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INTRODUCTION!
!
!
!

There is an old scientific tenet that says “Extraordinary claims require extraordinary proof”.!
I commenced an independent, comprehensive investigation of CAGW (Catastrophic Anthropogenic Global Warming)
some 25 years ago because of the direct potential impact this would have on my farming enterprise.!
Farmers work directly with nature and climate as they pursue their farming and grazing activities and if the world was
going to warm, possibly catastrophically, it would at the very least mean a substantial change in my enterprise mix and
management approach, and at worst, might mean I could no longer continue to farm.!

!
!
!

I therefore had a strong vested interest in attempting to understand the science (and politics) behind the claims that were
being made so that I could take appropriate action as future climatic events developed and demanded.!
It goes without saying that I needed to seek out the actual truth with an open mind as it would be clearly counterproductive to delude myself with preconceived or incorrect ideas and assumptions.!
It is a long story but what I found, quite early on in my investigation, is that the IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change), despite having spent many billions of dollars on attempting to find compelling evidence to substantiate
their hypothesis, have been totally unable to do so.!

!

At first I could not believe this, I must be wrong, so I carefully and critically re-read the IPCC Reports and much other
relevant information. The result was the same, NO valid empirical evidence1 has ever been cited. I was and am
astounded.!

!

A very careful study has shown that ‘Catastrophic Anthropogenic Global Warming’ has proven to be no more than a
politically generated fairy tale, yet the media, most Governments, many scientific organisations, Universities and others
continue to ignore any and all evidence that challenges the IPCC claims and blindly accept what they say.!

!
!!
!

Why? !

1 Empiric evidence; based, acting, on observation & experiment, not on theory or circumstantial evidence.
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LIST OF ACRONYMS!

!

ACORN-SAT!
AMO! !
AO!
!
AR4!
!
AR5!
!
BoM!
!
BP!
!
14C!
!
CAGW! !
CCN!
!
CERN! !
c/kWh! !
CH4!
!
CO2!
!
CRF!
!
CRU!
!
CRUTEM!
CSIRO! !
ENSO! !
EUV!
!
GCM ! !
GCR! !
GDP!
!
GHG! !
GISS! !
GWP! !
HQ!
!
ICCPS! !
IOD!
!
IPCC! !
IR!
!
kyr!
!
LIA!
!
MWP! !
myr!
!
NAM! !
NGGI! !
NGO! !
N2O!
!
NRC!
!
NASA! !
18O!
!
OLR!
!
PCM! !
PDO!
!
ppmv! !
PV!
!
RBA!
!
RET!
!
RH!
!
SAM! !
SC!
!
SCM! !
SPM!
!
SSCM! !
t!
!
TAR!
!
TSI!
!
UN!
!
UNFCCC!
WG1! !
Wm-2! !
WWF! !

BoM Australian Climate Observation Reference Network - Surface Air Temperature!
Atlantic Multidecadal Oscillation!
Arctic Oscillation!
Fourth Assessment Report!
Fifth Assessment Report!
Bureau of Meteorology!
Before present!
Carbon Isotope 14 (Solar activity proxy)!
Catastrophic Anthropogenic (Man-induced) Global Warming!
Cloud Condensation Nuclei!
European Council for Nuclear Research!
Cents per kilowatt hour !
Methane!
Carbon Dioxide!
Cosmic Ray Flux (variation)!
Climate Research Unit, at the University of East Anglia!
Climate Research Unit Temperature Series!
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation!
El Niño Southern Oscillation!
Extreme Ultra-Violet Radiation!
General Circulation Computer Model!
Galactic Cosmic Rays!
Gross Domestic Product!
Greenhouse Gas!
Goddard Institute for Space Studies!
Global Warming Potential!
Bureau of Meteorology, High Quality Temperature Series!
International Satellite Cloud Climatology Project!
Indian Ocean Dipole!
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change!
Infra-Red Radiation!
Thousand years!
Little ice Age!
Medieval Warm Period!
Million years!
Northern Annular Mode!
National Greenhouse Gas Inventory!
Non-Government Organisation!
Nitrous Oxide!
National Research Council!
National Aeronautics and Space Administration!
Oxygen Isotope 18 (Temperature proxy)!
Outgoing Longwave Radiation!
Planetary Centre of Mass!
Pacific Decadal Oscillation!
Parts per million by volume!
Photovoltaic (Solar Panels)!
Reserve Bank of Australia !
Renewable Energy Target!
Relative Humidity!
Southern Annular Mode!
Solar Cycle!
Solar (Sun) Centre of Mass!
Summary For Policymakers!
Solar System Centre of Mass (Barycentre)!
Temperature!
Third Assessment Report!
Total Solar Irradiance!
United Nations!
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change!
(IPCC) Working Group 1!
Watts per square metre!
World Wildlife Fund!
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY!

!
!
!

This Paper is divided into a logical sequence of seven main sections.!
1.!
The IPCC, their Terms of Reference, the CAGW hypothesis, their ‘evidence’ (Computer Models and
circumstantial evidence), their Reports. These are examined and critically analysed.!
The IPCC essentially ignores or grossly simplifies what we might call the external solar and galactic influences. These
include the diverse impacts of the Sun, Galactic Cosmic Rays and variations in global cloud cover, decadal and
multidecadal climate cycles as well as the Oceans and other significant climatic factors.!

!
!

These major omissions alone make their GCM computer models incapable of accurately forecasting future climate or
climatic patterns.!
There is also little or no analysis of the nature and extent of pre-industrial warming and cooling phases such as the
“Medieval Warm Period” or the “Little Ice Age” or of the remarkable evidence derived from the likes of the Vostok Ice
Cores.!

!
!
!
!

The conclusion arrived at, based on a comprehensive ‘evidence-based’ decision making process, is that the IPCC
hypothesis fails, clearly and unequivocally.!
2.!
If the IPCC are wrong, what other explanation / explanations could account for the intermittent warming that
occurred last century, but has ceased so far this century?!
There is a plethora of compelling empiric evidence pointing to the fact that the changes we are experiencing in our
climate are within the normal range and are predominantly from natural causes, as has always been the case.!
Every week fascinating new empirical evidence becomes available, none of which supports the CAGW hypothesis, it all
invariably supports natural climate variation, however, in gross breach of the fundamental principles of full scientific
inquiry, this is cynically ignored.!

!

While man may have some small influence on our climate, too slight to measure, singling out carbon dioxide, a minor
trace greenhouse gas, as principally responsible for the recent warming, with >95% certainty, cannot be credibly
sustained. !

!

3.!
In view of the persuasive countervailing science and evidence now freely and readily available, why do many
scientists, politicians, the media, many Corporations and many in the general public, continue to ‘believe’ in ‘climate
change’, or just keep silent if they don’t?!

!
!
!
!
!
!

Manipulation of climate data, The ‘ClimateGate’ emails. The distracting responses you give when you cannot answer the
underlying contradictions.!
Whilst erroneous allegations of ‘Carbon pollution’ persist in the mainstream media the significant benefits of increased
atmospheric carbon dioxide levels continue to be overlooked.!
Claimed ‘Net emissions’ of methane by livestock as reported in the National Greenhouse Gas Inventory continue to
disregard the realities of the complete carbon cycle, which negates their clearly flawed assessments.!
Why do some Farming Organisations also act as though they ‘believe’ in this flawed CAGW concept?!
4. !
What are the political, financial and National implications of introducing policy to tax carbon in various ways,
subsidise ‘renewable energy’ and take other actions to ‘mitigate’ climate change?!
Australia is already ‘non-competitive’ at so many levels in the world marketplace. Very costly and futile attempts to solve
a non-existent problem, are exacerbating this predicament of national uncompetitiveness. They are already costing our
economy, our people, our secondary industry and our agriculture dearly at a time when a cessation in warming is
occurring and there is the likely possibility that a global cooling period could be developing. !

!
!
!
!

5.!
Specifically what implications are there for agriculture, for compliantly ‘toeing the politically correct line’ in this
matter?! !
6.!

Conclusion!

7. !

References!
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SECTION 1. THE IPCC!

!

The IPCC was set up by the United Nations (UN) with a specific, pre-conceived purpose in mind, as is made clear by
reading their Charter (below), their operating modus-operandi, their selection of compliant authors and contributors, their
selective use of data and the political involvement of supportive governments and environmentalist NGO’s (NonGovernment Organisations).!

!
!

Their stated purpose reads:!
“The role of the IPCC is to assess on a comprehensive, objective, open and transparent basis the scientific, technical
and socio-economic information relevant to understanding the scientific basis of the risk of human-induced climate
change, its potential impacts and options for adaptation and mitigation.”2!

!
!

They are not charged with considering or investigating the natural causes of a changing climate, an undeniable reality
that has always occurred and obviously will always occur in the future.!
Despite the expenditure of many billions of dollars on “understanding the scientific basis of the risk of human-induced
climate change” they have not been successful in discovering even one piece of empiric evidence to support
their claims.!

!

I will tease this and its implications out later, but first we need to understand the basis for the claims that man’s emissions
of greenhouse gasses are the cause of the intermittent, mild, global warming that occurred last century (but has
plateaued so far this century).!

!THE CATASTROPHIC ANTHROPOGENIC GLOBAL WARMING (CAGW) HYPOTHESIS !
!
!
!
!
!
!

The Sun, being very much hotter than the Earth, emits short-wave radiation in a broad spectrum of wavelengths that
includes Ultra-violet, visible light, and Infra-red radiation. !
A small portion of this reaches the Earth providing the energy to both warm it and allow life to occur. !

The cooler Earth in turn then re-emits radiation at much longer wavelengths in the form of Infra-Red radiation (or heat
rays). This is known as Outgoing Longwave Radiation (OLR).!
If there was no so called ‘greenhouse effect’ the loss of heat from rapid OLR would mean a very cold world, unable to
sustain life as we know it.!
An equilibrium between incoming and outgoing energy is constantly being attempted, as a reaction to the many
contributing factors influencing this, that are in a constant state of change.!

It can be shown experimentally that molecules of some atmospheric gasses, known as ‘greenhouse gases’ (GHG’s)3,
become ‘excited’ at certain wavelengths by Infra Red (IR) radiation, absorbing some of the OLR as it is emitted from the
Earth.!

!

They then immediately re-emit this radiation, at the same wavelength, but in every direction, slowing down the radiation
escaping from Earth and keeping its atmospheric air temperature higher than it otherwise would be if these gasses did
not exist.!

!
!

This is commonly known as the ‘greenhouse effect’ (because greenhouses also keep their internal air warmer) although
by a significantly different process making this an inexact and inappropriate analogy.!
Greenhouses stay warmer because a physical barrier (usually glass or plastic) stops warm convective air currents from
carrying the warm air in the greenhouse higher into the atmosphere, where it cools down. Because heat loss by radiation
and conduction are much less efficient than convection (now stopped), the greenhouse remains relatively warmer than
the surrounding air.!

!

There is of course no physical barrier in the atmosphere so convective currents are free to lift warmer air high into the
troposphere (the lower part of the atmosphere where we live) where the air cools, and where there are less GHG’s and
the OLR can more readily escape into space.!

!

2 IPCC 2008
3 Water vapour (H2O), Carbon dioxide (CO2), Methane (CH4), Halo-carbons, Nitrous Oxide (N2O), Ozone (O3) are the GHG’s of most
interest.
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It can also be shown that the additional warming effect of the GHG’s declines exponentially (rapidly) as their atmospheric
concentration increases and ‘saturates’ the active radiation wavelengths where they specifically operate.!

!
!
!
!

There are also ‘radiation windows’ where the outgoing radiation is unimpeded by any of the GHG’s, and the OLR is free
to radiate into space.!
The hotter the air, the higher it rises, substantially avoiding the GHG’s, and particularly in the tropics they vent off huge
quantities of heat into space, acting as a type of thermostat to remove excessive heat build up.!

