The Sceptics Handboo

Rise above the mud-slinging in the Global Warming
debate. Here are the strategies and tools you need to

cut through the red-herrings, and avoid the traps. _
[sceptic: person

indisposed to accept
currency or authority
as proving the truth of
opinions.]

The Bottom Line is Simple

Don’t fall for the ‘complexity’ arguement, or accept vague answers.

The climate is complex, but the only thing that matters hereis 1 :
whether adding more CO», to the atmosphere will make the world What E‘VI denCe

much warmer. IS there that

Everything hinges on this one question. If carbon dioxideis not a more COZ
significant cause, then carbon sequestration, cap ‘n trade, emissions

trading, and the Kyoto agreement are a waste of time and money. fO I'CES
All of them divert resources away from things that matter—Ilike

finding a cure for cancer, or feeding Somali babies. Having area tempel'atu I'eS Up
debate | S the best thing for the environment. fu rth e r’) ’
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The Surgical Strike

Stick to the four points that matter

Thereis only one question and four points worth discussing. Every
time you allow the conversation to stray, you get stuck in adead end,
and miss the chance to definitively expose the lack of evidence that

carbonis‘bad’.
There are 50 S0 many
points to debate on
Ask questions global warming, it’s
Non believers don’t have to prove anything. Sceptics are not asking temping to tackle them
the world for money or power. Believers need to explain their case, all. But the surgical
so |et them do the talking. As long as the question you asked doesn’t strike means cutting 1)
get resolved, repeat it. core of what matters.

Greenhouse and global warming are different
Don’t let people confuse global war ming with .
Mixing these two different topics has confounded the debate. Proof
of global warming is not proof that greenhouse gases caused that
warming.

ﬂ Deal with the bully-boy
t's

entirely reasonable to ask for evidence. If you are met with
dismissive, intimidatory, or bullying behavior, don’'t ignore it. Ask
them why they’re not willing to explain their case. In scientific
discussions, no theory is sacrosant. Taboos belong in religions.

Proof of global warming is not proof that
greenhouse gases caused that warming.

NOTE: ‘Carbon’, ‘carbon dioxide’ and ‘CO>’ are all
used interchangeably here for the sake of simplicity, as

with public use (but not in scientific practice). Draft 1.1: July 2008

Updates will be posted on
AGW: Anthropogenic Global Warming, the theory that joannenova.com.au/globalwarming/
human CO2 emissions are the main cause of global greenhouse.html
warming (GW).
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Oops. The Global Warming Gravy Train Ran
Out of Evidence

Here’s how the facts have changed since 2003, to the point where there is
no evidence left.

The only 4 points that matter

The greenhouse signature is missing

Weather balloons have scanned the skies for years
but can find no sign of the telltale ‘ hot-spot’” warm-
ing pattern that greenhouse gases would leave.
There’'snot even a hint...

Something else caused the warming.

er ati‘JTEE
-(ef::g-{ rising

300 YEAR LAG

The strongest evidence was the ice cores,
but newer more detailed data turned the
theory inside out

Instead of carbon pushing up temperatures, for the
last half amillion years temperatures have gone up
before carbon dioxide levels. On average 800 years
before. Thistotally threw what we thought was
cause-and-effect out the window.

Something else caused the warming.

More Inconvienient Truths

Temperatures are not rising

Satellites circling the planet twice a day show that
the world has not warmed since 2001. How many
more years of NO global warming will it take?
While temperatures have been flat, CO, has been
rising, BUT something else has changed the trend.
The computer models don’t know what it is.

Something out there affects

(e warming it canda. oo amestal oy climate more than CO2
Adding twice the CO, doesn't make twice the and none of the computer
difference. The first CO, molecules matter alot. e

But extra ones have less and |ess effect. In fact m0d6|S kﬂOWS What |t 1S.

carbon levels have been ten times as high in the
past, but the world still slipped into an ice age.
Carbon today is a bit-part player.
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The greenhouse signature is missing

These graphs from the IPCC show
what the fingerprint of greenhouse
heating should look like—the first
signs of warming will happen ten
kilometers above the tropics.

