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• According to surface weather stations, average temperatures have gone up 0.8-1.1 C over more than a century (we are talking about the average 
anomaly per station)  but:
o There is a lot of noise in the data so that even this figure is not that reliable

 not all the same weather stations have been used in the data set over the 140 year since they were established, so again a lot of 
inconsistencies

 urbanisation effects and changes in measuring tools have impacted the reliability/consistency of the measurement 
o the 0.8-1.1 is an average, when looking at the individual data points from each weather stations, some weather stations have reduced, others

have remained stable, others have gone up by 1, others have gone up by more than 1. The average of the anomalies across 3000 stations 
basically means nothing as there are only 2 possibilities, either that anomaly average goes up or down, nothing else can happen . So in 
essence one can not say that the temperature of the earth has gone up but one could say that some parts of the earth have, others have 
not….and what about what happens in the atmosphere (until 10km high ? and what happens in the depth of the oceans? 

o the 1 degree C is a very small number compared to:
 variation that happens at a given station in any given day (can be zero early morning and 20 at noon)
 variation around the average that happens at any given station (looking at Lindzen’s graph that average can fluctuate +/- 4 C which is 

5x times more than the 1 degree average)
o the reason why the 0.8-1 degree C occurs on average is:

 because it is getting hotter at the poles, very small change at the tropics
 because the minimum lower temperatures are going up, we are not seeing the highest temperatures going up (in essence it is getting a 

bit less cold during the nights)
• Let’s assume we forget about all the data issues mentioned above, what is the impact of this small warming ?

o No measurable negative impact: 
 absolutely no trends in the extreme weather events (droughts, floods, tornadoes,…), if anything else the number of victims have 

dramatically gone down because we are much better prepared to deal with these extreme weather events
 same for sea level rise that has been going up steadily for more 10,000 years with no meaningful increase in the rate of the rise over 

the last 30-40 years contrary to what is often said (see Koonin which shows that the rate of rise was as high during the 1920 to 1950 
period than it has been for the last 40 years) 

o measurable positive impacts:
 earth has never been as green as today allowing to feed 8B people (thanks to CO2 which is key for plants). CO2 is NOT a pollutant, it is 

an essential gas for the survival of all vegetal and animal species .
 less deaths as 20x more people die from cold than heat
 Canada has 35M people, while the US has 350M while being much smaller in surface, why? Most of Canada is not habitable, 95% of the 

Canadians live within a 0 to 100km distance from the US border because further north it is far too cold

Summary Notes



• the argument then is that if we can not measure the negative impacts today, we will see it happen in the near/medium future as models expects much 
more warming weather if CO2 emission continue to increase but:
o the uncertainty of models remains as poor today as 30 years ago (they are still showing today the same uncertainty interval of 1.5 to 4.5 C more 

warming in 2100 they were showing 30 years ago)
o the predictability of the models is very poor as all the forecast of the last 40 years have exaggerated the expected warming by a factor of 3 on 

average (see Christie’s data where he uses the more accurate satellite data observations which are more accurate than weather stations, the 
satellite data exists for a bit more than 40 years and they clearly show that all the models have been wrong)

o the models are wrong because they build in a big positive feedback (if CO2 increases then temperature increases, if temperature increase there 
is more evaporation from the ocean which lead to more water vapour in the atmosphere. Water vapour is the most important greenhouse gas, 
hence when water vapour increases this must lead to even more warming). However there appears to be more empirical proof of a negative 
feedback which is much more logical because a positive feedback would necessarily lead to an unstoppable runaway system. 

• Hence people argue we need to use the cautionary principle and do everything we can to avoid the risk of getting the worse scenario but:
o When looking at the IPCC negative impact/cost projections of the worst case scenario (the one with the most warming), the costs amount to 4% 

of GDP by year 2100. Taking a country like the US where the GDP is currently around 20T$, this means that the US GDP (if it grows by 2%/year) 
will hit 80T$ by 2102 instead of 2100 !!.................who cares 

o However the costs associated with trying to become net zero emitters by 2050 is astronomical so the cautionary principles makes no sense.
o Fossil fuel still represents 80% of the worlds’ energy. The investment needed to replace that with renewables is astronomical. 
o Furthermore despite all the measures taken over the last 30 years mainly by the western world, CO2 keeps on increasing at the same rate 

because China, India, Indonesia,…keep on building fossil fuel power plants to drive their economies forward. Consequently, the efforts in the 
west both costly and also totally futile. They run the risk of seriously weakening the west vis-à-vis China. China is positioning itself to be the 
dominant player in solar, electric vehicles and batteries while continuing to power their economies with fossil fuels. Hence some in the west 
(the EU mainly) will shift from being dependent on Russia, Middle East,…for fossil fuel to becoming dependent on China for Solar, EV, batteries 

o Progress on eradicating poverty depends on availability of energy and for now this energy today is primarily carbon
o Changing the energy systems too fast can lead to growing dependence of the west on oil imports, premature destruction of assets, which will have 

negative economic implications if world moves ahead with decarbonization too quickly

Renewable/climate change agenda has been too ambitious because the world realities and 80% fossil fuel dependent global energy system can hardly 
stomach such a hasty series of actions. Transformation cannot happen over night. The west has accelerated the transition without due preparation and 
forced non-Western countries to comply without consultation. An 'either you are with us or against us' approach will not work in a multipolar system.
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Dr John Christy: Testing Climate Claims –2021

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=D2Cd4MLUoN0



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ULpGDnuz308; 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=D2Cd4MLUoN0

• Data analysed from satellites to analyse temperate of deep layer (from surface to 15000 feet)
• Things are simply not getting worse: hurricanes, tornadoes, floods, heat waves, droughts. Except 

tornados are significantly down but that can change.
• Warming rate of 1.5 degrees per century is warming that has taken place in the geologic past and a rate 

that is much more gradual than dire projections of media
• Looking at aspects of in the time that there has indeed been an increase in CO2 & therefore there is 

indeed a greater radioactive forcing & CO2 is a GHG, but we do not see the response that people claim 
should be there

• The models of the climate warming proponents have extremely negative sides in that they terrible 
harm because without energy life is brutal and short & for now carbon is the safest way to have energy