!

!

Fig.1. Deep convective cloud tops, known as ‘Tower Clouds’ can rise to heights of 16-18 km,
penetrating well past the tropopause (the top of the Troposphere). (source; trmm.chpc.utah.edu)

Clouds (resulting from atmospheric water vapour) play a crucial role and also reflect heat downwards which is why it is
warmer on cloudy nights but during the day, they reflect up to 60% of the incoming short wave radiation back out into
space, which is why it is much cooler on a hot day when a cloud passes overhead.!

!
!
!

Low level (< 3000m) global cloud cover varies significantly and is the biggest single Earthly determinant of average
global ground level temperature. More on this shortly.!
GHG’s act to slow down the emissions of OLR, but do not stop it.!
The most important greenhouse gas (GHG) by far is water vapour (and its major variant, clouds), varying from close to
zero in deserts to over 6% of the air mass in the humid tropics, and supplies the bulk of the total global greenhouse
effect.!

!
!
!

Carbon Dioxide (CO2) is the most important trace GHG (~400 ppmv)(parts per million, by volume) followed by Methane
(CH4) (plateaued at <1.8 ppmv and lower in the Southern Hemisphere) and Nitrous Oxide (N2O)(~.3 ppmv).!
The theory is that as increased CO2 is released by the burning of fossil fuels, the greenhouse effect will be intensified,
leading to a small warming of the globe.!
An additional critical assumption by the IPCC however, is the supposition that a slightly warmer globe will increase the
evaporation of water and therefore the additional atmospheric water vapour will amplify the warming by a factor of some
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three or so, and that this provides a positive feedback loop and potential ‘tipping point’ that can lead to a cascading,
catastrophic, runaway global warming.!

!
!EVIDENCE!
!
!
!
!

But is this what is happening in the real world?!

What does the mounting evidence indicate?!
Earthly climate is not nearly as simplistic as the CAGW hypothesis postulates and there is mounting evidence from many
observations and first principles, indicating that the pre-conceived assumptions behind the CAGW hypothesis are flawed.!
There is no doubt that the world has warmed spasmodically4 since the Little Ice Age (LIA) as it has done repeatedly on
many previous occasions.!
There is also excellent evidence indicating that the world was warmer during the previous warming period, known as the
Medieval Warming Period (MWP), when for example Greenland was inhabited for almost three hundred years by the
Vikings, until returning cold and Ice made it impossible to live there (after the arrival of the LIA). It is still not possible to
raise livestock, etc., there.!

!
!
!
!

It is also a fact that atmospheric CO2 particularly has increased, however there is no empirical evidence available at all
that indicates that this time is different and that increasing trace GHG’s are now the primary cause of the warming. !
A simple and convincing test of this statement is to read the latest IPCC AR5 Summary for Policy Makers (SPM) Report.
If there was any supportive empiric evidence available, it would feature prominently in this document. !
The only ‘evidence’ put forward by the IPCC is circumstantial evidence and the output of computer models that attempt
to mathematically model the extraordinarily complex, numerous and interrelated factors that contribute to global climate.!
Because the computer models are not ‘verified’, do not include many critical climatic influences, have to guess at many
others, cannot even predict short term changes in climate, such as the current cessation of warming this century, they
clearly do not meet the scientific criteria to qualify as empirical evidence, and unquestionably they cannot accurately
predict future climate.!

!
!
GENERAL CIRCULATION COMPUTER MODELS (GCM’s)!
!
!
!
!
CLOUDS!
!
So let us look at these all important computer models in more detail.!

It has been estimated that to construct a computer model of something as incredibly complicated as future global climate,
looking as far into the future as 2100, some five million different input factors would be required5.!
It is also a fact that only some 6 or 7 of these parameters have a sufficiently high confidence level to be universally
agreed and accepted.!
From this point the confidence level progressively declines until a situation is reached that so little is known about an
input factor that ‘best guesses’ and ‘tweaking’ has to be incorporated or in many cases they are simply not included at all.!

For example global cloud cover varies significantly both globally and regionally (such as for example in the tropics) and
there is no currently known way to predict this, so the computer models make the assumption that cloud cover does not
vary. !

!
!
!

This of course is not the case as we can now measure cloud cover by satellites and they unequivocally show significant
cloud cover variation over time and location.!
Developments in cloud formation knowledge will be dealt with in greater detail in Section 2.!

4 This is well documented - from 1,000AD to 1410AD at least. High quality satellite records, since they began, indicate that

temperatures have been flat in the Southern Hemisphere, with a slight increase in the Northern Hemisphere. There has been no overall
warming over the last ~ >17 years, despite rising levels of atmospheric CO2.
5 “There are something like 5 million parameters that have to go into a good climate model”. Dr Sallie Baliunas

6

(See cloud cover : temperature correlation graph page 20)!

!

OCEANS!
Another example is the dramatic effect Oceanic phenomena have on global heat. The ENSO (El-Nino Southern
Oscillation), the AMO (Atlantic Multidecadal Oscillation), the PDO (Pacific Decadal Oscillation), THC (North Atlantic,
Thermohaline Circulation) and the IOD (Indian Ocean Dipole), etc., all of which absorb, transmit and release huge
quantities of heat energy, and which are not understood sufficiently well to be able to accurately predict their occurrence,
timing or intensity, are largely ignored by the models. More about this in Section 2.!

!
SUN!
!
!

Without doubt, the greatest modelling deficiency however is in respect of the Sun.!
The Sun as we know supplies some 99.9% of our heat energy yet only one aspect of its complex output, Solar
Irradiance, is reflected in the models and that has a relatively minor level of variation. (see IPCC AR5 Radiative Forcing
Factors Chart, below). (Note. This chart also completely ignores water vapour, the major GHG, and includes no other
‘natural’ influence on climate).!

!

!
!

Fig.2. The IPCC assumes the Sun has almost no influence on Climate (Chart IPCC AR5)!

So little has been known and accepted about the Sun that cyclical variations in its magnetic flux, Sun Spots, Mass
Coronal Ejections, the Solar Wind, Heliospheric current sheet, Interplanetary magnetic field, electromagnetic radiation,
etc., and the consequences that flow from these, while acknowledged for the first time in the latest Assessment Report
(AR5), cannot be predicted by the IPCC and so no attempt has been made to include them in the computer simulations.!
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We know that historically whenever the Sun enters a relatively quiescent phase, Sunspot numbers decline and the world
enters a cooling phase. The Sun is now entering such a phase, however the likely consequences are of course absent in
the model outputs, because the inputs do not include this vital data. The Sun without doubt does have an enormous,
overriding influence on our climate.!

!

!

Fig.3. Sunspot numbers showing the Little Ice Age (Maunder minimum) and cooling period
in the Dalton Minimum (source John L Daly)!

!

There are many other deficiencies in the models, but it should be obvious from these examples that because of the
countless unknowns present, even very small mathematical inaccuracies, replicated many millions of times as they are
when the computers attempt to calculate future climate, are greatly magnified. This means that gross errors inevitably
occur and as a result they are completely incapable of accurately predicting future global climate.!

!
!
!
!

Even short term predictions fail as indicated by the complete failure of the models used by the IPCC to predict the lack of
temperature rise over the last >18 years, despite an ~10% increase in atmospheric CO2 over this period.!
The climate is a complex, coupled, non-linear dynamic system, influenced by unpredictable events, making
forecasting with any certainty impossible.!
The IPCC are aware of this but make little or no continuing effort to warn the public and decision makers about the
severe limitations of forecasts from these unvalidated computer models6.!
This failure unfortunately indicates that they do not follow the normal scientific conventions in this regard. This is critically
important as wide ranging National and International decision making and policy is being made, based on the
unrecognised deficiencies of these computer models. !

!PREVIOUS IPCC ATTEMPTS AT PROVIDING EVIDENCE!
!
!
1. THE HOCKEY STICK GRAPH!
!

In the Third Assessment Report (TAR) the IPCC offered three substantiations for their hypothesis in addition to their
GCM Computer Models, !

6“In climate research and modelling, we should recognise that we are dealing with a coupled nonlinear chaotic system, and therefore

that long-term prediction of future climate states is not possible.” [IPCC TAR 2001, Section 142.2.2, p774]
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The original 1990 IPCC Assessment Report contained the following graph of historic global temperatures over the last
millennia. It shows the well documented Medieval Warming Period and the Little Ice Age followed by the commencement
of the current temperature rise.!

!

It was deleted in the TAR (Third Assessment Report) and replaced with the “Hockey Stick” graph. (below). (IPCC)!
The graph, came to be known as the ‘Hockey Stick Graph” because its plot of global temperatures over the last 1000
years was shaped like a hockey stick. (Source; J L Daly)!
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It was derived from tree growth ring data (as a proxy for world temperature) obtained from a careful selection of species
(Bristlecone Pine) with the thermometer temperature record of recent times added on at the end (in red).!

!

It showed slowly declining, undulating world temperatures until the 20th Century when temperatures suddenly increased
at what appeared to be an alarming rate. This was claimed to be evidence that man induced GHG’s from burning fossil
fuels was the reason for the temperature rise.!

!

This graph became the centre piece of the Third Assessment Report and was widely promoted and adopted around the
world. In this country it was featured prominently by the Federal Government, the CSIRO, the Bureau of Meteorology
(BoM) and many others who enthusiastically adopted it as strong evidence of CAGW.!

!
The Hockey Stick Graph however suffered from many major problems,
!
!
!
!
!
!

including;!

• It eliminated the Medieval Warming Period when the Vikings colonised Greenland. (Warmer than today)!
• It eliminated the Little Ice Age (When the Thames frequently froze over)!

• Bristlecone Pines are an acknowledged poor indicator of temperature, their growth is influenced by many factors other
than temperature, such as soil moisture availability, carbon dioxide levels (water use efficiency), regional factors, etc.!
• If the same tree ring data had been included right up to the present time, or the full range of tree ring data available
had been included, or if the Bristlecone Pine data was removed, there would have been no temperature spike.!
• The underlying computer algorithm into which the data was inputted, was biased. It consistently showed a ‘hockey
stick’ spike at the end of computer generated random ‘red-noise’ data, when that was inputted.!
The totally discredited graph was omitted from the subsequent AR4 Report without any explanation, however it continued
to be used by the Australian Government and its agencies and others, for many years. It was used and exaggerated by
Al Gore as his major and only CAGW substantiation evidence in “An Inconvenient Truth”. It now lies in scientific tatters.!

!2. THE VOSTOK ICE CORES!

The original graph derived from the Vostok ice cores in Antarctica7, (www.antarcticglaciers.org) (below) showed a close
correlation between increased CO2 (Green), derived from atmospheric gas traces trapped in the ice, and increased
temperature (Blue).
!

Fig.5. Original Vostok Ice Core Data!

7 The original Vostok results were compiled from ~1,000 year sample intervals.
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!
!

This was claimed with great confidence, to be clear evidence that CO2 was the cause of the warming!
It is interesting to note that dust (Red), (and wind and drought) were at their most intense during the coldest phases of
the Glacial / Interglacial Cycles. !
Also note the length of the current Interglacial, which if history repeats itself, means we are soon due to re-enter the next
glaciation phase.!

Fig.6. Carbon dioxide increases some 800 years after the temperature rises.(joannenova.com.au)!

!
!
The implication are obvious;!
!

Subsequent analysis done at ~ 100 year sample intervals however, indicated that on average the increase in
atmospheric CO2 lagged temperature by some 800 years. (graph above.)!