Other causes of global warming will
warm the planet in different

Solar
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Volcanic

305 605 905

|

km km
patterns. Computer models all = 28 28
agree. But weather balloons have Ly 0 2 2
searched for yearsand canfindno | (inc CO2) 0 20
sign of atropical hot spot. 1 18 6
12 12
8 8
Thermometers are telling us, “ it's 4 4
not greenhouse gases” . QN 60N 30N Eg 305 0N 6N 30N Eg 305 605 005
Conclusion: Something else was SUIPha'I'e
i i 20 . 5
causing most or all of the warming. . This is where we’ll
12 see an increase in
AGW replies: The hot spot isthe : greenhouse gas
kind of fingerprint we should see if e — - first
greenhouse gases are to blame. But 1 warming Tirst.
it's possible the weather balloon 72 08 04 0 04 o812 ¢ Below is what the
thermometers may be wrong. Some Source: IPCC 2007, p 675, based on i _
researchers have proposed that if Santer et al 2003. See also IPCC 2007, thermo‘mete rs f! nd
you reanalyze the temperature Appendix 9C. NO ‘hot spot’.
readings using computer models of
‘wind-shear’ effects, it shows there )
could be a hot-spot. 4
No Hot-spot N
Sceptics say: It could be the first 20 E
time anyone hastried to use an —
anemometer to measure the rié g
temperature instead of a =
thermometer. If we can’t get good 122>
results from asimple thing like a 8
wesather balloon, what chance do we B g
have with a computer model? ‘ 4 " -
7SN 43N 30N 15N Eq 158 305 455 758
MNorth Pole Equator South Pole
0.5 -0.3 -'.I_' .1 D3 0.5 o
Source: HadAT2 radiosonde observations from CCSP (2006) p116,fig 5.7E.
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The Ice Core surprise. Oo-err it turns out temperature
leads carbon, not the other way around

Vostok Ice Cores 150,000 - 100,000 years ago

10 On average CO; rises and falls hundreds of years after temperature does . 180
150.000 140,000 130,000 120.000 110,000 100,000

= ) Vostok lce Cores 420,000 years . :
: = = f —».\ 3 _'I;I r '(\"Q. *E—
: = N PN / :
« == et b Ll W ) o *"' oM -“"'*‘r‘ﬁm.. i \\M'waﬁ-l‘k,"m._” F e

?rTé full unbrc;lfgh Vostok ice“g:)re data do;.'sh;ot show Cg;npushing up I'Eg;nperatures.lmﬂ -

The Vostok | cecores stunningly showed Conclusion:

temperature and CO, |locked together. But by

2003 we had better data, more points, and it 1. Ice cores don’t prove anything either way. The

became clear that instead CO, was in the back the simplest explanation is that when temperatures

seat. rise, more carbon enters the atmosphere (because

) _ as oceans warm they release more CO2).

AGW replies: Thereisroughly an 800 year

lag. But even if CO, doesn’t start the warming 2. Something else is causing the warming.

trend, it amplifiesit.

Scepticssay: If CO, wasamajor driver, o _ _ _ _

temperatures would rise indefinitely in a This information was published in 2003, yet is almost

‘runaway greenhouse effect’. But something never mentioned in the media. Al Gore’'s movie was

else stops this, so thats more powerful than made in 2005. His words about the ice cores were,

carbon, yet the models don’t know what it is. ‘it'scomplicated’ . The lag calls everything about

Amplification is alab-theory with no evidence cause and effect into question. There isno way any

that it mattersin the real world. investigation can ignore something so central.

Source: CDIAC, Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Center http://cdiac.ornl.gov
A complete set of expanded graphs and images are available from http://joannenova.com.au/globalwarming/vostok.html.
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The world is not warming
any more

Satellite data shows that the world has not warmed
since 2001, even though carbon dioxide increased.

As it happens, global warming didn’t occur in half
of the world anyway. Look at the Southern
Hemisphere, temperatures recorded by satelites
since 1979 show things are flat. The Northern
Hemisphere definitely warmed from 1979 - 2001.
What's that, Demi-Globa Warming?