• Making energy policies based on false climate models is dangerous, especially for the poor.
• The extra heat is not killing people today
• Impoverished world is going to do what it is going to do and use carbon fuels
• We need to focus on pollution (e.g. water), these are things that are terribly harmful and are killing 

people today and we know how to fix
• Solar and wind make no sense as they cause lots of problems to balance the grid
• Nuclear could help solve issues to provide a modern economy the energy it needs, but red tape often in 

the way 

Dr John Christy: Testing Climate Claims –2021

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ULpGDnuz308


Cyclone/Hurricane Occurrences

Accumulated Cyclone Energy (ACE) data shows that overall 2020 was lower than average.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Dr John Christy: Testing Climate Claims – Update 2021https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=D2Cd4MLUoN0Graph 1: 22:20Graph2: 23:00*Major news outlets –including CBS, Washington Post and The Guardian - reported that the 2020 Atlantic hurricane season broke all previous records and ravaged the Gulf Cost.*However, Accumulated Cyclone Energy (ACE) data shows that overall 2020 was in fact lower than average.*Interestingly, the coolest northern hemisphere year was 1992, which saw high levels of Accumulated Cyclone Energy, demonstrating that hurricanes are not associated with hot temperatures but rather the contrast between temperatures.



US Tornados & Hottest Days

Number of tornado events has 
declined since the 1990s

14 of the top 15 years with the most heat records were before 1960

Number of hot days US experiencing at 
present is same as 120 years ago.
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Graph 1: 23:15Graph 2: 24:20



US & Global floods, Droughts

Graph indicates that there haven’t been any 
long-term changes in droughts/floods over the 
years. In fact, the occurrence of droughts has 
slightly decreased.

Overall, the global drought trend is flat

Presenter
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Graph 1: 23:15Graph 2: 24:20



Global Burned Areas

Wildfire Incidence in North America 
1600-2000

Number of wildfires & forest fires 
declined over the years due to 
application of fire suppression 

techniques

Presenter
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Snow and Ice Coverage
No 
apparent 
trend in 
snow 
coverage, 
with 
roughly the 
same 
amount of 
snowfall 
recorded in  
northern 
hemisphere 
each year 

Sea ice 
cover 
reached its 
maximum 
around 
1850 (end 
of the Little 
Ice Age).

Today is on 
left and on 
right is 
10,000 
years ago

We’re in a kind 
of coldish 
period; low ice 
values 
dominated 
6,000-8,000 
years ago
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Graph 1: 30:15Graphs 2-3: 30:40Antartica has no boundary and it can even reach the equatorArctic sea ice is very much confined to the Arctic basin and doesn’t have much where to go



Sea Levels

2-3 m higher 7,000 years ago
6-9 m higher 130,000 years ago
10-25 m higher 3 million years ago Rise of 3 cm per decade (30 cm per 100 years) 

is not a challenge that cannot be overcome.
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Left Graph 1: 33:05Right Graph: 35:25Sea level depends on how much ice there is on land and melts and goes into seaIf you look at last 5 million years*Glaciers’ largest extent in past 10,000 years (and lowest sea levels) reached ~1850, when sea levels started rising & continued to present*Rates in 1925-1960 similar to 1980-2018.*70% of current rise is due to added water from melting ice and 25% from thermal expansion of the ocean’s upper layer.*CMIP5 models unable, even after post-hoc “corrections,” to reproduce early sea level rises.*



Climate-Related Deaths & GDP Losses

Better preparations for extreme conditions, accurate forecasting & 
improved alert systems have reduced deaths associated with 
climate change financial losses to the market

Presenter
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CO2 Emissions

Developing nations want to come out of poverty so will 
continue to consume carbon regardless of what the west 
does

Presenter
Presentation Notes
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Will CO2 Regulations “save” the planet? 

An analysis by Christy for the US Congress: even if the US would “cease to exist” (thereby eliminating its 
entire emissions), the impact on climate would hardly be noticeable, not even talking about enacting a 
legislation to driver slower

Presenter
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Effects of Climate Measures
Reality Check: 30 Years of Climate Policy Achievements

3 conclusive points:
1. Established global 

warming theory 
significantly 
misrepresents the 
impact of extra 
greenhouse gases.

2. Weather that affects 
people the most is not 
becoming more 
extreme or dangerous 
(& we’re better at 
handling weather 
problems).

3. Progress towards 
eradicating poverty 
based on accessible and 
affordable energy 
(which today is carbon) 
is continuing.

Presenter
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Andy May – How to Measure Climate Change
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QhKvZg212nU

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QhKvZg212nU


Global Mean Surface Temperature (GMST)

 Average of land weather stations and Sea Surface Temperatures (SST) has been 
the official IPCC measure of climate change

 Solar and orbital effects on climate are regional, so focusing on global averages 
is misleading. Both orbital procession and orbital obliquity affect temperature 
by latitude, only CO² is quasi-global.

 Surface weather is chaotic at all time scales; climate limit of 30 years is arbitrary

 July: Vostok station, Antarctica average low air temp of -95°F/-70°C / July: Doha 
average high air temp is 106°F/41°C - So what does a July global mean of  +41 
and -70C tell us?
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Presentation Notes
Andy MayAndy May - How to Measure Climate Change?1:18*Using a global average masks regional changes: the southern hemisphere, for example, is warming much slower than the northern hemisphere*IPCC claims that GSAT has to warm faster than GMST because their model tells them so but there is no data supporting this…



Ocean Temperature Profile
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Ocean Mixed Layer

Presenter
Presentation Notes
7:18*Delay in the atmosphere’s effect on the mixed layer*Chaotic extremes in the atmosphere are also dampened.*Buoy/Argo data might be inaccurate *Data collected during the early years of 2002-2005 is not very reliable, so based on the period with good information available, the temperature is flat and not changing significantly except as a result of ENSO events



Deeper Ocean

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Andy May - How to Measure Climate Change?https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QhKvZg212nU9:27*Deeper Ocean shows no ENSO signal in it and is basically a linear increase in temperature from 2002-2020* This warming is unlikely to be anthropogenic because of the water depth



Makassar Strait

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Andy May - How to Measure Climate Change?https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QhKvZg212nU10:40*The Makassar Strait in Indonesia is one of the primary deepwater connections between the Pacific and Indian Oceans*It contains water from both oceans + water from farther to the south and close to Antarctica*Minimum of 7.2° is reached in 1810 and the last point in this record is 1930*Compared with University  of Hamburg profile: At a depth of 500 meters, the strait is 0.5° warmer in 2004-2016 (7.7°) than it was in 1810(although in May’s words: “it’s not kosher to combine instrumental data with proxy data, but that’s what we would see…”*The data we need to reconstruct the Holocene and older temperatures is probably in the oceans and ocean sediments,Given that atmospheric weather is too chaotic to build a record with (weather changes too much at every aerial and temperature scale)*Ocean temperature reconstructions represent much more of the Earth’s surface (71%)  than land (29%) Therefore ice-covered lands, where we get the much of our better data, represent even less and just around the poles.*May: ”The high heat capacity of the ocean stores much more thermal energy than the atmosphere, so if we ignore the heat capacity of land – which changes multiple factors – 99.9% of the thermal energy is in the oceans and less than 0.1% is in the atmosphere.”