• The increase in atmospheric CO2 could not have caused the warming.!
• The warming was the reason why atmospheric CO2 had increased. !
• This is readily explained by the fact that the surface of the World is covered ~ 71% by Oceans and that they absorb
and release atmospheric CO2 depending on the temperature and the amount of CO2 present in the atmosphere
(Henry’s Law).!
• When the Oceans cool they absorb CO2 and when they warm they release it back into the atmosphere with an
appropriate time lag.!
• The Vostok graphs also show that high levels of CO2 did not stop the world from returning to long periods of cold,
glaciation conditions.!

!

Note; Because of the loss of trapped gas from ice core samples as they are withdrawn from depth, due to mechanical
fracturing and mini explosions that occur as the pressure is released by the conversion of clathrates formed under
pressure, back to gasses, some of the CO2 is lost with the resulting figures therefore significantly underestimating the
actual percentage of CO2 that was originally present8.!

!
3. THE TROPICAL TROPOSPHERE HOTSPOT!
!

According to the GCM computer models and for sound physical and logical reasons, verification that GHG’s are the
cause of the warming by reducing heat lost to outer space, the atmosphere, particularly above the tropics at an altitude of
about 10 kilometres (8-12 km) should show evidence of a distinct warming trend (a ‘signature’ of GHG warming). This is
known as the “Tropospheric Hotspot”. It is meant to warm 1.2 to 1.5 times faster than surface temperatures, if the
warming was caused by increased greenhouse gases.!

!

This region of the troposphere has been regularly measured by millions of radiosonde balloons and satellites. !

8 Zbigniew Jarorowski 2007 “glaciological studies are not able to provide a reliable reconstruction of CO2 levels in the ancient

atmosphere. This is because the ice cores do not fulfil the essential closed system criteria.”
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No evidence of warming has been detected. See figure below. (source; http://www.c3headlines.com/2-stubborn-facts/
page/2/)!

!
!
! !
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
! Fig. 7. There is no correlation between rising CO2 and Tropospheric Temperature.!
GHG induced warming must warm this part of the atmosphere, to cause the Earth to warm, its absence is not just
embarrassing for the CAGW proponents, but is devastating evidence that GHG’s are NOT the cause of the recent
warming.!

!

These attempts to justify the CAGW hypothesis have therefore conclusively failed and as there is no new empirical
evidence provided in the latest AR5 release, it means that circumstantial evidence and inadequate GCM computer
models remain the sole justification for their claims.!

!
!

The continuing lack of evidence is now slowly but surely being realised by the general public and this will intensify if the
forecasts of a currently developing solar minimum prove to be correct and the world enters a period of cooling.!
The IPCC uses scare tactics in an attempt to frighten people into expensive action to ‘mitigate’ the effects of global
warming, however a global cooling would have significantly worse consequences for mankind and biota, as crops fail and
food etc., becomes scarce and unable to meet the demands of a much larger population.!

!
!

The consequences for poorer nations in particular would be dire. !
While man may have some small influence on our climate, too slight to measure, singling out carbon dioxide, a
minor trace greenhouse gas as principally responsible, with >95% certainty, for the recent warming, cannot be
credibly sustained.!

!
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SECTION 2.! If the IPCC are wrong, what other explanation / explanations could
account for the intermittent warming that occurred last century, but has ceased so
far this century?!

!
!

There is a plethora of compelling empiric evidence pointing to the fact that the changes we are experiencing in our
climate are within the normal range and are predominantly from natural causes, as has always been the case.!
Every week new empirical evidence becomes available, none of which supports the CAGW hypothesis, it all invariably
supports natural climate variation and is conveniently but inappropriately from a scientific viewpoint, ignored by the
CAGW intelligentsia.!

!
!
!
2a!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

Let us look at some of these fascinating phenomena. The more we learn the more we realise there is to learn. !
The science is certainly not settled.!

THE SUN, THE SOLAR SYSTEM AND THE EARTH!

The IPCC claim that the Sun has a ‘forcing factor’ of only 0.05 (+/- 0.05) (unspecified units), or possible contribution to
global temperature change, with a ‘medium’ confidence level ‘attributed’ to this figure. (see graphic, page 7).!
This is inconsequential and therefore according to them, the Sun can only have an equivalently inconsequential role to
play in the warming of the planet.!
This is a necessary baseline for them to establish, so that their hypothesis that it is man’s emissions of GHG’s that are
the primary cause of the warming, can be given some credibility.!
Unfortunately for them, as you will shortly see, this is based on a surprisingly limited, grossly simplistic and incorrect
understanding of the physics involved. A few simple facts will illustrate this.!
Sir Issac Newton formulated the Laws of Gravity in 1666, and they remain valid today. Our Solar System is held together
by gravity.!
The Sun (~99.8% of total Solar System mass9) sits at the centre with each of the individual planets revolving around it at
different speeds, on their varying elliptical orbits.!

!

Fig.8. The Solar System. (source; http://www.seasky.org/solar-system/solar-system.html)!

9 The mass of the Sun is ~2 *1030 kg and its diameter is ~1,400,000 km.
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They are held there by a combination of gravity, pulling them in and centrifugal force, pushing them out. (The same
forces that allow geostationary satellites to sit above a specific Earthly location)!

!

Everything, all the mass in the Solar system, including the Sun, rotates around the Solar System Centre of Mass (SSCM)
or Barycentre. To make this absolutely clear in respect of the planets, they do NOT rotate around the Sun as is
commonly assumed, they rotate around the SSCM10. !

!
!

The SSCM, and therefore the solar system as a whole, maintains a smooth (no wobbles), path through space.!
Because the relationship of the planets to the Sun is constantly changing as they move around their orbits, the Sun as a
result also has to move in relation to the SSCM, to ‘balance’ out the changing positions of the planets and so maintain a
consistent SSCM flight path. This is all in accordance with Newtons Laws of Gravity.!

!

The outer four gas planets, Jupiter, Saturn, Uranus and Neptune (> 99% of total Planetary Mass) are the most massive,
and when they are all arranged on one side of the Sun, as they are periodically, the Sun automatically moves in the
opposite direction away from the SSCM to offset the gravitational imbalance that this creates. !

!

This means the Sun does not simply glide through space in a simple straight line but spirals along, sometimes with little
deflection (when the planetary Mass is evenly balanced around it) and at other times with a much greater degree of spiral
deflection (when the planets are offset to one side of the Sun).!

!
!!
!!

The following graphic shows the gyrations of the centre of mass of the planets (PCM) for 50 years from 1945 to 1996.!

!
!
!

!

Fig. 9. 50 Years of the varying positions of the Sun to the Planetary Centre of Mass!
(Source www.eike-klima-energie.eu)!

It demonstrates that sometimes it is close to the centre of mass of the Sun (SCM) (The diameter of the Sun is shown as
yellow in the diagram), and sometimes it moves well away.!
This means that the Sun also has to move either a small distance, (as in the early 1950’s or 1990’s) or much further as in
the late 50’s or early 80’s. (This also varies the distance from and energy received by the Earth11 but this is regularly and
incorrectly assumed to be constant).As a result the Sun must accelerate at times and decelerate at others. !
This change also causes the spin rate of the Sun to change and significantly effects its dynamo induced energy
output and the strength of the Solar Wind.!
10 To argue otherwise would be to argue in contravention of Newton’s Laws of Gravity. This planet induced solar ‘wobble’ is the means

by which planets are detected around other Suns in our galaxy.
11 see Bailey F. “Solar Chord Discovery” 2010 for a full explanation.
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Jupiter contains about half of the total mass of the four major planets, so by definition it must always be on the other side
of the SSCM to the Sun, and is the dominating influence on the Solar Cycle.!

!

Various combinations of Jupiter and the other planets is the reason for the variable orbiting times of the Sun around the
SSCM as it moves into ever changing counterbalancing positions and for the resulting variations in the length of Solar
Cycles. !

!
!

Further evidence of the effects on the Sun of variations in the distance it must maintain in relation to the Solar System
Barycentre and the intensity of the maxima and minima and cycle length is provided in the figure below.!

!
Fig. 10. The above graph, (Source: Solar System Dynamics Group, Jet Propulsion Laboratory, Pasadena), shows
variations in the Solar System Centre of Mass (the Barycentre) and its distance from the centre of the Sun. It is
significant that a ~ 20 year cycle is visible in which the extrema (maxima / minima) correlate with solar activity in
the Schwabe / Hale sunspot cycle.!

!
!
!
!

A plot of the varying distance of the SSCM and the centre of the Sun, illustrates its irregular travel and timing relationship
with the sunspot cycle.!
Note, that in the 1970’s the Barycentre travel range was reduced and the corresponding Solar Cycle 20 was weaker, and
the Earth went into a cooling period.!
Also note a similar situation in the early 2000 period, implying a weak Solar Cycle (SC) 24 (as is currently occurring) and
the possibility of a weak SC 25.!
The fact that the IPCC do not take these observable and readily available factors into account in their computer models,
essentially therefore ignoring the wide-ranging influences of the Sun, obviously means they cannot accurately predict
future climate.!

!
!!
!!
!!
!

The next illustration is a photo montage from NASA taken over a single Schwabe Solar Cycle.!
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You can readily observe the significant changes in solar activity that occur during this relatively short (~11 year) cycle, in
the series of images below.!

!
!

!

Fig. 11. A solar cycle: a montage of ten years' worth of Yohkoh SXT images,
demonstrating the variation in solar activity during a sunspot cycle, from after
August 30, 1991, to September 6, 2001. - (Source, Wikipedia)!

!!
!!
!!
!!
!!
!!
!
!
!
!
!
!
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Total Solar Irradiance (TSI)!

!
!

All this dynamic activity however results in only a small change in Total Solar Irradiance (TSI) as currently measured and
is the only solar attribute recognised by the IPCC.!
The Total Solar Irradiance figure in fact only measures the direct radiation field that strikes the Earths surface. It records
the wavelength range between 200 nm and 2000 nm. It ignores the other energy regions of the Sun that also influence
Earthly weather and climate.!

!
!
!
!

In particular it does not account for X Rays (10-5 - 10 nm) and short wavelength / Extreme Ultraviolet Rays (EUV) (10-5 200 nm), that are known to affect weather.!
Weather is not only dependent on conditions at the Earths surface but is strongly influenced by what happens in the
Troposphere and Stratosphere, where there is a larger wavelength spectrum of irradiation from the Sun. !
Recorded Total Solar Irradiance in fact is not ‘total’12.!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!
Fig. 12. Sunspot number relationship to TSI (phys.org)!

While TSI directly may only vary ~ 0.1%, over the 11 year cycle, there is a growing realisation by researchers that even
these apparently tiny variations can have a significant effect on terrestrial climate (phys.org).!
A new Report by the National Research Council (NRC) “The Effects of Solar Variability on Earths Climate”13 lays out
some of the surprisingly complex ways that solar activity can make itself felt on our planet.!
It found for example that short term variations of 0.1% in incident radiation exceed all other energy sources combined.!
Of particular importance is the Sun’s extreme ultra violet (EUV) radiation, which peaks during solar maxima. Within its
relatively narrow band of UV wavelengths, the Sun’s output varies not by 0.1% but by whopping factors of 10 or more.!
This can strongly effect the chemistry and thermal structure of the upper atmosphere, the affects of which can trickle
down to the Earths surface.!
There are a number of other pathways described in the Report that influence weather at lower altitudes including ozone,
nitrogen oxides and cosmic rays, all amplifying (or forcing) the effects of TSI.!

!

Assuming as the IPCC do, that TSI is the only solar influence on Earths climate is clearly simplistic and incorrect.!

!

12 Solanki S.K.
13 The full Report is available at http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=13519
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Sunspots are intense magnetic storms that rise and penetrate the visible surface of the Sun (the corona), and while
still intensely hot are relatively cooler than the surrounding solar corona, and so appear as darker areas known as
Sunspots. !

!

!

