy discussions.

 

One reason for this uncertainty is that, as our NAS report states, Earth's climate is always changing. Two centuries ago, much of the Northern Hemisphere was emerging from a little ice age. A millennium ago, during the Middle Ages, the same region was in a warm period. Thirty years ago, we were concerned with global cooling. Distinguishing the small recent changes in global mean temperature from the natural variability, which is unknown, is not a trivial task. All attempts so far, are based on crude "curve fitting" using the hopelessly naïve assumption that existing computer climate models simulate natural variability in detail.

 

We simply do not know what relation, if any, exists between global climate changes and water vapour, clouds, storms, hurricanes, and other factors, including regional climate changes, which are generally much larger than global changes and not well correlated with them. Nor do we know how to predict changes in greenhouse gases. This is because we cannot forecast economic and technological change over the next century, and also because there are many man-made substances whose properties and levels are not well known, but which could be comparable in importance to carbon dioxide.

 

Actually, the impact of greenhouse gases on climate is nonlinear in the amount of greenhouse gases.  That is to say, each added unit of greenhouse gas has less impact than its predecessor.  Although we are far from a doubling of the amount of carbon dioxide, the climate impact of the current level of anthropogenic (human-induced) greenhouse gases is almost 3/4 of what we expect from a doubling of carbon dioxide.  Thus, if all the observed increase in globally averaged temperature over the past century were due to anthropogenic greenhouse gases (probably a gross exaggeration since much of the temperature rise occurred before significant increases in carbon dioxide, while significant decreases in temperature occurred between 1940 and the early 70's), we would have little reason to expect serious warming over the next century.  This should not be surprising: a doubling of carbon dioxide by itself would produce a modest temperature increase of only one degree Celsius. Predictions of greater responses depend critically on water vapour and clouds acting in models to greatly amplify any other changes, but water vapour and clouds are acknowledged to be major areas of uncertainty in the models.  Indeed, the IPCC showed that the treatment of clouds is universally wrong among models [judging by comparisons with observations].

 

Quite apart from such serious difficulties, there is general scientific agreement that the Kyoto Protocol, even if fully implemented, would not change global mean temperature over the next hundred years by more than a few tenths of a degree regardless of what one believes about climate sensitivity to greenhouse-gas levels.

 

Our NAS report made it clear that there is no consensus in the scientific community about long-term climate trends and what causes them.  Mr. Anderson and Dr. King would do well to discuss this with any one of the many non-governmental climate experts who signed the open letter to Mr. Martin referenced in Dr. Tim Ball's piece in The Hill Times on February 2 ["Government Climate Science Scandal Continues"].

 

Sadly, the reports of both the IPCC and the NAS have been used by Kyoto supporters as a source of authority with which to bludgeon political opponents and propagandize uninformed citizens. A fairer view of the science will show that there is still a vast amount of uncertainty - far more than advocates of Kyoto would like to acknowledge.

 

It is crucially important that we preserve the integrity of science as a tool for effective assessment and understanding of nature. Policymakers such as Mr. Anderson should devote their ingenuity to designing a system of support for science that encourages problem resolution and discourages alarmism.  Equating climate change with global terrorism, as both the environment minister and Dr. King have done recently, is precisely the sort of statements that all concerned, thinking citizens should condemn. __________________________________________________________________ Richard S. Lindzen is the Alfred P. Sloan Professor of Atmospheric Science in the Department of Earth, Atmospheric and Planetary Sciences at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT).  Readers may write him at 54-1720, MIT, Cambridge, MA 02139 or e-mail him at rlindzen@mit.edu.
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Government Climate Science Scandal Continues

By Dr. Tim Ball

Letter to the Editor - The Hill Times (Ottawa)

Published March 1, 2004
Here we go again; another unqualified, politically appointed, government official, this time from abroad, trying to stifle debate in Canada about the highly controversial science of climate change (The Hill Times, Feb 9, "Kyoto Protocol a key part of international response").   Instead of encouraging Canadians to look at the facts and think for themselves about the obvious inconsistencies in the science backing Kyoto, the author, U.K. Prime-Ministerial science advisor Sir David King, expects us to obediently bow to the authority of international bands of so-called experts.  Real science is all about questioning, no matter what official dogma says, and if King were still thinking as a scientist instead of a bureaucrat, he would be happy to debate the science of the case.  Kyoto science is NOT religion in Canada, even if it has become such in obsessive-compulsive risk-phobic Europe.