AGW reply #1. We've had record high
temperatures (measured by thermometers on the
ground).

Sceptics say: True, but thermometers on the
ground can't be trusted (see the next page). The
Urban Heat Island effect means that thermometers
in cities are really measuring urban-devel opment-
warming, or car-park-climate-changes, not global
warming. Satelites have circled the planet 24
hours a day measuring temperatures continuously
for nearly 30 years. If the temperatures were still
rising, they would see it.

AGW reply #2: Thisflat patch isjust ‘noise’ and
natural variation.

Scepticssay: ‘Noise’ is caused by something.
And it's more important than carbon. Even if the
trend continues upwards sometime soon, the flat
trend for seven years tells us the models are
missing something big.

Conclusion:

This doesn’t prove global warming is
over, but it proves that carbon is
not the main driver. Something else
is, something that the computer
models don’t include.

Hadley and MSU Temps vs CO2
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“The main ‘cause” of Global
Warming is air-conditioners”

Look at the pictures of US weather recording
equipment. Thermometers on the ground have
recorded faster temperature rises than
thermometers on satellites and weather balloons.
Would you put a sensitive thermometer in a
carpark, surrounded by concrete, beside busy ARt
roads, and within meters of airconditioning outlets? Terparatire
NASA does.

In Melbourne, one important historic temperature
collection point ison the sidewalk on LaTrobe St.
That's the same road that 40,000 cars aday drive
on.

Isit possible the temperature would not rise under
these circumstances?

We can't trust thermometersin
cities that are surrounded by
engines, concrete and
airconditioners.

Source: For dozens of other examples like this
http://www.surfacestations.org/odd_sites.htm
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Carbon dioxide is already . _
absorbing almost all it can Reality trumps theory (again)

Here’'swhy it's possible that doubling CO,
won’'t make much difference.

The carbon that's al ready up in th_e . As Carbon Dioxide Increases it Has Less Warming Effect
atmosphere absorbs most of the light that it o
can. CO, only ‘soaks up’ it's favourite 141

]

wavelengths of light and it’s close to
saturation point. The natural greenhouse with the first Z0ppm
effect isreal, and does keep us warm, but //

it's already reached it's peak performance.

Throw more carbon up there and most of Pre-industrial
the extragasisjust ‘ unemployed’ E

Most of the warming comes

Dagrees Celcius
o
-

g
™

Present Level

a
=

molecules. They manage to grab a bit more "z H N ‘
light from wavelengths that are close to 00 b——— EEE B e e e e
their favourite bands but they can't do much P il i

more, because there are not many left-over
photons at the right wavelengths.

The sun won't put out more light because we put out more carbon.

AGW says: The climate models are well aware
of the logarithmic absorption curve and use it
in their calculations. Thisis not news, it's been
known for decades.

Archibald 2006. Modtran calculations.

Sceptics say: Thisis theory versus redlity. Atmnsﬁ’heric Absnrpti?n Bands

We've proved the theory inthe lab, but that %% L D
doesn’t mean it makes a big difference in 2 g5 I1 [ e 1
therea world. Inthe atmosphere, other Y 5. v‘ . Total Absorptior '
factors also impact on the outcome. Things & 251 & i -
like convection, radiation, magnetic 0 : ' LS '
influences, cloud cover, other gases, orbital ' bl B AR

g PRYY YW Ny W
effects, turbulence, temperature, floraand c bl B D |
fauna, and an imponderable number of 5 . 5
feedback loops. |f adding more CO, to g' N ! PR I bl
the sky mattered, we would seeit in the W e K Methane |
icecores, or we'd seeit in the 2 v Nitrous Oxide |
thermometers. e meshscenng |

02 1 10 70

It boils down to computer models. We Wavelength (um)
know carbon makes a difference, but we're http://www.globalwarmingart.com/wiki/
only guessing how big that differenceis. Image:Atmospheric_Absorption_Bands_png
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Believers are becoming sceptics

These notable people al felt global warming should be taken seriously until new evidence
changed their minds. These are just afew of the growing number.