!
!

Fig. 13. Sunspot AR 1944, on 5th January 2014. AR1944, about the size of the Earth, caused
spectacular polar aurora. (http://spaceweathergallery.com/indiv_upload.php?upload_id=92454)!

!
!

!

Sunspot numbers are a visible measure of the intensity of the magnetic activity occurring on the Sun and are at a
maximum at polar reversal.!
This is a regular solar dynamo cycle where the North Pole of the Sun changes position to the South Pole. This occurs
about every 9-13 years (the ‘Schwabe’14 cycle) and then returns to the North Pole some 18-26 years later (The ‘Hale’
cycle).!

!
!
!
!

All the indicators point to the fact that these cycles are at least in part, induced by the influence of the planets on the
Sun’s movements through space.!
When the Sun is magnetically relatively weaker, a result of a relatively stable solar glide path, the length of these cycles
is extended and the Solar Wind is correspondingly less intense.!
The weaker Solar Wind allows more Galactic Cosmic Rays (GCR’s) to penetrate to the Earths atmosphere.!
GCR’s travelling at just under the speed of light are shattered into millions or billions of sub-atomic particles when they hit
our atmosphere.They have very short lifetimes but some with greater mass, called muons, can penetrate right down to
sea level and below. It has been shown experimentally, in a cloud chamber, that muons can act to initiate the process of

14 Named after Samuel Schwabe who discovered the Sunspot Cycle in 1843.
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the formation of cloud condensation nuclei (CCN)15. This has been confirmed recently at the CERN Large Hadron
Collider16.!

!
!

This sequence of events has a direct influence on the amount of low level cloud formation / cover which in turn changes
global albedo (reflectivity of radiation from the Sun). !
The level of low cloud cover has a direct influence on global temperatures. Less low (< 3000 m) cloud means the globe
warms and increased low level cloud cover means the globe cools. The following figures provide empirical evidence for
this relationship.!

!

!

!

!

Fig. 14. The relationship of Galactic Cosmic Rays (GCR’s) to Low Level Cloud Cover
(Svensmark, et al.)!

!
!
!
!
!

!

The close correspondence that exists between low cloud cover and GCR’s is clearly evident in the above graph. !
GCR’s are not the only source of cloud condensation nuclei, (which also includes dust and other aerosols) but obviously
they play a major and crucial source of early stage CCN formation, particularly over the oceans. !
They very clearly impact on global low level cloud cover and therefore global temperature.!
Low level cloud cover is the most significant single determinant of average global temperatures.!
The IPCC are unable to predict their occurrence and while they acknowledged them for the first time in the AR5 Report,
they were unable to include them in the computer modelling.!
Everything is interconnected as should be very obvious, so omitting even one major factor will inevitably lead to
significant errors. Omitting numerous factors will clearly render the models incapable of performing their task.!

!

There is further strong evidence found in stalagmite records verifying that this historic relationship has existed for many
thousands of years (below).!

!!

15 Svensmark, Frils-Christensen, et al (1997-2013)
16 Kirkby. J et al.
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!

Stalagmite records (as in Fig. 26 above/Fig. 15 in this Paper) record the very close relationship between varying levels of
incoming Cosmic Rays (White in the graph) and temperature (dark grey), providing historic evidence of the strong
influence of the Sun on global temperatures.!

Fig.16. Cloud cover and Temperature Relationship!

!

Cloud Cover (Blue) inverted, for the Pacific Ocean area of 20N – 20S x 90W – 120E (tropics) from the
ICCPS database plotted at the KNMI climate explorer [http://climexp.knmi.nl/start.cgi?
someone@somewhere]. (The ICCPS is the International Satellite Cloud Climatology Project with data
starting in 1983 [http://isccp.giss.nasa.gov/].) on top of the!
temperature graph (black)!

!
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2b Atmospheric Water Vapour and Temperature.!

!
!
!
!

The IPCC depend on increased warming (caused by increased CO2), to increase water vapour levels in the mid to upper
troposphere which will in turn then retain more heat in the atmosphere thus causing increased warming.!
The evidence however clearly does not support this hypothesis. As usual, the real situation is far more complex.!
Simply put, increased temperature causes convection to increase exponentially. The increased convection causes
increased precipitation, drying out the upper atmosphere.!
The exact opposite of IPCC forecasts.!

!

Fig. 17. Atmospheric Relative Humidity since 1948. While an increase occurred after ~1960’s
in the near surface (lower figure), there was a decline in RH at both the 3 km and 6km
altitudes. (www.c3headlines.com. NOAA data)!

!

The graph above of relative humidity (atmospheric water vapour to temperature) illustrates the changes that occurred
since 1948 at various levels in the atmosphere. As already noted, temperatures in the tropical Troposphere did not
increase as assumed, this unequivocally demonstrates that while CO2 has increased over this period, there was a
simultaneous actual decline in atmospheric water vapour, at both the 3 km and 9 km heights (middle and top graphs).!

!
!

This illustrates (and confirms) why there is no hotspot as predicted by the models.!
The logical reason is that any atmospheric water vapour increase due to increased evaporation (seen in bottom near
surface graph), was counterbalanced by an increase in cloud formation and precipitation at higher altitudes, nullifying the
anticipated net increase in atmospheric water vapour forecast by the GCM models in the mid level tropical Troposphere.!

!
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2c The reality and relevance of climate cycles!

!

We have seen examples of the cascading forcing role played out by the complex variations in the magnetic activity of the
Sun, and its varying distance from Earth due to its ‘wobble’ around the SSCM, the Solar Wind and its influence on the
supply of cloud condensation nuclei and low level cloud cover and therefore temperature.!

!

There are many additional factors including the longer term Milankovitch forcings (orbital, precession and obliquity
changes), tectonic plate movements changing ocean and air currents, fluctuating cosmic ray cycles, and many others,
including influences we may not even be aware of. The Sun’s magnetism doubled during the 20th century and this
natural mechanism is likely to be responsible for a major part of the warming that occurred then. So let us look at some
of these cycles.!

!
Long Term Climate Cycles.!
!

Firstly there are the long term effects of the Milankovitch Cycle, which some believe are a factor in determining our entry
and exit from long periods of glaciation (typically ~ 100,000 years) and Interglacials (~10-12,000 years, such as now).!

Fig. 18. The Milankovitch Cycles. (Source: UCAR) !

Fig. 19. The effect of two of the Milankovitch cycle factors on solar insolation (Radiation) on Earth. !
(frank-davis.livejournal.com)!
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The graphic above shows the close correlation between solar irradiation reaching the Earth and changes in the Earths
orbital tilt angle (Obliquity) and spin angles (Precession)!

!

However the Eccentricity of the Earth’s orbit around the Sun is almost certainly a more important factor in determining
extended periods of global glaciation (Ice Ages) as we move away from its warmth, however inconsistencies in the
record indicate that other major factors are additionally at play.!

Fig. 20. Regular ~ 1,000 year Global Warming Climate Cycles!
(Grootes et al. Comparison of oxygen isotope records from GISP2 & GRIP, Greenland. Nature, 366,1993. pp 552-4)!

!

Interspersed within the present Interglacial Period are regular ~ 1,000 year cycles of warming and cooling as !
shown above. This shows the late 20th century (current) warming, the Little Ice Age, the Medieval Warm Period, (when
humans and biota prospered) with the “Dark Ages’ before that, when crops failed and life was very hard and brutal. !

!
!
!
Glaciation / Interglacial cycles.!
!
!

Before that is the Roman Warm Period, when the Roman Empire expanded, and before that the Minoan and Holocene
Warm Periods (not shown). !
Notice that the temperature peak of each warming period has been declining with time and also the increased severity of
the cooling (grey bars).!

Even longer multi-million year regular cycles of glaciation and relatively warm/hot conditions are well established. !
Recent evidence points to the likelihood that a major contributor to these events is the far greater impact, possibly by as
much as an order of magnitude, of the intrinsic influence of galactic cosmic rays due to the passage of the solar system
through the spiral arms of our galaxy (the Milky Way) and the incidence of new star formation.!

!

This explanation is reinforced by the lack of a positive correlation between the paleoclimate record and atmospheric CO2
levels as would be expected if CO2 was the prime driver of these events as is now being asserted. Nor is there any
terrestrial phenomena known to recur at this glacial / interglacial frequency (~135+/- 9m.y.).!

!
!

It is true that correlation does not prove causation but it is obvious that a lack of correlation always clearly proves that
other factors dominate.!
In simple terms, our Sun (and Solar System) rotate at a different speed to the spiral arms around the galaxy. When it
passes through an arm, the intensity of GCR’s is increased due to the increased exposure to radiation from supernova
(giant star) explosions that occur there. When it emerges from the spiral arm, the GCR flux intensity is reduced.!

!
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!
Fig. 21. The Cosmic Ray Flux (upper) and Tropical Temperature anomaly variations
over the Phanerozoic Period (lower) (Source Shaviv & Veizer 2003)!

!

The effect on our climate is dramatic. Increased low level cloud cover as a result of the high level of GCR’s prevailing
during the ‘passing through the spiral arm period’ and variation in the rate of supernova and new star formation, is
postulated as the major causative mechanism of the long periods of glaciation Earth experiences. Conversely when the
Solar System is outside the spiral arms, the lower Cosmic Ray Flux (CRF) present, and therefore the resultant reduced
area of low level cloud cover, causes the Earth to warm in periods known as Interglacials.!

!
!

Superimposed on this dominant cycle is the extrinsic solar induced GCR modulation caused by variable solar activity,
changes in orbital activity, solar and Earthly changes in magnetic activity and magnetic fields17 resulting in sub-cycles.!
There is clearly a complex amalgam of a variable Sun, variable Solar System location in the spiral arms, variable Cosmic
Ray Flux, variable cloud cover, and many other factors all impacting on Earthly climate. Claiming that the trace gas CO2
is the principle cause of the current warming is simplistic and fails to stand up to both logic and the mounting evidence. !

!
Short Term Climate Cycles.!
!
!

There are many short term oscillations whose interactions are complex and not well understood and four of these are
illustrated below. The IPCC GCM computer models are unable to replicate these various cyclical changes in climate18.!
The fact that they cannot is one of the reasons that all their models failed to predict the current cessation in warming,
now well into its 17th year.!

17Nir J Shaviv Jan Veizer.2003
18 Dr Nicola Scarfetta. “Harmonic climate models versus the IPCC general circulation climate models.”(2012)
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!

The most prominent short term cycles are the ~9.1 year, 10-11 year, ~20 year and ~ 60 year cycles (below, top figure).
They form a complex, overlapping, varying matrix, making it difficult to predict the likely climatic outcome if you do not
understand and include their causative factors. Fig. 21 & 22, below.(source: Scarfetta)!

!

!

The bottom figure highlights the existence of a ~ 60 year cycle in the temperature (red) which becomes clearly visible
once the warming trend is de-trended from the data and the fast fluctuations are filtered out. We are now entering a
cooling phase in this cycle.!

!
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!

There are other cycles at all time scales in addition to the above, that influence climate.!
It is believed that they result from cyclical interactions between the Sun and the planets19 and equivalent physical
processes here on Earth, predominantly between the atmosphere and the Oceans, such as the ENSO, PDO, AMO, IOD,
etc.!

!

It can therefore be readily seen that the interrelation of these cycles, many of which the causal mechanisms of how or
why they operate are incompletely understood or are unknown, makes it difficult or impossible to include in the type of
computer model used by the IPCC.!

!
!

If their influence is not included in the models however, it means that accurate forecasts of future climate obviously
cannot be made.!
Another example (one of many available) of the influence of various astronomical factors on our climate is shown below.
The correlation between the Cosmic Ray Flux (blue) Sunspots (green) Total Solar Irradiance (pink) and temperature
deviation (red) is readily seen.!