Late last year, Dr. King conducted a cross-Canada speaking tour in the hopes of influencing our internal policy decisions on greenhouse-gas reduction.  As usual, alarmist, unsubstantiated rhetoric was abundant and King even dismissed the well-thought out objections of one of Canada's foremost engineers and an Order of Canada recipient when he dared to disagree with Dr. King's polemics.  

It is not surprising that Dr. King wants Canadians to meekly follow the UK's lead and implement draconian, but completely unnecessary, carbon-dioxide emission limits.  Europe wanted the Protocol, not to resolve global warming, although that is the moral high-ground position they take, but to establish a level trade playing field by imposing a carbon tax on the developed world. This is because they believe North America has an advantage of cheap energy, and so set targets Europe could easily meet but which would cripple our international competitiveness. 

Regardless, whether Dr. King likes it or not, Canadian scientists do question the "holy grail" of Kyoto.  Perhaps it is time Canadians organized a speaking tour of the UK in order to support the many British scientists who understand the extraordinary deception that Dr. King and others have foisted on our good friends in that country.  After all, as Dr. King points out, this is a highly international issue and we have as much right to contest his stance in Britain as he has ours in Canada.

Sincerely,

Dr. Tim Ball, Environmental Consultant

205-27 Songhees Road

Victoria, British Columbia, V9A 7M6

28 years Professor of Climatology at the University of Winnipeg.
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Climate Science Ignored by UK Chief Scientist

To:   Letters@Sunday-times.co.uk
There has been much media attention paid to an essay “Climate Change Science: Adapt, Mitigate, or Ignore,” featured in the 9 January issue of the widely read US journal Science.  Its author, Sir David King, chooses to ignore climate science.  Rather, his purpose seems to be to put pressure on the White House to cave in on the Kyoto Protocol.  In this effort, he is joined by numerous New York Times editorials and, of course, by Al Gore’s notable Columbia University speech of Jan 8, a record cold day in New York, in which he called George Bush a “moral coward” 

It is surprising, even tragic, that King, chief scientific adviser to Her Majesty’s Government, is so uninformed about the observational evidence against global warming.  As a distinguished theoretical chemist, he surely must be familiar with complex models and calculations -- and with carefully checking them against actual data before accepting them as valid.  Yet when it comes to climate science, all caution is thrown to the winds and we get such hyperbole as: ”Climate change is the most severe problem that we are facing today  -- more serious even than the threat of terrorism.”  

There is little point to recite here the omissions, inaccuracies, and plain misstatements of relevant facts that are liberally sprinkled throughout his essay.  [His first paragraph contains at least half a dozen examples.]   Suffice it to say that they can all be addressed – with the end result that there is at present no solid evidence for a significant 

human influence on global climate – none whatsoever.  According to greenhouse theory and climate models, there should have been a sizeable warming of the atmosphere by now, due to the anthropogenic increase in carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases; but it seems to be too small even to be detectable.  At least, that’s the conclusion of the best global data we have – from weather satellites and, quite independently, from instruments on weather balloons as well.  Evidently, the models greatly overestimate the effect – and we suspect we know the reasons.

The real danger is that the science advice given to the government will cause serious economic damage to Britain.   It is utterly irresponsible to recommend a climate policy that calls for reducing fossil-fuel use by 60 percent (with respect to 1990) by 2050.  It amounts to a system of fuel rationing that would raise energy prices to astronomical levels for consumers, cripple industry, increase joblessness and poverty, and ultimately threaten a breakdown of the social order.  