The Imaginary Climate Crisis –
How Can We Change the Message

Medical analogy: The scientific consensus on climate change is the same as if you were to 
schedule a full medical examination and discover that it consists only of a temperature check

Paris Accords
Government’s response is analogous to a physician informing you that you may have a fatal disease 
and proposing an expensive and painful treatment that offers no prospect of preventing illness–
why would you ever agree?

Richard Lindzen – The imaginary climate crisis
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GD8SXP02h4c
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Richard Lindzen - The Imaginary Climate Crisis – How can we Change the Messagehttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GD8SXP02h4c4:30

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GD8SXP02h4c


Global Mean Surface Temperature Anomaly is misleading

The average American has to cope each year with ranges from 25º C in Miami to -3 degrees in Alaska

We contrast this with the easily manageable 1.2 degree Celsius increase in the global mean temperature anomaly in the 
past 120 years, which has caused so much alarm.

Anthropogenic?
The narrative asserts that changes in CO2 were primarily due to man’s activities.

There is indeed evidence that this link is likely true for changes over past 200 years. However, over Earth’s history, there 
were radical changes in CO2 levels, and these changes were largely uncorrelated with changes in temperature.

Can we control CO2?
The narrative further assumes that we know precisely how to control the level of CO2, and that we know exactly how 
this will influence the globally averaged temperature anomaly.

Disaster?
Perhaps the most questionable claim is that all of this implies the likelihood of existential disaster unless the assumed 
control measures are implemented.

According to Lindzen & Spencer (2019), presently estimated changes in the temperature record are most consistent with 
low sensitivity to increases in CO2, and the related warming is likely to be beneficial.
The notion that society is willing to waste trillions of dollars to avoid benefits is sobering.

The fact that the data points might be wrong because of the unreliability of the measurement in each station 
(urbanization, manual adjustments, changes in measuring tools....) is yet another issue

Concluding remarks
We are dealing with global hysteria and the question is how did we get here
There are many benefits to CO2 and even to modest warming
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Lindzen: Global Temperatures

It’s meaningless to speak of a global mean temperature: 
Scientists use the 30-year annual or seasonal mean of each station and then average the 
deviations (known as annual/seasonal mean anomalies)

The record is often treated 
as a kind of single, direct 
instrumental 
measurement.

*However, it is really the 
average of widely scattered 
station data, where the 
actual data points are 
almost evenly spread 
between large positive and 
negative values.

*The data omit the huge 
distribution of temperature 
variation, when they just 
show the scaled-up line 
graph

*The average is the small 
difference of these positive 
and negative excursions.
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6:30Global Mean Surface Temperature Anomaly - is misleading - Because the record is often treated as a kind of single, direct instrumental measurement. However, it is really the average of widely scattered station data, where the actual data points are almost evenly spread between large positive and negative values.  The data as is presented omit the huge distribution of the temperature variation when they just show the scaled up line graph. The average is the small diﬀerence of these positive and negative excursions.What is being averaged is the deviation of the surface temperature from some 30-year mean at stations non-randomly scattered around the globe. This average bears rather little relation to the changes at the individual stations. Moreover, the temperature anomaly of the lower troposphere (measured by satellites) relative to the surface temperature is much better sampled and represents the “more climate-relevant quantity of heat content, a change in which is a [theorized] consequence of enhanced GHG forcing.”An examination of the data that goes into calculating the global mean temperature anomaly clearly shows that any place on earth is almost as likely, at any given time, to be warmer or cooler than average.The narrative claims that changes in this dubious metric are almost entirely due to variations in CO2, even though there are quite a few other factors whose common variations are as large as or larger than the impact of changes in CO2 (for example, modest changes in the area of upper and lower level clouds or changes in the height of upper level clouds). The approximately 1ºC increase in the global mean since 1900 is swamped by the normal variations at individual stations, and so bears little relation to what is actually going on at a particular one. The changes at the stations are distributed around the one-degree global average increase.   Even if a single station had recorded this increase itself, this would take a typical annual range of temperature there, for example, from -10 to 40 degrees in 1900, and replace it with a range today from -9 to 41.The common presentations often suppress the noise by using running averages over periods from 5 to 11 years.  However, such processing can also suppress meaningful features such as the wide variations that are always being experienced at individual stations.In order to obscure the fact that the global means are small residues of large numbers whose precision is questionable, the common presentations plot the global mean anomalies without the scattered points and expand the scale so as to make the changes look large.The frequently cited trends are evident in the graphs – most notably, the pre-CO2 warming from 1920-1940 and the warming that has been attributed to man from 1978-1998. Anomaly graph has been accentuated.



Media shows right rather than left graph

*Instead of the left graph showing seasonal average increasing by +/-1°, they use the right graph, which leaves out the 
data points & stretches the temperature scale (essentially increasing resolution by a factor of 10) 

*As a result, the tiny change relative to any particular place in the left graph looks huge

*Fluctuations of +/-0.2° probably meaningless. but often reported by media as “record-breaking” events

*Graph shows reduced rate from 1998 until the major 2016 El Niño.

*Even if one could attribute all the 1978-1998 warming to CO2 increases, the slowdown clearly shows that there is 
something going on that is at least as large as the response to CO2

*This contradicts IPCC attribution studies that assume, based on model results, that other sources of variability since 
1950 are negligible.