!
!
!

!

!
Fig. 23. Cosmic Ray Flux, Sunspots, TSI and Temperature Cyclical relationship!

(Source: http://my.net-link.net/~malexan/Climate-Model.htm. Sunspot data: NOAA. CRF:Space Physics System. unh.
Moscow Neutron Monitor)!

!

All three variables show closely aligned cycles. Temperature deviations from the trend, shown in Figure 23, are also
plotted. A three-year moving average is used to smooth the temperature data. An apparent correspondence can be
seen between temperature and the solar cycle as defined by sunspots, TSI or CSF. The temperature oscillation
associated with the solar cycle shown in Figure 23 is ~10 years long on average with 0.15º C average magnitude. The
size of these oscillations is too large for TSI to be the sole cause of them. The cosmic ray mechanism provides another
way for the sun to exert a cyclical effect on temperature.!
It is clear that claims that “the science is settled” are nothing more than ill-informed, populist, blatant political spin, and
scientists in particular, who make these claims, are doing a great disservice and damage to their profession and their
personal credibility, that may take many years to recover from.!

!!

We now look at the role of the Ocean (and wind) cycles.!
19

“Instrumental surface records, available since 1850, suggest with some confidence that the climate system is
resonating and/or synchronised to numerous astronomical oscillations found in solar activity, in the heliospheric
oscillations due to planetary movements and in the lunar cycle” Scafetta (2012)
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2d Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO), El Niño Southern Oscillation (ENSO) and other cycles.!

Fig. 24. Global Atmospheric and Ocean Cycles!

!
!

(Source: UCAR. University Corporation for Atmospheric Research)!

There are many naturally occurring cyclical oscillations in the complex movement of wind, cloud and ocean currents that
transport heat around the world from the tropics to the poles. They have well documented effects on our climate.!
Important amongst these is the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO), a cycle that appears to result primarily from variation
in the intensity and frequency of the El Niño / La Niña (ENSO) cycles that occur in the tropical Pacific Ocean, and
influences weather and climate in both hemispheres.!

!
!
!

The PDO cycles through a roughly 60 year cycle of relatively warmer and cooler periods, as indicated in the graph below.
(Source: jisao.washington.edu). We have currently entered a cooler phase of this cycle.!

!

!
!

Fig. 25. In the warmer periods of the cycle, El Niño’s are more frequent and severe and
during the cooler cycles there are generally more La Niña’s and less intense El Niño’s.-!

There is improving evidence suggesting that ENSO’s are related to solar influences and stronger trade winds that
change the level of tropical cloud cover and therefore sunlight20.!
“Relatively clear sky’s in the central tropical Pacific allow solar radiation to enter the ocean where the heat is carried
away by Ekman drift, ocean currents and adjustments through Rossby and Kelvin waves. The heat is stored in the
western Pacific tropics. This is not simply a rearrangement of the ocean heat, but also a restoration of heat in the
ocean.”21!

20 Trenberth et al. (2002)
21 Tisdale (2014)
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There is evidence to suggest that when the PDO and AMO are synchronised they reinforce and strengthen the severity
of their climatic impacts but when they become unsynchronised, they tend to moderate and offset to some degree the
severity of their impacts (below). !

Fig 26. The interaction of the PDO and AMO (NASA)!

!

Note that in the 1930’s the PDO and AMO were both in a warm phase, and the world was warm, and that in the 1970’s
when they were both negative, the world cooled. The AMO is now somewhere around its (warm cycle) peak and when it
changes to its cooler phase, the integration with a cool cycle PDO could see the world cool again. !

!
!

The other major oceans also have similar cyclical fluctuations, however because of their size, the influence of the PDO
and AMO dominate in determining global temperatures. !

!
!

!
Fig. 27. The PDO & AMO control short term global temperature. (D’Aleo)!
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!
!
!
!SECTION 3. ! In view of the persuasive countervailing science and evidence now freely and
The data presented above all points to a decline in global temperatures during this and the next solar cycle.!

This stands in stark contrast to the IPCC and its adherents, who continue to believe in the output from their imperfect
climate models that predict a continuing unstoppable rise in global temperatures.!
We will not have too long to wait to see who turns out to be right.!
The next question though is, why is this so?!

readily available, why do many scientists, politicians, the media, many Corporations and
many in the general public, continue to ‘believe’ in ‘climate change’, or just keep silent if
they don’t?!

!
!
!

There are no doubt many and varied reasons and agenda’s why this situation exists.!
It seems obvious however that the old adage that “a little knowledge can be a bad thing” is one of these reasons.!
The origin of the IPCC goes back to activism by environmental groups, green political parties and governments who
wanted to hop onto the environmental bandwagon and enhance their political appeal by forming a UN organisation
whose noble role was to attempt to save the world from runaway global warming.!

!
!
!

The appeal was simple and compelling. !
Carbon dioxide is a greenhouse gas and plays a supporting role in keeping the Earth warm enough to allow life as we
know it to exist.!
Simple logic implies that if it is increased (doubled), temperature will rise in proportion, but if it continues beyond a certain
point (such as an increase of over 2oC) it will likely lead to uncontrolled runaway global warming and this will be
disastrous for mankind and biota.!

!

The IPCC ‘projections’ for example show an almost lineal (straight line) increase in temperature as CO2 increases
because of the escalating increase in atmospheric water vapour (the major GHG) that this will generate, and this they
claim will escalate warming of the globe.!

!

Many were excited about this prospect and could see opportunities for career advancement and financial benefit and
funding. Governments could see opportunities for raising new taxes, (always attractive) and imposing new laws,
regulations and controls, and the media went along for the ride, because crisis and catastrophe make good, profitable
copy.!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

As a result, the vast majority of information on this subject that was conveyed to the public, told this same simple story.!
It was very difficult for anyone who was aware of information that might challenge this popular view to have their opinion
or Paper published, and as time went on this became even more difficult.!
After many years of continuous and consistent support from almost every sector, for the CAGW hypothesis, or as it
became known ‘climate change’, the public and most people in authority became convinced that it must be correct. !
A scientific ‘consensus’ was claimed and even governments that had doubt’s about the authenticity of the claims, felt
obliged to fall into line and support action to ‘reduce carbon’, which had become a ‘pollutant’ in our atmosphere22.!
Scientific organisations, Universities, etc., around the world started to receive significant funding for producing work
related to climate change, and in time they have become dependant on it.!
Scientists are only human and many of them work for organisations that receive climate change funding and are naturally
reluctant to say or do anything that might threaten the continuation of this funding or their job.!
A classical example of the way this works was exposed by the release of the so-called “Climategate’ emails from the
Climate Research Unit (CRU) at the University of East Anglia.!
The CRU are major suppliers of scientific input for the IPCC computer models, and the emails uncovered conversations
between themselves and other contributors to the models and IPCC Reports.!

22 As subsequently admitted by former Australian Prime Minister, John Howard.
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They documented actions taken to hide data that was in conflict with the output result that they wished to achieve, to stop
the publication in scientific journals of Papers by other scientists that did not agree with their ‘consensus’ view on CAGW,
and many other examples of the abuse of the scientific method and manipulation of the facts and information that was
available to the public and the professionals.!

!

An example from Prof. Phil Jones, head of the CRU; (Climate Research Unit. University of East Anglia)!
0942777075, November 99, (Phil Jones says,) 'I've just completed Mike's Nature trick of adding in the real temps
to each series for the last 20 years (ie from 1981 onwards) and from 1961 for Keith's to hide the decline.'
(‘Mike’ is Michael Mann, lead author of the ‘hockey stick’ graph.)!
Another indicating the pressure put on the IPCC Report authors; !
July 1999. 0933255789. The WWF in Australia wants Hulme to add more scariness to a risk assessment paper. 'In
particular, they would like to see the section on variability and extreme events beefed up if possible.' He is told that
warnings of drought and tropical storms are what the audience demands there.

!

There are thousands of these emails but this final one here tells its own story;!
1200493432, Jan15 2008:
Contrarians spotted in France!
Phil: 'I'm just happy I'm in the UK, and our Royal Society knows who and why it appoints its fellows!'

!

This is not the way good science is carried out and the fact that they had to resort to these and other forms of
manipulation is a telling indication that if they had allowed all the information that is available to be openly discussed and
challenged, as they would if they were confident about their claims, the absence of scientific support for anthropogenic
(man-induced) ’climate change’, would be exposed and the whole game would be finished.!

!
!
!

The incentives to maintain the illusion are very high and will not be easily given up.!
When a supporter of ‘climate change’ is faced with a challenge that they cannot readily answer, there a number of
standard techniques regularly employed.!
• Simply do not respond. Ignore it23.!
• Divert attention by responding on another loosely related area.!
• Attacking the person raising the issue by claiming they are!
• In the hand of the fossil fuel industry!
• They are ‘deniers’ (of well known established facts, such as the ‘holocaust’ or the relationship of smoking to lung
cancer) !
• They are not ‘climate scientists’ !
• The work has not been ‘peer reviewed’ etc.!
• Claim a ‘consensus’ of scientists agree24. !
!
- rather than actually addressing the issue itself.!

!Appeal to Authority. !
!

A common strategy employed to justify the CAGW position or when difficult to answer questions are raised, is to respond
with statements such as ‘The climate scientists say…”, “The science says…”, “The science is settled…”, etc. This ploy
avoids the necessity to provide any substantive evidence or justification to answer the actual question itself. !

!

However after centuries of religious restriction / persecution of those who challenged the church’s position, during the
following period justly known as the ‘Enlightenment’, science achieved the remarkable breakthroughs which have so
benefited us all by rejecting the claims of authority. We are now unfortunately regressing into a similar, earlier,
constrained type of scientific inquiry and debate.!

!
!

If the claims are sound, it should be easy to justify them with evidence. The fact that it is not and cannot be done, is
strong supportive confirmation that there is no such evidence.!

23 “Facts do not cease to exist because they are ignored” - Aldous Huxley
24 “Truth is the daughter of time, not of authority” - Dr Tom Quirk
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Manipulation of data.!

!

Unfortunately it goes much further than this however, with the alteration of historic temperature data by government
funded instrumentalities, in order to exaggerate, or even to create a temperature increase that was not present in the raw
data.!

!
!

The CRU recently released their major global temperature database on Google Earth in 50 by 50 area blocks.!
Tasmania fits neatly into one of these blocks and a comparison of Tasmanian temperatures with the Bureau of
Meteorology’s (BoM) newly created ACORN-SAT (Australian Climate Observations Reference Network - Surface Air
Temperatures, or ACORN) dataset of 104 Australian sites going back to 1910 (around the bottom of a cold trough), even
though they have records going back to the1850’s, is an interesting example.!

!
!

You can prove almost anything by selecting your starting and finishing dates, and by making ‘adjustments’ to the raw
data. The following graph shows just how effective this technique can be.!

FIG. 28. Bureau of Meteorology manipulation of the Tasmanian Temperature Record. (Ken Stewart)!

!
!
!
!
!

!

The difference is an increased rise of 0.33oC over the period or a 69% increase in the Bureau’s ACORN series over
CRUTEM. !
Useful if your intention is to make scary pronouncements about our climate. This comes from just 5 BoM sites versus 21
sites in the CRUTEM data series25.!
Another interesting example is Darwin. !
The original records up to 1940 were from a site at the Darwin Post Office, which showed a steady trend. !
When the site was moved to the Darwin airport there was an immediate fall of about .8oC in temperature that again
remained steady until about 1970 when a small ‘wave’ increase in temperature occurred (below).!
25

(i) Ken Stewart http://kenskingdom.wordpress.com. (ii) http://www.warwickhughes.com/blog/ (iii) Joanna Nova. http://
joannenova.com.au
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!
!