NOTE: This is a curious aside and potentially distracting. No matter how

qualified, how green, or how dedicated, their names and opinions prove nothing
about carbon because ‘argument by authority’ never can. But it proves that the
debate has moved on from “believers’ and ‘deniers’—there’s a new group, those
who used to believe and have changed their minds. Their numbers are growing.

Geophysicist Dr. ClaudeAllegre, atop geophysicist and French Socialist who has authored more than
100 scientific articles and was one of the first scientists to sound global warming fears
20 years ago, now says the cause of climate change is "unknown."

Geologist Bruno Wiskel of the University of Albertarecently reversed his view of man-made climate change
and instead became a global warming sceptic. Wiskel was once such abig believer in man-made
global warming that he set out to build a*Kyoto house” in honor of the Kyoto Protocol. Wiskel
recently wrote a book titled “ The Emperor's New Climate: Debunking the Myth of Global
Warming.”

Astrophysicist Dr. Nir Shaviv, one of Israel'stop young award winning scientists, recanted his belief that
manmade emissions were driving climate change. ""Like many others, | was personally sure that
CO2 isthe bad culprit.”

Atmospheric Scientist Dr. Joanna Simpson, the first woman in the world to receive a PhD in meteorology
declared she was skeptical of man-made climate fears — February 27, 2008 - Excerpt: “Since |
am no longer affiliated with any organization nor receiving any funding, | can speak quite
frankly.” Dr Simpson, formerly of NASA, has authored more than 190 studies.

Mathematician & engineer Dr. David Evans, who did carbon accounting for the Australian Government,
became a sceptic in 2007.

Botanist Dr. David Bellamy, afamed UK environmental campaigner, former lecturer at Durham University and
host of apopular UK TV series on wildlife, recently converted into a sceptic. Bellamy said
“ global warming islargely a natural phenomenon. The world is wasting stupendous amounts of
money on trying to fix something that can’t be fixed.”

Dr. Richard Courtney, aUN IPCC expert reviewer and a UK -based climate and atmospheric science
consultant: "To date, no convincing evidence for AGW (anthropogenic global warming) has been
discovered. And recent global climate behavior isnot consistent with AGW model predictions.”

Climateresearcher Dr. Tad Murty, former Senior Research Scientist for Fisheries and Oceansin Canada, and
former director of Australia’s National Tidal Facility and professor of earth sciences,
Flinders University reversed himself from believer in man-made climate change to a sceptic.
“| started with a firm belief about global warming, until | started working on it myself,”

Climate scientist Dr. Chrisde Freitas of The University of Auckland, N.Z., converted from a believer in man-
made global warming to a sceptic.

M eteorologist Dr. Reid Bryson, the founding chairman of the Department of Meteorology at University of
Wisconsin (now the Department of Oceanic and Atmospheric Sciences, was pivotal in promoting
the coming ice age scare of the 1970's and has now converted into aleading global warming
sceptic.
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Consensus? What Consensus?

How many scientists does it take to prove the debate is not over? Over 30,000 scientists have
signed The Petition Project. Over 9,000 of them have PhD’s (not that that proves anything
about carbon, but it does prove something about the myth of ‘consensus').

The wording is unequivocal: “ There is no convincing scientific evidence that human
release of carbon dioxide, methane, or other greenhouse gassesis causing or will, in
the foreseeabl e future, cause catastrophic heating of the Earth's atmosphere and
disruption of the Earth's climate. Moreover, there is substantial scientific evidence that
increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide produce many beneficial effects upon the
natural plant and animal environments of the Earth.”

Source: http://www.petitionproject.org/

The Real Consensus

“Hands-up. Who thinks greenhouse gases have
no effect and we all need new jobs? Anyone?..."”

The Petition Project is funded by donations from individuals and run by volunteers. It
receives no money from industry or companies. In late 2007, The Petition Project redid the
petition to verify names again.

AGW says. Everyone knows the petition is bogus and filled with duplicate and fake names.
Sceptics say: Name 10 fakes.