Presenter
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Global Temperatures

*Humans normally handle huge changes in daily/seasonal temperature compared with those recorded over last 
120 years

*We are being told that even though the 1°-1.2° that the average represents (black line) were accompanied by the 
greatest improvement of human welfare in history, another few tenths of a degree mean doom 

Presenter
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Global Temperatures

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Fig. 3: Global Warming over the 20th century. Half the increase took place in the beginning of the previous century, long before the bulk of the human influence took place. Is this warming anthropogenic or natural? (image source: Wikipedia)So why is this link important for global warming? As previously mentioned, solar activity has been increasing over the 20th century. This can be seen in fig. 5. Thus, we expect warming from the reduced flux of cosmic rays. Moreover, since the cosmic ray flux actually had a small increase between the 1940's and 1970's (as can be seen in the ion chamber data in fig. 6), this mechanism also naturally explains the global temperature decrease which took place during the same period.Solar activity can explain a large part of the 20th century global warming, on condition that there is a strong solar/climate link through modulation of the cosmic ray flux and the atmospheric ionization. Evidence for such a link has been accumulating over the past decade, and by now, it is unlikely that it does not exist.This link also implies that Earth's global temperature sensitivity is also on the low side. Thus, if we double the amount of CO2 by 2100, we will only increase the temperature by about 1°C or so. This is still more than the change over the past century. This is good news, because it implies that future increases in the amount of atmospheric greenhouse gases will not dramatically increase the global temperature, though GHGs will probably be the dominate climate driver.



Steven Koonin: unsettled - 2021
“How much can we reduce human influences & 
will that make a difference to the climate?” 
I don’t disagree with anything in the literature or the reports, all I am doing is making evident to non-
experts what is actually in the reports”. I am not denying anything, what I am denying is how we talk about 
the data and the science

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2wo-biSEDpk

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6Tz1MiX1p5I
+ book

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2wo-biSEDpk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6Tz1MiX1p5I


Steve Koonin

“How much can we reduce human influences?” 

*World is facing drivers of development which are demographics & energy

*40% (3b) of world’s population lack adequate energy; best & fastest way to resolve this is 
through fossil fuels

*Emissions in developing world will thus grow – even if developed world reduce then

*The best thing developed world can do is help developing countries promote economic 
development & strengthen institutions so that they can better execute national strategy plans

*50 different models disagree with each other & based on contradictory observations, which 
creates a risk when they are used for the basis of societal decisions

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Models are useful but diverge so much that taking societal decisions based on them entails risks 



*Need to balance between 2 competing factors: 
decarbonizing too rapidly, induces turmoil in the economy & incurs costs; 
decarbonize too slowly = climate risk could become unreasonably large

Conclusion on balance = we should proceed far more slowly than advocated by Paris Accords, 
& optimally let global temperature rise by 3° (twice as much as Paris)

*Develop technologies slowly, then come down more strongly as technology permits

*If u do that, even a 3-4° rise, impact on global economy by 2100 is only a few %.  So if 
economy is growing few % a year, this might lead tb behind in economy by 1-2 years by 2100 
– so its minimal

*Energy systems of the world change slowly, because they need to be reliable, one doesn’t 
want to destroy systems before their time. Thus, we need to change energy systems by by 
slow steady pressure rather than drastic measures

Drastic fast changes risks unreliability, over dependence on foreign oil

“How fast should we respond to risks that growing GHG 
poses?”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Moving slowly will prevent risk of unreliability in energy supply, increasing dependence on imported oil in the US, premature destruction of assets and other economic disruptions stemming from rapid decarbonization.



Global Temperatures

• Climate change will vary across globe; some regions becoming drier or hotter, others colder

• Temperature went up in 20th C by 1-1.1ºC, measuring this is very complicated and probably far from correct. Out of this, 
experts believe than ½ -2/3 is due to impact of sun activity, not fossil fuels. Therefore if CO2 doubles it should lead to 
only a hike in temperature of 1.5 DC. 

• 2nd half of the 20th C, the sun had strongest activity seen in last many thousands of years

• Measuring temperature is far from trivia and even the 0.8ºC should be considered cautiously, as many effects introduce 
systematic error which are hard to account for and may mimic and apparent heating. E.g the “urban hat island effect” 
whereby many ground stations are located in populated areas measure average warming, not because of global 
warming itself, but because of their proximity to human heat sources, such as A/Cs, or larger amounts of concrete 
surfaces absorb more solar radiation.

• Measurements of the tropospheric temperature using satellite data over past 30 years reveals less warming then 
surface stations detect.

• The main question is not the exact size of the 20th C warming, but the anthropogenic component and its future effect. 
Indeed, although there is ample evidence of warming, this evidence does not necessarily imply it is due to 
anthropogenic GHG. Al Gore shows lots of evidence of occurrence of global warming, but not even 1 indicator that this 
is due to GHG. This does not mean there is no link, but that we have to be extra careful.

• Temperature increase over 20th C is not unique. The increase between 1970-2000 is very similar to the increase 
between 1910-1940 in terms of rate and absolute size. Other periods, with no human intervention experienced were 
as warm as in latter half of 20th C and perhaps warmer. During Middle Ages was as warm as today. Under the ice on 
Greenland there are Viking graves and one can find human activity dated to Roman times under glacial ice of Alps. 



CO2

• On a scale of tens of millions of years, there were large variations in the amount of 
CO². These variations arise from a varying deposition rate of limestone on the 
ocean floor and the emission rate of CO² in volcanic activity. 450 million years ago, 
there was probably 10 times more than today, but it was as cold as it is today.  If 
CO² had/has a large effect on global temperature, Earth should have been much 
hotter then.



Earth’s sensitivity



*

Steve Koonin
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Matt Ridley - Risk of global warming is being exaggerated
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j5M1qtN62yk

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j5M1qtN62yk


1. All environmental predictions of doom always are always wrong 

(Sometimes actions were taken to avert, sometimes cos Jury is still out)

2. The models have been consistently wrong for more than 30 years

3. Climate sensitivity is now known to be relatively low

4. The climate science establishment has a vested interest in alarm

Why are risks of global warming exaggerated?

Presenter
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Why are risks of global warming exaggerated?

All environmental predictions of doom always are always wrong…

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Matt Ridley - Risk of global warming is being exaggeratedhttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j5M1qtN62yk



According to the IPCC, Malaria was going to get worse 
because of rising temperature - it didn’t…

Why are risks of global warming exaggerated?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Matt Ridley - Risk of global warming is being exaggeratedhttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j5M1qtN62yk



Hurricanes & cyclones were going to get worse, they haven’t…

Why are risks of global warming exaggerated?

Presenter
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Matt Ridley - Risk of global warming is being exaggeratedhttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j5M1qtN62yk



Droughts were going to get worse - they haven’t

Why are risks of global warming exaggerated?