Fig. 29. Manipulation of the Temperature Record. (Source Ken Stuart)!
The BoM decided to ‘adjust’ the original temperature down about 1.6oC (~ double the original difference) which then gave
them a nice long-term increase in temperature in their “High Quality’ (HQ in the graph) temperature series (now ACORN)
as shown above (from 1910) neatly reversing the long term trend.!

!

There are many similar examples in the BoM adjustment process that occurred in the creation of the ACORN series, that
ended up with the great majority showing increasing temperatures (over the raw data), a few that stayed about the same
and a small number that showed a small decline.!

!

Incidentally the start date chosen, 1910, was near the bottom of a general cooling period, despite the fact again that they
had records going back to the 1850’s. This series is now used to support the statements about new temperature records
being broken.!

!
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The Media!

!

I will not dwell on this for very long, but the media in general for various reasons, simply have not taken the time to
investigate the actual science and test its validity, that as journalists, they have a professional obligation to do. This
makes it easy for them to simply accept that there is a ‘consensus' amongst ‘the scientists’ about its reality.!

!
!

A recent example from a US television show “Meet the Press” when discussing ‘climate change’ is typical of the
underlying attitude. The debate was interrupted by the compere who made the following statement;!
“The existence of climate change is no longer an issue up for discussion, and hasn't been for decades. The most recent
report from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change said there was a 95 percent chance that humans are
responsible for global warming.The only debate left is what to do about climate change, not whether it exists.”26!
This is hardly a suitable environment in which an hold an open, free, wide ranging discussion of the issues, based on
rational, logical and evidence based debate.!
It is vital that such debate does regularly happen, because very significant policy initiatives are being taken by
governments, responding to community concerns, influenced by a media, that with few exception (who are also roundly
denigrated if they publish an opposing view) is strongly instrumental in determining those community attitudes.!
Knowledge is increasing rapidly with time, and in science, particularly in climate science, it can never be said that we
know it so well that existing theories will never be challenged or shown to be wanting. Informed debate and challenge in
fact is how science progresses.!

!
!
Carbon ‘Pollution’ (or essential for all life)!
!
!
!
!
!
!

As Nobel Prize winning physicist Richard Feynman said “It doesn’t matter how beautiful your theory is, it doesn’t matter
how smart you are. If it doesn’t agree with experiment, it’s wrong.”-!

It has become both popular and widely accepted that carbon in the atmosphere is a pollutant.!
Carbon comes in many forms, some of which can be genuine atmospheric pollutants, such as particulate matter (e.g
black soot) from chimneys and vehicle exhausts.!
In respect of its use in relation to ‘climate change’ however, it is used to defame carbon dioxide (CO2) and methane (CH4)
(which rapidly breaks down to CO2 in the atmosphere) as pollutants.!
This is grossly incorrect from every standpoint, and its depiction as a pollutant is obviously done for blatant ‘political spin’
purposes that do not stand up to scrutiny.!
Carbon dioxide is a natural resource essential for all plant life and dependant biota, including mankind. Every cell in our
bodies is built around the carbon atom that predominantly comes from atmospheric CO2.!
The air we breathe contains ~ 400 ppmv CO2 and we are happy with levels up to ~ 8,000 ppmv27 and can survive,
unharmed, from much higher levels. When we breathe in we absorb oxygen from the air and when we breathe out we
typically exhale ~ 40,000 ppmv of CO2. If carbon dioxide was a pollutant, we would all be dead.!

!
!

Plants do the opposite, they absorb CO2 through their leaf stomata, and release oxygen and water vapour back out to
the atmosphere. !
If atmosphere levels of CO2 are increased, plants respond by;!
• Increasing root growth and root rhyzobia numbers, size and activity, !
• grow faster and yield better, !
• Reduce the area of leaf stomata open to the atmosphere.!
• This means less loss of water vapour,!
• improves water use efficiency, !
• Increases their ability to grow under dryer conditions,!
• Improves their disease resistance,!

26 David Gregory, Meet the Press. Debating Climate change w/ Bill Nye @TheScienceGuy and Vice Chair of Energy & Commerce

Cmte @MarshaBlackburn. 14/2/2014
27 8,000 ppmv is the upper limit specified for submarines.
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• Leguminous plants increase the amount of nitrogen fixed in the soil.!
• Improves ability to cope with environmental stress, such as, soil salinity, air pollution, high and low air temperatures,
low soil fertility, low light, etc.!
• Increases many of the valuable health promoting benefits of common foods28 (e.g. Vitamin C, flavonoids, antioxidants,
etc.)!

!

“While a great deal of media and public attention has focused on the effects that higher concentrations of CO2
are likely to have on global climate, rising CO2 concentrations are also likely to have profound direct effects
on the growth, physiology, and chemistry of plants, independent of any effects on climate (Ziska 2008).
These effects result from the central importance of CO2 to plant metabolism. As photosynthetic organisms,
plants take up atmospheric CO2, chemically reducing the carbon. This represents not only an acquisition of
stored chemical energy for the plant, but also provides the carbon skeletons for the organic molecules that
make up a plants’ structure. Overall, the carbon, hydrogen and oxygen assimilated into organic molecules by
photosynthesis make up ~96% of the total dry mass of a typical plant (Marschner 1995)”.- (Taub. D. 2010)

!

!

!
!

Fig. 30. The above series of photos illustrate the dramatic, escalating effects of enhanced
CO2 on plant growth. (http://www.plantsneedco2.org. www.co2science.org)!

An increase of only 300 ppm will typically increase plant growth by 30-45% depending on species29.!
These results, obtained after thousands of experiments, illustrate the fact that when plants came into existence, the
levels of CO2 were very much higher than those prevailing today (and of course the Earth did not enter a period of
runaway global warming). !

!
!
!

Plants do poorly if the CO2 level falls under 250 ppm and many cease growing at levels of ~200 ppm while virtually all
will die at levels below 150 ppm.!
We are currently in the lower end of the range of atmospheric CO2 which has been progressively removed from the
atmosphere and locked up by various natural processes over millennia. !
These positive traits are not only beneficial for farmers but as the population of the world continues to increase, while
simultaneously the area of agricultural land, for the first time in history has started to decline. We are going to need every
form of assistance available, to supply the food and fibre to meet their needs or increasing starvation will be the
inevitable result. !

!

The UN has estimated that we will need to increase agricultural production by some 70% by 2050 to meet the anticipated
demand. Elevated levels of CO2 and every available technology will be required to meet this demand.!

28 ‘Health Promoting Effects of Elevated CO2 on Common Food Plants’. SPPI 2014
29 Over the past 30 years or so, the earth has become observably greener, and this has even affected most parts of the Sahel
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Methane!

!
!
!
!
!
!

Australian agricultural emissions of GHG’s are claimed to be the second highest at 17% after the electricity sector.!
“The agriculture sector is the dominant source for both methane and nitrous oxide emissions” 30!
They chiefly arise from animals such as sheep, cattle, deer and goats, manure, rice, paddock and savannah burning and
soils.!
The National Greenhouse Gas Inventory (NGGI) ‘calculates’ that agriculture emitted 90.4 Mt CO2-e 31 Net emissions for
the year to September 2013. (up from 81.7 Mt CO2-e in 2009-10.)!
This is simply incorrect.!
There are a number of issues here that are not generally raised in discussions about climate change and therefore many
people are simply not aware of them, but they have big implications for the agricultural sector (and all those that depend
on it).!

!
The UNFCCC emissions accounting rules.!
!
!

There are a number of problems with the method they (the UNFCCC) use to assess agricultural emissions, that have
been pointed out in the past, that the Australian Government is aware of, but that have not been satisfactorily addressed.!
(i)!
As signatories to the ill-founded, (but now effectively defunct), Kyoto Protocol, it is mandatory to use the
UNFCCC32 accounting rules, when calculating emissions. They unfortunately are fundamentally flawed, grossly distorting
actual net agricultural GHG emissions.!

!

Apart from the fact that the whole CAGW concept is readily disproven, the slur resulting from the claimed high emissions
of methane on the industry, places it in a poor light in the minds of the public and policy makers, particularly by those who
still naively ‘believe’ in ‘climate change’33.!

!
!
!

The most important and flagrant error is the way agricultural methane emissions from livestock, (by far the largest
component of agricultural emissions), are calculated.!
Emissions from livestock are calculated (not measured obviously) with a complex standard formula.!
However there is no offset allowed for the carbon dioxide, captured by the plants through their leaf stomata from
the atmosphere, that the livestock ate. No one disputes that this is what happens, it is a normal part of the well
accepted carbon cycle.!

!
!

This fact was verified by Dr David Ugarde from the then Australian Greenhouse Office (now the Department of
Environment).!
Yet in the NGGI Reports these are incorrectly claimed to be net emissions. They obviously and unequivocally are not.
And they (the UNFCCC) claim to be a scientifically based organisation, yet appear not to be aware of this very basic
scientific misrepresentation. !

!
!

If they are not aware of these facts, it is unacceptable and they should immediately do their homework and correct this
injustice.!
On the other hand if they are aware of this embarrassing perversion of basic science, it is nothing less than grossly
reprehensible and questions need to be asked about the reasons for continuing this unacceptable misrepresentation of
agricultural GHG emissions.!

!

These are some of the facts.!

30 (i) NGGI Sept 2013 Report. (ii) Nitrpus Oxide has a residency lifetime in the atmosphere of about one day. Dentener & Crutzen 1993.
31 The term CO2-e is the result of a calculation used to convert other GHG emissions into CO2 equivalents.
32 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
33 It was the intention of the previous Rudd Labor government and the Greens, to include agricultural GHG emissions under the Carbon

Tax (possibly after 2015) and the subsequent Emissions Trading Scheme.
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!
!

Every tonne of fossil methane released into the atmosphere eventually (over a ~ < 10 year period34) turns into 2.75
tonnes of CO2.!
In contrast, livestock methane involves the removal of CO2 from the atmosphere by plants and the subsequent slow
return of some of it, back to the atmosphere. Each tonne of methane emitted represents the previous removal of 2.75
tonnes of CO2 from the atmosphere35.!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!

It should be obvious that you cannot equate livestock methane with fossil methane as now occurs.!
If they had performed their calculations correctly and shown them actually as genuine net emissions, (not blatant gross
emissions) livestock would be found to be at least carbon neutral or almost certainly, carbon positive. !
What a travesty.!
(ii) A second problem lies with the way the UNFCCC (and therefore the NGGI) calculate the Global Warming Potential
(GWP) of methane in general and animal derived methane in particular.!
The NGGI are now using ‘updated’ GWP’s in their calculations when converting methane into CO2 equivalents (CO2-e ),
claiming that methane now has 25 times the impact of carbon dioxide. (No distinction being made for livestock.)!
This is based on the assumption that the atmospheric residency lifetime of CO2 is at least 100 years, without any
scientific substantiation for nominating this time period.!
Many ways of determining the atmospheric lifetime of CO2 have been used over time, with much lower residency times
resulting, however the most scientifically accountable and accurate of these indicates that the lifetime is of the order of 5
years.!

!
!

The importance of residency time becomes obvious because the basic Global Warming Potential (GWP) of methane is
11 (IPCC 1992), not 25.!
When developing the rules the UNFCCC then added to the methane GWP by assuming that when CH4 breaks down in
the atmosphere into carbon dioxide, ozone and water vapour, the effect of these products will be added to the basic
GWP, boosting it to 25. (up from 21 initially)!

!

The assumption that CO2 has a lifetime in the atmosphere of 100 years, was the main justification for raising the GWP
rating for methane to 25. (Water vapour has an atmospheric lifetime of only a few days) If this figure of 100 years is
incorrect, as it appears to be, then the impact of methane in fact would be very much less than claimed.!

!
!
!
!
!
!