NOTE: Watch out, this is potentially distracting. Science is not
democratic. The numbers and qualifications on either side don’t matter
except to put an end to the statement that ‘the debate is over’. Science
is not done by consensus.

The climate does not respond to boatloads of scientists, no
matter how much hot air they produce.

When did scientists vote anyway?

The Sceptics Handbook @ Joanne Nova, July 2008 Version 1.1
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What iIs Evidence?

Science depends on observations, made by people at some time and
place. Things you can see, hold, hear and record.

This would be evidence that carbon is a major
cause of global warming

™ If temperatures followed CO> levels in the past. (They didn’t)

™ If the atmosphere showed the characteristic heating pattern of
increased greenhouse warming. (It doesn't).

This is NOT evidence:

Arctic Ice disappearing

Glaciers retreating

Coral reef bleaching

Mt Kilamonjaro losing snow

Madagaskan lemurs doing anything

Four polar bears caught in a storm
Pick-a-bird/tree/moth facing extinction

A change in cyclones/hurricanes/typhoons
Droughts

Dry rivers

Computer models*

There is no ‘better’ explanation.

Some guy with a PhD is ‘sure’.

2,500 scientists mostly agree.

A government committee wrote a long report.

Government spending on ‘Emissions Trading Plans’ tops
$100m.

Geri Halliwell signed a sceptics petition.
A failed theologian, ex politician made a documentary.

*Why are computer models NOT evidence?

They’ re sophisticated, put together by experts, and getting better all
the time. But even if they could predict the climate correctly (they
can’'t), even if they were based on solid proven theories (they aren’t),
they still wouldn’t count as evidence. Models of complex systems are
based on scores of assumptions and estimates piled on dozens of
theories. None of the current models forecast that temperatures would
stop rising from 2001 — 2008. So thereis at least one other factor that
Is more important than CO2 and the models don’t know what it is.

Anything that heats
the planet will melt
Ice, shift lemurs,
and cause droughts.
None of these
things tell us WHY
the planet got

war mer.

Finally:

IS there any
evidence that
would convince you

that carbon was
not significant?

How can you call your belief
scientific if thereis no evidence
you would accept?

The Sceptics Handbook © Joanne Nova, July 2008
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Cutting through the Fog

“There’s a mountain of peer reviewed evidence that says we need to
reduce carbon emissions”.

“Thereisamountain of evidence on the effects of global warming, that’s not the same thing”.

_} “Can you name a single piece of evidence showing higher
CO2 means significantly higher temperatures today?”

Common Responses

(no attempt to talk about “evidence’)

A. Refer to an authority

The IPCC says...

The IPCC is an international committee,
it's not evidence.

Argument by authority is not proof of
anything except that a committee paid
to find a particular result can produce a
long document.

But the IPCC reports are based
on hundreds of peer reviewed
papers. You can’t ignore that.

A committee report is not evidence
itself. Can you name any observations
that show that CO, causes significant
warming at it's current levels? (The
IPCC can't.)

That's the consensus of
mainstream science.

It only takes one scientist to prove a
theory iswrong.

Science is not democractic.

Natural laws aren’'t made by voting.

— The sun doesn’t shine because
the National Academy of
Science says so.

— The clouds don’t read David
Suzuki.

— The ocean doesn't care what Al
Gore thinks.

When did scientists vote... did | miss

| 2

B. Distractor

The debate is over.
What debate? Did | missit?

Who says? (The media; paliticians;
celebrities?)

Have you got any evidence for that?

It’s time to act now.

What, before we uncover more reasons
not to act? :-)

We make too much pollution
anyway, we should be doing more
research on renewables anyway.

o lets do those things for the right
reasons. Random policy because it
‘feels good’ is government-by-accident.
Taxing the wrong thing is alousy way
to ‘solve’ something else.

What about the precautionary
principle?

Precaution against a problem that
doesn’t exist?

How much should we spend to fix
something that isn’t a problem?

What's causing the warming
then?

We don’t need to know what 1S
changing the climate to be ableto say ...
carbon didn’t do it.

Believers need to tell us why we should
pay for carbon emissions.

C. Ad hominen attack

What would you know,
you’re not a climate
scientist?