Presenter
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Matt Ridley - Risk of global warming is being exaggeratedhttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j5M1qtN62yk



Ice and snow
More than half of glacier retreat occurred before 1950; 

Greenland losing ice at 1% a century, sea level rise has not accelerated

Why are risks of global warming exaggerated?
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Matt Ridley - Risk of global warming is being exaggeratedhttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j5M1qtN62yk



We can cope: 
Death toll from droughts, floods and storms has been going down

because technology is getting better

Why are risks of global warming exaggerated?
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Global greening and lukewarming

Global Greening
*14% increase in green vegetation, 50-70% of which is 
direct result of rising CO2 (not agricultural progress, 
increased rainfull), and in addition the CO2 reduces the 
water requirements of agriculture

Lukewarming

*Policies taken to mitigate the risks have done more harm than good both 
economically and environmentally, and are causing suffering

*World has been divided between those who say climate change is real and 
dangerous or it is a hoax and not happening.

*The third option should be: climate change is real BUT not dangerous
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Presentation Notes
Matt Ridley - Risk of global warming is being exaggeratedhttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j5M1qtN62yk



Global greening and lukewarming

*CO2 is a greenhouse gas, its concentration in the atmosphere is increasing, the increase is indeed 
due to the burning of fossil fuels, climate is indeed changing, the atmosphere is indeed warmer 
today than it was 50 & 100 years ago, CO2 probably caused some probably even more than half of 
the warming since 1950 - he is saying it is not dangerous.

*Warming twice as fast in northern than southern hemisphere, it is concentrated more in colder 
areas, colder seasons and at night

*Satellite readings more accurate than earth taken readings, and S show lower increase but even 
based on surface taken data according to IPCC global man made warming increased by 0.5 degrees in 
more than 50 years - so not in any dangerous zone (S readings show half)
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Global greening and lukewarming

It was hotter 1,000 years ago
However indeed recent warming was caused by increase in CO2 in the atmosphere

Recent warming has indeed been caused by a composition in the atmosphere, an increase from 0.03% to 0.04% CO2

Physics of diminishing returns: namely the next 0.01% - expected soon after mid-century - will have less effect than 
the last 0.01%

A doubling of CO2 in the atmosphere cannot on its own produce dangerous warming - sensitivity is about 1.2% 
heating per doubling CO2, which is the consensus spelled out by the IPCC, and which (Ridley agrees)

So what is the problem?
the theory of dangerous climate change depends on a whole extra step in the argument, namely the supposed 3 fold 
amplification of carbon dioxide warming potential principally by extra water vapour released into the atmosphere by 
the warming of the ocean and accumulated at high altitudes.
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Global greening and lukewarming

*This is where the evidence is much more shaky - Some studies find an increase of water vapor high in the 
atmosphere and some do not. One complication is that water has a habit of condensing into clouds and these cannot 
be measured adequately yet. Clouds keep surface warm at night and low clouds cool the earth during the day, by 
reflecting sunlight back into space.

*The models generally claim that there is a positive correlation between net cloud radiative effect and temperature, 
boosting the water vapor amplification, NASA data shows that there is a strong negative correlation, namely that 
higher temperatures lead to more cloud cooling

*Thus consensus that climate sensitivity is low, models are assuming too rich a feedback.
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What is the harm done by our politicians panic in the early 2,000s, is it not better 
to be safe than sorry?

Here is why it matters: Our current policy carries not only huge economic costs, 
which hits the poor hardest, but huge environmental costs also

Why are risks of global warming exaggerated?
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*We are encouraging forest destruction, increasing food prices by burning wood, ethanol and biodiesel.

*Denying the poor the cheapest forms of electricity.

*Mostly, real environmental problems at being neglected at the alter of GHG and scaremongering on global 
warming, We pay too little attention to the genuine environmental problems in the world: e.g. over-fishing, land-
drainage and urban-development causing floods, wind farms that kill the bird

*Huge subsidies spent on renewables

*IPCC states itself that the economic costs of climate change are small

*MADNESS thing of all: Current Policy is NOT even achieving decarbonization: burning solar energy in cloudy 
Germany increasing carbon emissions as the energy put into building the solar panels is. more than one will ever get 
out of it. Wind farms prevent the replacement of gas and coal by nuclear

Why are risks of global warming exaggerated?
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

July 9 1936 was one of the hottest days in US history

Tony Heller - Evaluating The Integrity Of 
Official Climate Records
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Gh-
DNNIUjKU

Tony Heller of 
http://realclimatescience.com/ presents 
at the 34th Annual Meeting of Doctors 
for Disaster Preparedness, on July 9, 
2016 in Omaha, Nebraska.

“Most people believe that hot weather is becoming more common and more intense in 
the United States – Is this belief valid?”
“In July 1936, the US experienced the worst heat wave in history, including 4,000-5,000 
deaths that week.”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

July 9 1936 was the hottest day on record in New York City & Long Branch, New Jersey – 106°F
“In general, the hottest days in New York have declined since the 1930s”

The same week in 1936, temperatures reached 120°F in South Dakota…& 113°F in Seymour, 
Indiana

“The hottest temperatures in South Dakota in the 1930s were much hotter. Now they are about 
10° cooler…”

“These kind of temperatures are inconceivable today in places where even 100° is rare.””
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

US used to have many more hot days
“% of days over 100°F spiked hugely in the 
1930s, then the 1950s and in 1980.”

“In 1936, across the entire US, almost 5% of 
days were over 100°F, which is pretty mind-
boggling because we haven’t seen anything 
like that since.”

More than 20% of US all-time temperature 
records were set in 1936
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Areal coverage of US heat waves used to be much larger

“In 1936, almost 80% of the stations in the US 
reached 100°F. Today it’s typically closer to 
40°F.”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

EPA graph showing the unprecedented heatwaves in the 1930s (Figure 1) 
is contradicted by their next graph (Figure 2)...

“Something is wrong 
here: All of a sudden 
they’re showing that the 
area of the United States 
that is affected by 
heatwaves is increasing 
and is now larger than in 
the 1930s, thus 
contradicting the first 
figure.”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Figure 2 does not much NOAA temperature data
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14:10“EPA’s Figure 2 shows a large increase that doesn’t exist in the dataset.”



Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

NOAA graph showing 2.5°F warming in US since 1895

NOAA graph showing 2°F warming in US between 1895-1987
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

In 1989, NOAA said there was no warming between 1895-1987
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

In 1999, NASA’s James Hansen also said the US was not warming 

In 1986, Hansen predicted the US would warm 4°-6° between 1958-2020
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Hansen’s own data did not support his claim of 
1°-2° warming between 1958-1986

Hansen also predicted the Arctic 
would be ice-free by 2013-2018

“In his 1999 graph, Hansen shows essentially no warming  between 1958-1986 (highlighted in 
yellow) – so why did he claim in 1986 that temperatures had risen by 1°-2°?”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Former US Vice President Al Gore predicted the Arctic would be ice-free by 2014

Gore also said the interior of the Earth is hotter than the Sun

Presenter
Presentation Notes
17:50



Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

NASA’s James Hansen predicted that much of Lower Manhattan 
would be underwater by 2008
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

NOAA is now altering the data
(Blue shows measured; Red shows reported)

“The blue line shows the 
actual USHCN average 
per year. 

The raw data indicates 
the warmest decade in 
the US was the 1930s & 
that temperatures have 
since cooled off.”

“But by adjusting the 
data, they’ve created a 
temperature trend that 
doesn’t exist, which is 
very convenient when 
you’re trying to promote 
global warming…”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Data is being altered about 1.5°F –
Almost the entire trend is due to adjustments

“In the older data, they 
subtracted more than 1°F, in 
the new data they’re now 
adding 0.3°F.”

“So the whole warning trend 
in the US is completely fake.”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Most of the recent alterations are due to 
station data loss and fabrication

“They used to get data from about 
90% of the stations, now almost 
half their data is fake. What I mean 
by fake is that if they don’t have 
data for a particular month from a 
particular station, they just make up 
the data based on models and 
stations within 50 miles, thus 
creating a fake temperature.”

“Since 2013, there has been a huge 
increase in data loss and there isn’t  
a good explanation why…”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Measured data shows cooling since 1990 –
Fabricated data shows warming

“The entire warming trend since 
1990 is due to making up station 
data that doesn’t actually exist.”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Missing rural stations are being homogenized 
with warmer urban temperatures

“Graph shows the difference 
in nighttime temperatures in 
Phoenix and Maricopa County 
(outside of Phoenix) and the 
massive urban heat island 
effect, where the downtown 
areas are almost 10° warmer 
than the outlying rural areas.”

“It appears they lost  a lot of 
urban data and are 
homogenizing warmer urban 
data and creating urban 
stations that don’t exist.”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

NOAA data adjustments correlate almost perfectly with atmospheric CO2 –
The ultimate example of confirmation bias

“They’re adjusting data 
almost exactly in 
proportion to the increase 
in atmospheric CO2.”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

In 1974, NCAR showed no temperature increase 
between 1870-1970

NCAR: National Center for Atmospheric Research

“NCAR data from 
1974 shows a big 
spike around 1940 
and then a large 
cooling until 1970.”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

1975 National Academy of Sciences graph showed no 1900-1975 warming:

1976 National Geographic graph showed no 1880-1975 warming:

“The National Academy of 
Sciences  published a similar 
graph showing no net warming 
between 1900-1970, a large 
spike in the late 1930s and a 
strong cooling trend from 1940 
to 1970.”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Everyone recognized the 1940-1970 cooling

“In 1961, the New York Times reported that there was unanimous consensus among climate 
change experts that the world is getting colder.”
“In 1978 and 1979, the New York Times published similar reports about continued cooling.”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Yet NASA no longer shows this 1940-1970 cooling…
Current NASA graphs show a steady increase since 1880
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Overlay of the 2016 NASA graph 
on the 1974 NCAR graph

“Overlaying the 
surface 
temperature 
records shows 
that NASA 
completely 
erased the 1940-
1970 cooling.”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

NASA has repeatedly altered its own data, 
making pre-1980 temperatures cooler, and 

doubling 1880-1980 warming

Graph
Black is NASA 1981
Blue is NASA 1997
Red is NASA 2015

“They’ve erased the 1940-
1970 cooling.”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Since the 1990 IPCC report, 
NASA has greatly increased recent temperatures
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

NASA also showed long-term cooling:

The emergence of the “Hockey Stick” -
1990 IPCC report showed long-term cooling:

Schematic diagrams of global temperature 
variations since the Pleistocene era on 3 time 
scales: (1) the last million years, (2) the last 
10,000 years, (3) the last 1,000 years. The 
dotted line nominally represents conditions 
near the beginning of the 20th C.

“The 1990 IPCC report showed a warm Medieval 
period, a little bit of warming since the late 19th

Century and then flattening. Hansen himself made 
a similar graph in the 1980s…”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

The IPCC erased the cooling in their 2001 report

“In  the 2011 report, the 
Medieval Warming Period is 
gone, the Little Ice Age is 
gone, and we just have a very 
strong ‘Hockey Stick’
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Climategate: 
Both NASA and Michael Mann “hid the decline”

“Steve McIntire’s graph on the left shows what was erased from Briffa’s tree-ring proxy records 
(in red). The justification for erasing was that it didn’t match the surface temperature.”

“They already erased the 1940-1970 cooling in the surface temperature record and then used 
the fake temperature record as an excuse to erase the proxy data…. So they took a bogus 
temperature record and used it to make a bogus proxy data record…
that is the basis of the ‘Hockey Stick’.”
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Climategate e-mails show that experts wanted 
to get rid of the 1940s warmth
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

NASA’s top climatologist found “significant” Antarctic cooling in 2004:

As shown in NASA’s 2005 map:
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Between 2005 and 2007, NASA changed Antarctica 
from cooling to warming
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records
NASA has done the same thing with sea level data

“They doubled the amount of sea level rise between 1880-1980 by altering the 
data to suit their purposes. Hansen himself did a sea level study in 1983 which 
shows about half as much sea level rise as NASA shows now, somehow altered 

from the same set of data.”