It is tragic to watch the UK repeat the mistakes of Germany and Denmark in going overboard in the installation of wind turbines -- in the expectation that they can provide a reliable source of electric power.  It even more tragic to watch them turn down the nuclear option, the only way to supplant fossil-fueled electricity.  At least, Britain is not yet closing down working fission reactors, as is the case in Sweden and Germany – or refusing to turn them on, as in Austria.  At the same time, Sir David recommends [nuclear] fusion as a future energy source – and with a straight face!   Fusion has been a “future” source now for decades and may remain so.

He is forced to admit – albeit indirectly – that the Kyoto Protocol to reduce carbon emissions is ineffective; but then “the point of the Kyoto Protocol was to set up an international process whose scope could be ratcheted up.”  We always suspected that to be the case, but it’s nice to have him confirm it.  I am sure it will gladden the hearts of the many UN climate bureaucrats in Geneva, Bonn, and Nairobi, plus the several thousands from 190 national delegations that convene annually (and in between) for giant international gabfests.  And that’s not counting the considerable national bureaucracies and hundred of NGOs  -- all of them intent to keep the Kyoto process going indefinitely even is the Protocol fails enactment.  And let’s not overlook the thousands of scientists, technologists and media types who derive their living from the fear of climate catastrophes.  After all, the US alone spends some $4 billion annually on climate-related research.

Sir David concludes his essay by calling for “immediate action” to avoid the feared climate catastrophes.  Of course, he places chief blame on the United States, still the largest emitter of carbon dioxide, until overtaken by China and India, for failing to adopt the Kyoto Protocol and other costly mitigation policies.  In the meantime, the climate refuses to warm as advertised; but that will not slow down the devoted followers of warming and advocates of governmental controls.  They will derive much encouragement from Sir David King’s scientifically flawed position.

S Fred Singer is Professor Emeritus of Environmental Sciences at the University of Virginia and President of the non-profit Science & Environmental Policy Project.  A former director of the US Weather Satellite Service, he has published widely on climate problems. He is the author of “Hot Talk, Cold Science: Global Warming’s Unfinished Debate” (Independent Institute, Oakland, CA)
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Global Warming Worse than WMD?

To Financial Times:

Sir,  Your leader “Leadership costs” [1 March 2004] advocates a Eurozone Plan B if Russia says nyet to Kyoto.

Why worry?  Kyoto, with Russia aboard, is estimated to affect temperature by –0.02 degrees centigrade by 2050 and by –0.05 degrees even if the US were to join. [Nature magazine 395:741] 

Apparently the PM fears climate warming is more of a threat than WMDs -- surely more than a Freudian slip?  And Dr Hans Blix said last week  “I for one am more worried about global warming than WMD” and in the same speech in Cambridge Union that he was certain of the absence of a real WMD threat since March 2003 -- at least that is consistent!

The real threat is observance of Kyoto, even partial, given its high cost in coming decades when economic growth may be more elusive.

Alister McFarquhar

Downing College, Cambridge UNiverisyt

****************************************

Wind Energy Problems in Germany

German labor unions claim allergic health effects from epoxy resins used in turbine blade manufacture.  Then there is the disposal problem for such blades – after a probable life of five years.

With new wind parks in forest regions, there is are fire problems -- with hundreds of gallons of oil at heights of several hundred feet not in reach by conventional fire services.  So far, 19 fires officially reported .  

Lightning destroys wind turbine in Wilhelminadorp in Zeeland//Netherlands.  All three blades explode.

The danger of ice shedding from rotors to distances of up to 1000 yards

75 turbines in wind park at Gedser/Baltic Sea produce radar interference with shipping and navigation problems.

Details  from www.windkraftgegner.de
****************************************

Let’s hear it for The Royal Academy of Engineering

The Royal Academy of Engineering has just issued a report critical of the costings claimed by the wind-power industry. The report shows that on and off-shore wind is more expensive than various fossil-fuel-based forms of generation by factors of 2 to 3.  Wind costs about the same as chicken manure. 

The full report is available now on  http://www.raeng.org.uk/”