So. Neither is Al Gore.

| know what evidenceis. (Do
you?).

You're a denier/sceptic/oil
company shill?

Name-calling is the best
you can do?

| could be afrigid fascist or an
Qil Sheik, that doesn’t change the
satellite temperature record. My
opinions don't affect ice core
data.

Big Government spends more
money buying climate scientists
than Big Oil does. (US Govt:
$50b vs Exxon:$19m, at last
count).

W
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You can end up bogged down in endless detail.
It's better to step back and focus on the

process, on the basics of

conversation become a bottomless tit-for-tat
point scoring exercise. Thisis not to say we
don’'t want debate, but unless you keep the
debate tightly focussed on the one question that
matters, you can waste days on irrelevant (albeit

interesting) sidelines.

It's also better NOT to bother defending

Better Responses

science, lest the

irrelevant evidence (even if you know that seaice
isactualy increasing, or that thereis global
warming on Mars). It'susually not worth
defending qualifications, or trying to prove you
or anyoneisindependent (i.e. unfunded), or that
scientists on one side outnumber scientists on the
other. This playsinto the false logic that those
points matter. Argument by Authority, or ad

hominem attacks, and questions about your
motivation, show that the other party doesn’t

(Attempts to discuss evidence)

understand what evidenceredly is.

D. Used-to-be evidence

Ice Cores

Rising Temperatures

These used to support the idea, but
we've got better data now. (See
points 1 - 3 on previous pages for
details).

That’s out of date
7w

E. Irrelevant evidence

Sea levels arerising. Ice is
melting. Deserts are
expanding. Droughts are at
record levels. Rivers are
running dry. Forests are
disappearing.... etc, etc.

They’ re the effects of warming,
not the trigger.

None of these tells us what
caused the warming in the first
place.

‘It's peer reviewed (so
it must beright)’

They can't all beright.
‘It doesn’t count if it's
not peer reviewed.

Peer review is useful, but
not proof. Each theory
stands or fallsonit’'s

evidence.
=

That’s mixing cause and
effect.

7

F. Theoretical

The warming effect of CO2 has
been known for a century,
proven in laboratories, and we
know the world is warmer
because of it.

All true, but doesn’t mean much at
current levels of carbon. CO2
absorbs only a few bands of light,
it's close to saturation level. Adding
more CO2 makes hardly any
difference now.(See point 4.)

Laboratory theory isfine, but real
observations don’t back it up at
current levels of carbon dioxide.

The real world trumps the
laboratory every time.

7%

6.1 Computer Models

Argumentum ad ignoratiam.

There are some two dozen climate models in the world that all confirm
that the anthropogenic greenhouse gases are heating the world.

All the models predicted temperatures would rise from 2001-2008. They're all
missing factors that are more important than carbon.

Even if they did predict the current climate, they would still be theoretical and not
empirical evidence. Models alone can never prove anything.

Current warming cannot be explained without AGW.

le “We can’t think of anything better”.

The Sceptics Handbook
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For open minded people who want more info...

“How can so many scientists be wrong?”

1. Most scientists are not wrong, but they're not studying the central question either.
Instead they're researching the effects of warming - not the causes. Whether the Gorillasin
Borneo are facing habitat loss tells us nothing of what drives the weather. Likewise: wind-
farm efficiency, carbon sequestration, and insect borne epidemics. Warm weather changes
these things, but these things don't change the weather.

2. Consensus proves nothing. It only takes one scientist to prove atheory wrong. Theories
fit the facts or they don't. Instead of saying "Which side has more PhD's?” a better
guestion is "Where's the evidence?". Once upon atime, the masses thought the world was
flat, that no machine could fly, that the sun went round the earth.

The only thing we know for sure about Climate Change is that
big government funded committees will keep going long after
their use-by date.

“This cooler spell is just natural variation”

That 1S the point. Natural variation, or ‘noise’ is due to something. And at the moment,
whatever that is, it's more important than greenhouse gases. In this case, ‘noise’ is not
some fairy force, it's affecting the planetary climate. If we can figure that out, and stick it
in the computer models, they might have more success.