1990 IPCC report said there 
was no acceleration in sea 

level rise:
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Tide gauges like the one below at Manhattan 
show no acceleration in sea level rise 
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Evaluating The Integrity Of Official Climate Records

Conclusion: Climate data is manipulated to increase climate 
alarm, using techniques that are unsupportable and would not 

be tolerated in the private sector
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lX1z_6pvM-Q
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lX1z_6pvM-Q; 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U_r97c_Oc6c
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sXxktLAsBPo
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe



Carbon and Climate Catastrophe



Carbon and Climate Catastrophe
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe

Comments on next slide
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12:05“Last 0.5 billion years in global temperatures (blue line) and CO2 (purple), showing a slightly negative correlation.Note the Silurian Ice Age (circled in red), when CO2 was at 5,000 ppm, more than 10 times what it is today.”Then the Karoo Ice Age (~100 million years) in the Carboniferous period coincided with a drop in CO2 but this was when forests formed,which resulted in at least an order of magnitude more carbon in biological systems. When the forests grew, they sucked a huge amount of carbon out of the atmosphere.I believe that that CO2 depletion continued because there was no enzyme [at that time] that could digest lignin… It sounds far-fetched but no one has an explanation…”14:00“The large red circle covers 200 million years in which CO2 and temperatures were totally out of sync with each other: when CO2 goes up, the temperature goes down and vice versa.And CO2 has now been coming down steadily for 150 million years. There’s a reason for that.If you look at the very end, that little uptick is all we have done and it ended the downtrend… from 6,000 ppm to 180,000 ppm not that long ago.”



Carbon and Climate Catastrophe
“Last 0.5 billion years in global temperatures (blue line) & CO2 (purple), showing a slightly 
negative correlation.

Note the Silurian Ice Age (circled in red), when CO2 was at 5,000 ppm, more than 10 times 
what it is today.”

Then the Karoo Ice Age (~100 million years) in the Carboniferous period coincided with a 
drop in CO2 but this was when forests formed, which resulted in at least an order of 
magnitude more carbon in biological systems. 

When the forests grew, they sucked a huge amount of carbon out of the atmosphere.

I believe that that CO2 depletion continued because there was no enzyme [at that time] 
that could digest lignin… It sounds far-fetched but no one has an explanation…”

“The large red circle covers 200 million years when CO2 and temperatures were totally out 
of sync with each other: when CO2 goes up, the temperature goes down and vice versa. And 
CO2 has now been coming down steadily for 150 million years. There’s a reason for that.

If you look at the very end, that little uptick is all we have done and it ended the 
downtrend… from 6,000 ppm to 180,000 ppm not that long ago.”



Carbon and Climate Catastrophe
“CO2 levels went down 
to 180 ppm in the last 
glacial maximum, with 
the death of plants 
occurring at 150. 

So we came along just 
in time to reverse the 
constant downward 
trend of CO2. 

In other words, we 
have restored a 
balance, somewhat, to 
the global carbon 
cycle…

We are the salvation of 
life, not its destroyer.”
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe
“Why did CO2 decline for so many years? 

Marine calcifying species, from many 
different phyla, all of which learned 0.5 
billion years ago to make armored plating for 
their soft bodies out of calcium carbonate,
just as knights would put on steel to protect 
themselves. 

The carbonate comes from CO2, from the 
continuous removal of CO2 from oceans…

100 million billion tons of carbon, all of 
which came from CO2, are locked into 
carbonaceous rocks (limestone, marble and 
chalk)…

The White Hills of Dover are a skeleton of 
the microscopic coccolithophores on the left.

Coral reefs are responsible for nearly 50% of 
the sedimentation/sequestration.  They say 
they are going to bury CO2 from the coal 
plants underground, these guys have been 
burying it for longer than us and it’s stupid 
to do so anyway because doubling or tripling 
CO2 would be good for life.”
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe

Graph shows last 65 million years since dinosaur extinction. We are at the tail-end (marked as pleistocene
Ice Age) of a 50 million year cooling period, that is the truth.
Nobody talks about anything before 1850, they don’t want to talk about 1 or 10 or 50 million years ago 
because it doesn’t fit their narrative.”
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe

“This is the last 5.5 million years as the climate descended into the Pleistocene Ice Age, which is arbitrarily designated at 2.6 
million years ago. Note how many cycles there have been in the Pleistocene…
People are fooled into thinking that the end of the most recent glaciation - glacial advance – was the end of the Ice Age.. 
The Ice Age has had more than 40 of those, beginning with 41,000-year cycles and now 100,000-year cycles. The switch is 
called the Pleistocene Conundrum.
Nobody knows why it’s changed from the tilt-of-the-Earth Milankovitch cycles (which are caused by the gravitational effect 
of Jupiter) to the 100,000-year orbit-of-the-Earth eccentricity cycles.
Note that the coldest periods are occurring recently. The Pleistocene may well be getting colder.
The Karoo lasted 100 million years, our ice age has lasted 2.5 million years.”

Onset of Pleistocene ice age
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe

C notes below slide
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21:05“This is the last 400,000 years, showing the 4 inter-glacial periods at the top and the 4 Glacial Maximums at the bottom.Note that it takes 80,000 years to go from the inter-glacial period to the Glacial Maximum and only 10,000 years to come back out of it.This is in the Milankovitch cycle.Al Gore said ‘it’s so obvious because CO2 and temperate are so strongly correlated that CO2 must be the cause of the temperature increase.’How would the gravity of Jupiter and the Milankovitch cycles changing the tilt and orbit of the Earth affect CO2? No, that affects temperature, and when the oceans warm they give off CO2, when they cool they absorb CO2 – so Al Gore had it exactly backwards. The cause here is the temperature warming the oceans. There is an 800 year lag in this Vostock ice core record between the temperature changing and the CO2 changing – and the effect never comes before the cause.Note that at the end (2020), the CO2 does not follow the temperature up… the CO2 is going up because of our emissions but they are not causing the temperature to go up.”



Carbon and Climate Catastrophe

“Last 5,000 years of the 
Holocene inter-glacial period we 
are in now…

Temperature has been going up 
since 1700, when the Little Ice 
Age reached its lowest 
temperature, but there are 
1,000-year cycles between the 
Minoan, Roman and Medieval 
warming periods with cooling 
periods after each one. We are 
now in an upward trend but 
there is no evidence it is actually 
caused by our CO2 emissions.”
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe

Red line is longest recorded temperature with a thermometer from central England; black line is our annual CO2 emissions.
There is no way that the temperature is responding to the CO2 emissions in an exponential fashion.
The upward temperature trend is longer and more than anything that has ever happened since – and we were not even 
emitting CO2 into the atmosphere at that time.
It clearly shows that the temperature curve is not correlated strongly or in any way with the CO2 curve.”
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe
Climate change is 
the reason polar 
bears exist. As the 
Earth cooled for the 
last 50 million years, 
3 million yrs ago the 
Arctic started to 
freeze over in the 
winters. Prior to that 
there was no ice in 
the Arctic for 250 
million years. The 
polar bears evolved 
from the Eurasian 
brown bear, which 
came across the 
land bridge during a 
glacial maximum
(possibly the most 
recent one, in which 
humans came 
across, or a previous 
one).”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
25:1526:35“When ice began covering the Arctic at a significant amount, the Eurasian brown bear went out on the ice and found that it could hunt seals.It made sense for the Eurasian brown bear to become white, stronger and to develop a different digestive system suited for a more carnivorous animal.It took about 0.5 million years during the Pleistocene Ice Age for Eurasian brown bears to evolve. So no, climate change does not threaten polar bears with extinction.”



