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The Sunday Telegraph

Letters, April 30, 2006

CO2 consensus

Prof Bob Carter and his 41 colleagues criticised me for describing the scientific evidence for human contributions to climate change as compelling (Letters, April 23). In 2001, a working group on the science of climate change for the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change published a report by climate researchers, involving 123 lead authors and 516 contributing authors. It concluded that assessments based on physical principles and model simulations indicate that natural factors alone are unlikely to explain the recent observed global warming, and that uncertainties in our understanding do not prevent identification of the effect of greenhouse gas emissions from human activities.

Since 2001, the scientific evidence has continued to mount, despite the denials by Prof Carter and his colleagues. Atmospheric carbon dioxide concentrations, already at a level unprecedented in the last million years, have risen by 2 per cent more.

(Lord) Rees of Ludlow, President, The Royal Society, London SW1

Your correspondent who dislikes the discussion about climate change (Letters, April 23) asks whether scientists "really believe that puny man can control the unimaginable forces of nature by sticking a windmill on his roof, throwing away his fridge and planting a few trees?" The answer is that they do not since his list is a parody of what they recommend. 

To control "unimaginable forces" does not necessarily mean using comparable forces. Of course climates change, but it is the rate of change that is worrying. It is difficult to forecast the future precisely but this does not mean that we should sit around and wait for bad things to happen.

William Garrett, Harrow, Middlesex

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Comments in Reply
Posted at: http://www.adamsmith.org/index.php/blog/individual/readers_i_signed_that_letter/

With respect to Lord Rees’ second letter to the Sunday Telegraph on global warming (see last post). 
1. Technically, the Letter-of-40 to the Telegraph did not criticize Lord Rees. Rather, it pointed out briefly that a large group of qualified scientists had given exactly the opposite advice to his on climate change to the Prime Minister of Canada. 
2. To badge these scientists as “denialists” adds nothing to the debate. 
3. That humans are adding to the atmospheric load of carbon dioxide has never been in dispute. The key question was therefore not addressed by Lord Rees. It is whether increasing levels of atmospheric carbon dioxide are dangerous (as hysterically propagated by the daily press) or neutral or beneficial (as many qualified scientists assert). 
4. Lord Rees is President of the Royal Society. He apparently believes - and states in public - that matters of science are to be settled by which side of an argument has the greater number of scientists attached to it. 
“Incredible” is scarcely a strong enough word to describe such misunderstanding of the nature of science. 
As senior US geologist Lee Gerhard has remarked more than once: “Elections are settled by votes, science is settled by data. It is unwise to confuse the two.” 
Bob Carter 
Comment by Robert M. Carter on Apr 30 at 10:19 PM

More Letters
May 7, 2006

How spin doctors sexed up global warming

Further to the citation by Lord Rees of Ludlow, the president of the Royal Society, of a report by 123 lead authors and 516 contributing authors for the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (Letters, April 30), let us look at the IPCC's makeup. According to the CVs of its scientists, only a small proportion have conducted any considerable amount of original research. On the other hand, it did have some top grade members, who collectively produced some 200 peer-reviewed books and articles. They have left in disgust at the shenanigans at the panel - including the ad hominem attacks to force some members to produce "correct" answers.

I have a copy of an original draft report. At the foot of each page is an instruction that the information must not be communicated to the media. Why so?

When the scientists go home, along come the spin merchants to make the material easier for the public. My copy shows sentences scored out and new ones inserted. It shows alterations to words to produce the desired green effect.

Research reveals that the calculation of previous CO2 densities has been faulty. Two years ago, it was shown that the density for the 19th century was 335 parts per million, not 290 as used by the IPCC. Some 9,600 years ago it was 348. In other words, we have not had such a huge increase as claimed.

As for Lord Rees's so-called consensus of scientists, I can produce the names (in alphabetical order) of more than 19,000 scientists who disagree.

Robert Pate, Newton Stewart, Wigtownshire

Lord Rees says that the report for the IPCC concluded that assessments based on physical principles and model simulations indicate that natural factors alone are unlikely to explain global warming. The group had 19 highly sophisticated models of the climate system that gave 19 different answers as to what would happen if the carbon dioxide concentration were to double its pre-industrial value. This does not inspire confidence in the IPCC's conclusion.

(Dr) Jack Barrett, Kingston upon Thames, Surrey

Lord Rees's model simulations of climate predicted wetter winters for England, which is one of the reasons why water companies have been caught on the hop by several dry winters.

R E Durrant, St Albans, Hertfordshire