Here'sa Good |dea: Let's base an economic system and global taxes on fifty year forecasts
from computer models that can't tell us the weather next summer. If we're lucky they might
work aswell as the mark-to-model software did for Bear Stearns.

“Carbon dioxide is a pollutant”

Carbon dioxide feeds plants. It's a potent fertilizer. We can thank the extra CO, in our
atmosphere for increasing plant growth by about 15% over the last century. Market
gardeners discuss how much extra CO, to pump into their greenhouses to increase their
crops, and they’re not talking 2ppm extra ayear. It's like, Wil we double CO,, or increase
it five-fold? In other words, there are people alive today who wouldn’t be if we had cut
back on burning fossil fuels a century ago. It’'s scientifically accurate to say:

“Burn oll—help feed the world”

“What about the precautionary principle?”

What about a plane falling on your house?

More people have died due to plane impacts than can be proven to have suffered due to
man-made atmospheric carbon dioxide. Isn’t it negligent not to build an underground
bunker with a early warning radar alarm to protect your children? (Even though those radar
systems are unproven, won't give you enough warning to make it to the bunker, and the
bunker won’t be deep enough if you score adirect hit?) Better yet, let’sinstall a national
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Flight Risk Taxation System, and use the money to subsidize steel reinforcing in ceilings of poor
families who live under flight paths (it sends the message that we care). We can attach a special
levy for frequent flyers. User paysisonly fair.

There’s a point about cost-henefit here. How many people are we
willing to starve in order to protect us from the unproven threat of
C02?

“Shouldn't we be looking for greener alternatives to fossil fuels anyway?”

Hoping for a good outcome while acting on something for al the wrong reasonsis called policy-
by-accident. Oil is expensive and finite, so ‘ Yes we could adopt a national taxation

system based on a fal se assumption, employ more accountants and lawyers, and if

we don't cripple the economy t o o badly, there might be enough money |eft to research greener
alternatives, (except we're not sure what ‘green’ means anymore, since carbon dioxide feeds
plants). It'strue, it could work.

Here's the campaign slogan for that kind of government: “Vote for us, we confuse cause and
effect, mix up issues, and solve problems by tackling something else instead.”

Good policies need good science. Everything else is random
government.

“But carbon dioxide is at record levels”
Atmospheric carbon is at higher levels than any time in the last 650,000 years. But go back 500

million years, and carbon levels were not just 10-20% higher, they were ten to twenty times higher.

The Earth has thoroughly tested the runaway greenhouse effect, and nothi ng happened.
Indeed the earth slipped into an ice age while CO, was far higher than today’s levels. Whatever
warming effect super-concentrated-CO» has, it's no match for the other climactic forces out there.
Further, it doesn’t matter if it's man-made-CO, or ocean-made-CO,. They are the same molecule.

At the current rate we are increasing CO2 each year, we will hit
historic record levels in just 3,300 years.

“The temperature is rising faster than ever before”

Last century temperatures rose about 0.7°C (and most of that gain has been lost in the last 12
months). But around 1700, therewasa 2.2°Crisein just 36 years. (As measured by the Central
England Temperature record, one of the only reliable records of the era). It was four times as large
and three times as fast as the last century. Natural variation has been much larger than anything
mankind may or may not have induced recently.

“This weather is extreme”

For 90% of thelast 1.5 million years the world has been iced over and about 10°C colder. That's
extreme.
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The bottom line:

Carbon doesn't seem to have driven temperatures
before; probably isn't doing it now; things are not getting
warmer; and the computer models can't predict the
weather.

An Emissions Trading Scheme is bad solution to a problem
that’s gone, fighting a cause that never was...

Duh. After 50 billion dollars it says “Give Up. Go home. CO, didn’t do it”. N2,

Cartoons, and images, and articles can be made available free of charge for use to further the
debate. Please email joanne@joannenova.com.au or check the website joannenova.com.aul.
(Expect delays in responding to email from July 26 - Aug 10, 2008).

Joanne Nova (a veteran believer in greenhouse gases from 1990 - 2007)
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