What a monumental shambles, and these people want to be taken seriously!!
A few words on methane from livestock, and why it is so important.!
Over many millennia a multitude of species have colonised every major and minor niche environment on this planet.!
Some herbivores, such as cattle, sheep, deer and goats have developed specialist abilities to be able to consume and
live off low quality roughage that prevails over vast areas of Australia (and most continents), that other animals cannot.!
This involves firstly harvesting and then regurgitating and ‘chewing their cud’ to break down the material to a suitable
condition so that it will efficiently ferment in their stomach, allowing the subsequent extraction of nutrients to occur.!
This process generates large amounts of hydrogen which impedes the fermentation process, so nature, many millions of
years ago by natural genetic selection, empowered methane (consisting of 1 unit of carbon derived from carbon dioxide
to be combined with 4 units of hydrogen from the gut) to produce CH4 gas by methanogens (stomach bacteria). The
process allows the reduction of hydrogen in the gut to occur, mainly by burping, a very efficient process that allows these
animals to survive under these very harsh conditions.!

!
!

34 CH4 is broken down by tropospheric oxidation by OH radicals in 8.4 - 8.9 years. McConnell et al 1971.
35 Faichney CJ. Former Chief Research Scientist, Division of Animal Production, CSIRO. Member of the Livestock Working Group that

compiled the livestock component of Australia’s National Greenhouse Gas Inventory 1988 & 1999!
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Saturation of the active GHG spectrum.!

!

(iii) Another consideration mitigating methanes potential greenhouse effect is the fact that the atmosphere is very unlike a
laboratory. The frequencies where CH4 is active are already completely covered by those of water vapour (which has a
much wider active wavelength spectrum).!

!

As a result there is a limit to the extent that CH4 can add to the greenhouse effect. This is determined by the degree of
spectral saturation already achieved by water vapour, which can be quite high (often up to 100%), You cannot get more
than 100% absorption so increasing atmospheric CH4 concentration will have no additional effect.!

!
!
Why are livestock GHG emissions different?!
!
!
!

So except in very rare circumstances, the actual additional greenhouse effect of CH4 is very much less than its calculated
GWP, because this factor is conveniently completely ignored in the GWP calculations.!

Vegetation, whether it is eaten by domesticated livestock, native herbivores, insects or other biota, is left uneaten, is
burn’t, is decayed by bacteria and water or other natural processes, results ultimately in a similar outcome.!
The degradation process, fast or slow, ends with the majority of the carbon being returned again to the atmosphere
where it is recycled in the continuing carbon cycle, essential for Earthly life as we know it.!
Why is the relatively small fraction of this recycled carbon that passes through domestic livestock (or is intentionally
burn’t by man) somehow different and deemed to be a contributor to ‘climate change’ and therefore the subject of
condemnation and attempts made to reduce or ‘mitigate’ it, while everything else is not?!

!
!
!

All other alternative methods of vegetation degradation and carbon recycling are apparently, from the IPCC / UNFCCC
viewpoint, not a problem.!
What a gross, scientifically incoherent hypocrisy!!

Why do some Farming Organisation also act as though they ‘believe’ in this flawed CAGW
concept?!

!
!
!

Farmers of all people, are in a unique position to understand and accept the great vagaries that occur in the climate. !
They are dependant on it for their livelihood and experience at first hand the droughts, floods, fires, dust storms,
temperature variations and other phenomena that are a normal part of their occupation.!
That is probably the main reason for the reasonably widespread cynicism about climate change propaganda amongst
farmers. They have seen many normal changes in climate and need to be convinced that what is occurring now is
somehow different.!

!
!
!
!

What they need is hard empirical evidence, and that is just not forthcoming. !
So how is it that some farming organisations appear to accept the CAGW claims?!
I suspect that the reasons fall into three main categories.!
1.!
It does take a lot of research to bring your individual understanding about this highly complex issue up to speed,
so that you can be confident that what you are proposing is correct and that you have the background information to
back up your position. This is particularly true if you have doubts about the veracity of the accepted wisdom and wish to
challenge it.!

!
!
!

This takes a lot of time, dedicated interest and scientific understanding and most people in executive positions in farming
organisations simply do not have enough time to dedicate to this issue.!
It is therefore much safer and easier to accept, or at least not challenge, what is claimed to be the overwhelming
scientific, public and governmental opinion on the matter. !
2.!
Farming organisations to be effective, must, as part of their basic function, be on good speaking terms with the
government of the day so that they can readily visit and/or speak to relevant ministers and staff about the various matters
of concern.!

!
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It would therefore not be wise for them to ‘get offside’ with government by a confrontation on a matter such as climate
change, when it was very clear that the government was convinced about the correctness of its position. To do so could
undermine its efforts on this and many other areas and would therefore be counterproductive. !

!
!
!
!
!
______________!
!
!SECTION 4. ! What are the political, financial and National implications of introducing policy
3.!
There might be ways to extract some financial or other benefits for the industry by ‘going along’ and ‘not rocking
the boat’ on this issue. !

By lobbying to be ‘part of the solution’ such things as for example the ‘Carbon Farming Initiative’ or some of the initiatives
proposed under the Coalition’s ‘Direct Action’ carbon mitigation program could direct funding to the sector.!

The problem is that accepting any of these, compromises our ability to argue and lobby on the fundamental inaccuracy of
the underlying assumptions and the widely damaging policy responses that inevitably flow from them.!
This in a nutshell, is the reason that I have addressed this issue from an agricultural perspective, in a relatively
comprehensive (but necessarily brief) way, in this document.!

The next section outlines some of the reasons why the present policies, designed to ‘mitigate climate change’ are
damaging our economy and international competitiveness and therefore the ongoing standard of living of all Australians.!

to tax carbon in various ways, subsidise ‘renewable energy’ and take other actions to
‘mitigate’ climate change?!

!
!
!
(i)!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

By now it should be very obvious to all those with an open mind amenable to the facts, and even to the most fervent
believers in the IPCC’s view of the world, that the CAGW hypothesis is critically flawed.!
If you accept this then we need to look carefully at the consequences of the actions that Australia has taken so far and
plans to take in the future to ‘mitigate’ what should now be recognised as a non-existent problem. !

The Carbon Tax and its transition to an Emissions Trading Scheme.!

The carbon tax was introduced on 1st July 2012 by the previous Labor / Green Government (despite pre-election
promises that it would not).!
It raised direct revenue of some $6.6 bn. in 2012-13 (against a budget of $6.5 bn.) and is anticipated to raise an
additional $7.2 bn. in 2013-14.!
This money came directly from 348 businesses in 2012-13 the greatest proportion being from the generation of
electricity, but it also includes gas, coal, oil and metals.!
This money does not come from thin air. The electricity companies do not pay it out of the kindness of their hearts or their
‘profits’, they simply pass it on, with administration (and possibly other) charges added on36.!
This is only the first round of increased costs.!
Energy is involved in virtually everything we need and buy, in every input, output and consumption cost, right throughout
the production, transport, wholesale and retail chain. !
It results in the price of everything going up.!
We do not live in a closed economy, so this makes everything we produce less competitive in the world marketplace to
our comprehensive disadvantage37.!
It is one of the contributing factors to the substantial loss of manufacturing industry in this country. High profile companies
like Ford, Holden and Toyota are only the tip of the iceberg, it has cascading repercussions in supporting industries and
low margin, high capital cost areas like aviation, farming and many others.!

36 The carbon tax on electricity generation alone was $4.1 bn to 2013. With the increased costs of alternative energy added, electricity

costs increased by 101% over 6 years.
37 Australia is now the 4th most expensive country in the world, after Switzerland, Norway and Bermuda. (World Bank. 2014)
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!
!

It has and will continue to impact on company profits and therefore jobs.!
In high climate and market risk industries such as agriculture, the historically low returns on capital makes it
particularly vulnerable to trading loss. The rapidly escalating debt in this sector, following the years of drought
and attempts to adapt by increasing the scale of the operation, are very concerning and provides a loud warning
signal to Government that needs to be heeded.!

!

The Coalition government has finally been successful in removing the carbon tax, but are now being denigrated by the
Opposition, the Greens and now the United Palmer Party, in total disregard to the adverse economic, employment and
social consequences that their proposed reintroduction of an emissions trading scheme would cause. This would cost us
dearly and unnecessarily.!

!

The government’s proposed ‘Direct Action’ Plan to cut GHG emissions by 5% by 2020 at a cost of $2.55 bn. over three
years, while considerably less damaging is still based on flawed assumptions and therefore is also misguided, wasteful
and counterproductive. Many in the government realise the futility and cost this initiative will impose but to avoid disunity
in the ranks, (because of the ‘belief’ in CAGW some of its members hold), and their fear of a public / electoral backlash,
they see this as an acceptable compromise.!

!
!
!
!
!
(ii)!
!
!
!
!

A nonsense however is still a nonsense. !
Reality must prevail if we are to repair the damage already done to our economy as expeditiously and effectively as
possible. Despite the fears, people respect those who are prepared to stand up for what is right.!
Any positive benefits that might flow from ‘Direct Action’ (such as the difficult problem of increasing soil carbon, for
example) can still be adopted, but for the right fundamental reasons. !
Another area of exorbitant and unnecessary cost increase has been created by the rush to generate uncompetitive
renewable energy to meet a target of 20% of all electrical energy to be produced by so called ‘clean’ energy, by 2020.!

Renewable Energy!

Wind turbines and Photovoltaic Solar Panels, are the main areas chosen for increasing our generation of renewable
energy in this country.!
There is limited opportunity to increase hydro and geothermal electricity generation and wave power generation has its
own set of so far intractable problems. The potential for Nuclear power is ignored for populist political reasons.!
(a) Wind. There are numerous problems with wind turbine power generation including:!
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The highly variable nature of wind flow.!
Periods of widespread calm, or very high wind, when no or very little power is generated.!
The relatively high cost of wind power (2-3 times that of coal fired power stations).!
The need for large transformers and long new power lines to feed the electricity generated to the main power grid.!
The short 20-30 years claimed life of the typical turbine (some failing at ~15 years).!
The very large slabs of concrete necessary at the base of each tower to support it.!
The continual maintenance task of servicing turbines in remote and difficult locations.!
The need to construct good quality, expensive access roads in often very hilly country.!
The need to have flexible alternative power options available for low wind conditions.!
The problem of bird kill.!
The problem of landscape change and dominance by turbine towers.!
The problem (or perceived problem) of noise for adjacent dwellings.!

!
!
!
!
(b) Photovoltaic Solar Panels!
!

The wind might be free, but this about the only thing that is.!
The ratio of capital cost to the long term total generation of electricity, impacts severely and adversely on ‘Wind’ verses
Coal’.!
The task of monitoring / balancing and supplying the variable power supply with the demand for power has become
much more complex and expensive.!

Electricity generated by Photovoltaic (PV) Solar Panels is even more expensive at some 5 to 6 times the cost of the
same power generated by coal and (to a somewhat lesser extent), electricity generated by gas.!
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!

This is distorted by the initially ridiculously high feed-in tariff of 60c/kWh in NSW, this still applies for those who took out a
contract at the time. This has been reduced over time with rates of 60c, 20c, 13c, 8c and 6c now applying, as it
threatened to bankrupt the State and distort the economy.!

!
!
!
!

Before the carbon tax artificially increased the price of coal power electricity generation, it produced electricity for a
remarkably low cost.!
Typical costs were:!
Black coal!
Brown Coal!

5 - 5.5 c/kWh!
3.5 - 4 c/kWh!

This meant that electricity distribution companies were forced to buy ‘renewable’ electricity, at these exorbitant, noncommercial rates, produced on an intermittent / unreliable basis, quite unrelated to demand, for many times the price
they could buy it from the coal fired power stations.!

!