Carbon and Climate Catastrophe

Notes 
below 
slide
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28:25“They always show you the picture on the bottom right: That is the minimum extent of Arctic Ice in the summer when there is 24 hours of sunlight for six months.The picture on the upper left is the most recent winter, showing that the ice not only still covers every square inch of the Arctic Ocean, but also spreads much further to Hudson Bay, Greenland and the Beaufort Sea…The food chain diagram lower left shows that the good thing about the ocean being exposed in the summer is that the sunlight can reach the surface of the sea and thus promotes plankton, which promotes zooplankton, which promotes fish, which promotes seals, which promotes polar bears…In 1973, all 5 Arctic nations signed an international treaty banning the unrestricted hunting of polar bears. Since then their population has increased by 4-5 times.”



Carbon and Climate Catastrophe

Polar bear population

“Activists claim polar bears will go extinct by 
2100 when in fact their number is growing.”
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe

Then in 2018:
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44:20 & 45.45Bleaching is a perfectly natural phase in a coral’s life cycle… In certain conditions, the coral eject all of the phytoplankton, which is what gives it its color, and later bring them back, often a different phytoplankton species. They all know which species to absorb and to eject. The use of the word ‘bleaching’ in this context is [misleading].”



Carbon and Climate Catastrophe
The triangle shows Indonesia 
shallow waters at the Equator, 
which are protected from cold 
water in the north & south, 
and have the highest 
biodiversity of corals in the 
world with over 6,000 
species… It is a sanctuary for 
the shrinking of coral reefs in 
the 50 million year cooling 
period from the Eocene 
thermal maximum.
The Caribbean 50 million years 
ago had twice as many species 
of corals as it does today but 
it’s cooled and is the second 
warmest ocean in the world, 
protected from cold water by 
North and South America.
So how can one say that 
warming the sea kills the 
corals when they have actually 
demonstrated very clearly that 
it likes the warmest oceans in 
the world.
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe

“Top graph shows all marine taxa in the 
world. Note that Indonesia has by far the 
highest biodiversity with 3,409 species, 
as well as the highest biodiversity of fish.

Corals shrunk into that area while the 
rest of  the world’s oceans cooled.
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Dr. Patrick Moore-- Carbon and Climate Catastrophehttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lX1z_6pvM-Q1:01:50“The only real thing we know that CO2 is doing has to do with plants: plants need CO2 as food and humans use plants as food, so all life needs CO2 to exist.As we’ve shown earlier, CO2 went down to the lowest level in Earth’s history at 180 ppm and by the time we started measuring at Mauna Loa it was up to 300 ppm or so and has continued to increase to about 420 ppm, which is resulting in the greening of the Earth.”



Carbon and Climate Catastrophe

The map from 2014 shows that more greening 
occurs in the drier areas than in the wet areas, 
resulting in larger increase in growth. 
That’s because increased CO2 not only gives the 
plants more food to grow faster, it also makes 
them more efficient with water because they 
don’t have to have so many holes under their 
leaves (called lenticels) to absorb the CO2 and 
therefore lose less water… this allows them to 
grow in areas that they never grew in before and 
flourish in dry areas.”
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe
“China and India have contributed to the 
greening pf the Earth more than any other 
country and have planted more new 
forests than all other countries combined. 
Their crop production is larger than 
anywhere else in the world because they 
have more people to feed than anywhere 
else…
Therefore, they are the two greenest 
nations on Earth today.”

“Greenhouse growers purposely add more CO2 
in order to increase plant growth and 
productivity.”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1:03:55



Carbon and Climate Catastrophe
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Carbon and Climate Catastrophe
Moore: 
“The silent part of this whole conspiracy is that politicians are funding the scientists. All of the climate 
science is coming from politicians, not from private corporations that are actually trying to do 
something better that people might want. But what the politicians want is a scare story: You're driving  
down the highway in your SUV and are afraid of killing your grandchildren, that makes you feel guilty so 
you open your wallet and send Greenpeace a big check…”

“There is no hard evidence that CO2 has any role in the warming period that we have been in since 
1700. There may be some influence but it isn’t very important because it’s not on an exponential curve”

“We have started on a trajectory now where we have saved life from a certain demise due to a lack of 
CO2 with the continuation of the 150 million year downturn. Just as the shellfish didn’t mean to suck 
the CO2 out of life, but were making armor for themselves, we didn’t mean to save the earth from 
death of life, we did it for energy purposes. Both of those were inadvertent side effects of what life did.”
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Nir Shaviv

*One has to be precise when making claims, so the question is what exactly 
did I write? CO2 does cause warming, but it is a relatively small one (about 1 to 
1.5°C per CO2 doubling). 

*On the other hand, there is no time scale over which there is a fingerprint 
that CO2 caused the variations. However, there are time scale over which CO2 
had some effect, but this we know indirectly.

https://www.bundestag.de/resource/blob/580504/2b96f368c0a785e5e4a09bb1d
9797449/19-16-143_Conversation_COP24_Prof_Nir_Shaviv-data.pdf
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https://www.bundestag.de/resource/blob/580504/2b96f368c0a785e5e4a09bb1d9797449/19-16-143_Conversation_COP24_Prof_Nir_Shaviv-data.pdf


Israel

 The hottest temperature measured between 1950 - March 2022 was reported by the 
Eilat weather station 

 In September 2020 the record temperature of 48.9 °C was reported here. 

 The hottest summer from July to September, based on all 8 weather stations in Israel 
below 930 meters altitude, was recorded in 1963 with an average temperature of 29.8 
°C. 

 This average temperature will normally be measured every 4 to 6 hours, thus also 
including the nights. Normally, this value is 27.6 degrees Celsius.

 The 1998–2012 hiatus shows a rise of 0.05 [–0.05 to +0.15] °C per decade, compared 
with a longer term rise of 0.12 [0.08 to 0.14] °C per decade over the period from 1951 to 
2012
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