While this subsidised, high feed in tariff regime might be good for those individuals that could afford it and had the right
conditions available to install it, it was not good for anyone else, as these additional costs were all passed on to both
business and domestic consumers in the form of higher electricity prices.!

!
!
!
!
!
!

Unlike the carbon tax, that provided compensation for low income earners for the increased costs of the carbon tax, this
does not apply in the case of the RET (Renewable Energy Target) Scheme and the increased costs that it imposes.!
This is an absurd, regressive, socially and economically very damaging initiative, based on simplistic, flawed, disproven
assumptions.!
A review of this target is to be undertaken, let us hope that common sense will prevail and the 20% target and all
associated subsidies and distortions are scrapped.!
We would be so much better off.!
The sad political reality however is that this will not happen. !
The Greens and the Opposition will scream ‘blue murder’ and pressure from the green ‘believing’ element in the Liberal
Party will almost certainly end in another compromise, where this disjointed, counterproductive policy will be merely
watered down. !

!
!
(c) Additional flexible electrical power generation capacity.!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!conomic consequences.
!

I have no objection to alternative sources of energy, however they must be competitive on a non-distorted/unsubsidised,
’level playing field’ basis.!

An added complicating factor is the need to provide a further additional, very flexible source of electrical power
generation.!
The method generally chosen is to use what are called ‘open cycle’ gas fired turbines driving electrical generators.!
These are used because they can be shut down or started up at very short notice, to deal with the unreliable and highly
variable supply characteristics posed by the mandated and subsidised growth in ‘renewable’ energy sources.!
These generators are not as efficient as ‘closed cycle’ gas fired generator sets, but are preferred because of the more
rapid response times they provide.!
This means an additional and significant capital and operating expense increase, not normally included when calculating
(and publicly minimising) the cost of providing ‘renewable energy’.!

E

!

The costs of implementing all these non-commercial, uncompetitive measures designed to mitigate a non-existent
problem will be widespread and will progressively make our industry less-viable and increasingly uncompetitive38. !

38 The significant loss of Australian industry is unfortunately already very extensive and obvious.
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The consequences of this amateurish largess will mean increasing debt and therefore risk, at a time when the world
unfortunately is suffering from the misguided, populist, but politically popular delusion of ‘stimulating’ the economy by
spending vast amounts of money it does not have.!

!

The world in now awash with unsustainable levels of debt, relatively very much worse than that which prevailed prior to
the ‘Great Depression’ of the 1930’s or the recent Global Financial Crisis. It is foolish in the extreme for Australia, post
extraordinary mining boom, to be voluntarily placing itself in such a vulnerable, high potential risk financial position for
such a trite and scientifically vacuous set of assumptions and beliefs. !

!
!

“Anything that is unsustainable, one day must stop”.!
No one can predict when or what the precise triggering mechanism will be, but when that most precious and fickle of
commodities, ‘confidence’, is lost, which always inevitably happens quickly and unexpectedly, the likely crisis will almost
certainly, because of the unprecedented level of accumulated world debt, be on a far worse scale than anything seen so
far in financial history.!

!

Governments have self-interestedly responded by ‘kicking the problem down the road’ in a vain attempt to illogically
solve a problem of excessive debt by adding even more debt39, rather than tackle the (politically difficult) underlying
problems. It will take many years for the present Australian government to achieve a balanced budget, let alone
commence reducing our level of debt. Total Australian debt (Government, Corporate and Private), was 325.7% of GDP.
(Source, RBA to Q1 2013, now higher) making us very vulnerable to a future, inevitable, global financial crisis.!

!

SECTION 5.! Specifically what implications are there for agriculture, for compliantly
‘toeing the politically correct line’ in this matter?! !

!
!
!
!
!
!

The vital importance of a viable agriculture in the world today cannot be overstated.!
We have a rapidly increasing world population that has to be provided with food and fibre from a declining area of
agricultural land40.!
The UN have estimated that we will need to produce ~70% more food and fibre by 2050 to meet the demands of the
world’s population.!
There will always unfortunately be countries that cannot get their political / governance / productive act together, and
despite being endowed with rich natural resources of agricultural land, will fail to realise their potential.!
This means that the burden of meeting this increased demand will fall unevenly on countries like Australia.!
Australia has however, because of the mining boom, a high A$, reduced expenditure on R&D and the diversion
of scarce funding resources to fanciful delusions about changing the world’s climate, so raised its cost of
production that many businesses have gone out of business and agriculture is struggling.!

!

This is compounded by ever increasing demands and regulations from an expanding bureaucracy, environmental
constraints imposed by politicians responding to emotive and generally well meaning but uninformed constituents and
intrusions on their property rights and operations.!

!
!

The exponential increase in farm debt41 that has occurred over the last decade or so is of concern and should send a
warning signal to policymakers.!
Farming organisations are loosing membership all over Australia because of the continuing reduction in the number of
farmers and the fact that many farmers feel they can no longer afford the cost of membership due to their financial
situation.!

!

The reality is that many potential members are also cynical about the standard of representation of their interests being
made on their behalf by these bodies, especially in areas such as the vexed question of ‘climate change’, the subject of
this Paper. They feel rightly or wrongly, that they are being let down, and are not receiving good value for money.!

!

39 “Australia avoided the GFC by recreating the conditions that led to it…We are potentially avoiding pain now by setting ourselves up

for greater pain in the near future” - Dr Steve Keen.
40 “Worldwide farmland area is shrinking by ~1m ha / a.” - David Farley, CEO AACo.
41 Debt accrued for productive purposes is not ‘bad’ debt, but debt arising from drought and trading losses is of concern

41

This is very unfortunate as the need for well funded and informed representation of farming interests is greater now than
ever. !

!

Farming organisation staff and elected representatives must make the effort to understand the science
surrounding CAGW42 so they can speak confidently and stand up for the basic principles and science that
clearly highlight the flawed nature of the CAGW hypothesis and more accurately direct their energies to the best
interests of their members.!

!
6. CONCLUSION!
!

This paper does not delve into the perceived threats resulting from ‘climate change’ as claimed by the IPCC and its
adherents, but concentrates on challenging the fundamental scientific basis of the hypothesis itself, i.e. that man’s
emissions of greenhouse gasses are the prime cause of the current warming period.!

!
!

The CAGW hypothesis is found to be fallacious, therefore the resulting widespread claims of adverse consequences are
also rendered null and void.!
The IPCC 5th Assessment Report, Working Group 1 Report (The scientific basis) is impressive in its size, detail and
apparent comprehensiveness in its seemingly endless, but nevertheless highly selective, analysis of the various factors
contributing to and resulting from what it claims to be anthropogenic global warming.!

!
!
!
!
!

It embodies some excellent science, but unfortunately for their case, none of it actually identifies, with clear empirical
evidence, that it is anthropogenic greenhouse gasses that are the prime cause of the warming.!
Many crucial contributors to global climate are absent from the computer models that claim to mathematically represent
climate, or are not fully understood, so ‘expert judgement’ is used to replace known facts and substantiate assumptions.!
None of the models are validated and none can predict future climate. !
That means that dangerous / catastrophic (take your pick) anthropogenic global warming (‘climate change’) is all based
on unsubstantiated / unvalidated assumptions43.!
As Professor Robert Carter points out44, “Given the natural variability exhibited by climate records, and the failure to
date to compartmentalise or identify a human signal within them, the proper null hypothesis - because it is the simplest
consistent with the known facts - is that global changes are presumed to be natural, and until specific evidence is
forthcoming for human causation…(and)… it is relatively easy and simple to test it, or its implications, against the
available data”.!

!

The evidence is abundant, conclusive and straightforward. Based on an overwhelming body of empirical data that
demonstrates the politically founded IPCC hypothesis of catastrophic anthropogenic global warming is grossly deficient,
simplistic and scientifically fundamentally flawed, the null hypothesis therefore prevails.!

!
!

Who could have confidence in a Report that with typical IPCC ‘speak’ makes the following extraordinary statement:!
“There is a very high confidence that uncertainties in cloud processes explain much of the spread in modelled climate
sensitivity”45. That is, they are very confident that they do not know enough about cloud behaviour to be able to model
future climate. !

!
!

We seem to be periodically afflicted by forecasts of imminent doom and destruction. !
The latest IPCC Fifth Assessment Report continues this one-sided, biased, blatantly selective and unrealistic view of the
world and the CAGW / ‘climate change’ duplicity would have to rate as the biggest, costliest, most widespread and
professionally run scare campaign in history.!

!

42 “You can avoid reality, but you cannot avoid the consequences of avoiding reality” - Ayn Rand.
43 “None of the studies cited (by the IPCC) has shown clear evidence that we can attribute the observed climate changes to the specific

cause of the increase in greenhouse gasses”. - Statement in the Draft First Report of the IPCC, by the scientists involved. - This
remains true today
44 “Global Warming: Anthropogenic or Not” AITSE. Carter. 2014
45 IPCC AR5 WG1 p 743

42

The numerous claims of disastrous consequences, such as rapidly rising sea levels46, ocean acidification, etc., are all
without foundation, as the fundamental underlying assumptions themselves are flawed as can be readily demonstrated.!

!

The downside from policy based on false assumptions is considerable and as Dr Judith Curry points out.”The failure to
imagine future extreme events and climate scenarios, other than those that are driven by CO2 emissions and simulated
by deficient climate models, has the potential to increase our vulnerability to future climate surprises”!

!
!

And as Albert Einstein said in relation to his Theory of Relativity:!
“No amount of experimentation can ever prove me right; a single experiment can prove me wrong” and in similar sound
scientific vein, philosopher Karl Popper reasoned: ”We cannot be sure what is true but we can know what is false, truth
is approached by discarding what is shown to be false”."

!

The many billions (or perhaps trillions) of dollars that have been spent on attempting to control the temperature of the
Earth by ‘mitigating’ greenhouse gas emissions have not only been entirely futile but positively economically and socially
damaging and a colossal waste of resources that could be far better spent on the multitude of real and pressing
problems that face us today.!

!
!
!

Finally, Freeman Dyson makes a very relevant observation when he said!

!

“We now have huge amounts of data and very little understanding. So what we have now …are small islands of
understanding in a sea of information”.!
Slowly but surely scientists, politicians, opinion makers and the general public are coming to realise that the forecasts of
doom and catastrophe propagated by the IPCC and its adherents, are not eventuating in practice and those that take the
time to study the problem on a more comprehensive basis soon find room for doubt and substantial evidence to support
disbelief.!

!
!

I have attempted to explore this subject with an open mind, because it is in my (and all others) direct interest to do so.!
What I found is an extraordinary story of scientific corruption, blatant attempts to make the facts fit a preconceived and
initially plausible theory that has developed into a ‘belief’ or in some cases a pseudo-religion that in many instances will
simply not be shaken by overwhelming and convincing evidence to the contrary. !

!

Anyone who has taken the time to completely read and understand the science and logic contained in this Paper can
only come to the conclusion that the IPCC et al., and its raison d’être, the anthropogenic global warming hypothesis, are
wrong. !

!
!!
!!
!!
!!
!!
!!
!!
!!
!!
!!
!!
!!

I hope you agree, but if you still do not I simply ask, where is your evidence?!

46 see “Sea Level Change - Living with uncertainty” Willem P. de Lange and Robert M. Carter 2014 GWPF Report 15
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END NOTE!
There is nothing particularly important about the author of this Paper, Ian McClintock. I am just an interested farmer who
took the trouble to independently investigate the science, evidence, politics and other aspects surrounding this
divisive and discordant question. They are the determinants that matter.!

!
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If you wish to make a comment on or criticism of anything contained in this Paper, please confine it to the science and
the factual basis of the issues raised in the Paper.!
I may be contacted by email at: im_clint@upnet.com.au!
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