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Assessment

This paper represents an uncritical summary of the IPCC’s 4th Assessment Report (4AR) and related references. No attempt is made to undertake an independent assessment of the empirical scientific evidence for and against dangerous human-caused global warming. The paper completely ignores the all-too-real threats of natural climate change in favour of pursuing an alarmist interpretation for hypothetical human-caused global warming. The paper contributes neither new data nor new insights to the global warming discussion. 

Some detailed comments on statements made by Dr Styles (quoted in italics) follow below.

Introduction
The evidence tells us with a high degree of confidence that human activities are responsible for most of the changes in climate that have been observed over recent 

decades, and that the most powerful influence has been the alteration of the composition of  the atmosphere caused by emissions of greenhouse gases since the industrial revolution (p. 2).

This statement is an uncritical repetition of the view expressed in IPPC 4AR. It is unsubstantiatable, and is not supported by any of the more detailed evidence presented in either 4AR or in the body of Dr. Styles’ paper.
The statement also represents an inversion of the proper null hypothesis, which is that the modern climate changes that we observe are natural unless and until evidence accrues otherwise. To date, no substantive evidence has been described that falsifies this hypothesis.
The changes to climate are having effects on ecosystems and other environmental processes (p. 2).

Of course. Climate change always has and always will affect all environmental processes. Why is this, and in particular only the changes produced by warmings, viewed as disturbing?
These changes are occurring already, and are projected to continue and intensify (p. 2).
This statement refers to the outputs of the IPCC’s deterministic GCMs, which are unvalidated and known to be inaccurate.

There is increasing recognition that climate change poses a real and present threat to the social and economic structure of human society, as well as to the environmental and ecosystem functions upon which we depend (p. 2).  

Absolutely correct as applied to NATURAL climate change, the risk of which is nowhere appraised in Dr Styles’ paper. No evidence exists that hypothetical human-caused global warming (or cooling) represents a risk on the same scale as those posed by natural climate change.

The scientific evidence demonstrating the reality of climate change and the leading role of humans in driving this change in recent decades is so compelling that the overwhelming majority of scientists in the relevant disciplines do not doubt that greenhouse gas emissions from human activities are causing the climate to change (p. 2).
The most “relevant discipline” to the study of climate change is the study of geology. The great majority of geologists reject the alarmist projections of the IPCC, for reasons that are well described in Ian Plimer’s recent book. 
The IPCC’s alarmist conclusions are urged mostly by meteorologists, climatologists and computer modellers, who study weather rather than climate trends. The 150-year long instrumental temperature record that these groups of scientists use as the basis for their alarm represents just 5 climate data points: as such, it is completely inadequate as a basis for assessing the presence or not of unusual climate change.
Human greenhouse emissions will indeed cause minor climatic warming, in theory. Other human activities (aerosols, land-use changes) will cause cooling. No scientist, nor the IPCC, has yet determined the balance of these effects, and all indications are that whatever might be the sign and magnitude of the net human climate signal it is anyway buried in the noise of the natural climate system.

It has taken decades, but the weight of the climate change debate has finally moved on to the economics and politics associated with the challenges of mitigation and adaptation (p. 2).
That discussion is taking place about the economic effects of climate change says nothing about the scientific reality that no evidence exists for dangerous human-caused warming.

This acceptance of the problem and challenge is multi–partisan, multi–national and  at all levels of government. It has been explicitly acknowledged and emphasised by the Australian Government and Opposition as well as every Australian state and territory government (p. 2).

Government views are based upon the intense lobbying to which politicians and bureaucrats have been subjected, not least by the IPCC. What a government may or may not have come to believe has no relevance to the determination of a scientific matter. 
Human influence on the climate system
This section represents a faithful repetition of the views asserted by the IPCC. Many of the statements are scientifically correct and at the same time innocuous with respect to dangerous human warming. True to IPCC form, the strong greenhouse effect of water vapour is ignored. A lack of intellectual rigour is occasionally apparent in statements such as “the soil is thought to contain three times more carbon than the atmosphere”: it is alarming to think that governments are currently fashioning policies on the basis of such naïve scientific assertions.
The nub of the argument comes under the subhead Observations and attribution of climate change, where, inter alia, the following comments are made.
Scientists are confident that natural factors cannot account for the observed warming in 

recent decades. Figure 4 demonstrates that when climate models incorporate only these 

natural factors (see bottom panel), they are able to reproduce the general pattern of global temperature up until about 1960 …. As shown in the top panel of Figure 4, in order to reproduce the warming of the past several decades, anthropogenic forcing (the  change in radiative balance due mainly to greenhouse gas emissions from human activities) must be included (p. 10).  
Figure 4, and Figure 3 that precedes it, delineates the output of unvalidated GCM models. In a related context, the ensemble of these models (used by the IPCC for its public discussions of the issue) projects monotonic warming between 1990 and 2100. In reality, several independent meteorological records demonstrate that global temperature has cooled for the ten years since 1998. The models are therefore demonstrably wrong.
Furthermore, the statement that “scientists are confident” (all or most implied) is untrue. Most scientists are not so confident; many computer modellers are. The distinction is critical: modellers deal in virtual reality, scientists deal in empirical reality.

This result presents some of the most convincing evidence that human activities are causing global warming …. (p.10).
Which - the evidence being almost non-existent - is precisely why the matter of dangerous human caused warming remains speculative. 

This is an utterly misleading claim because GCM models, by their very nature, do not represent evidence of any type. Rather, GCMs represent imaginary projections as to possible climatic futures, and those GCM outputs reproduced by the IPCC are selected from amongst millions of alternative and equally probable climatic futures, some of which include cooling.

…. there are no known natural processes that can account for the observed 

warming, and the increase in greenhouse gas concentrations due to human activities is 

necessary and sufficient to explain the observations (p. 10).
Another untrue assertion. First, because it is built upon the Kelvin fallacy (or, as Donald Rumsfeld would have put it, the “unknown unknowns”). And, second, because there are many scientific papers which discuss possible natural influences that might explain the warmings and coolings of the last 150 years, including in particular variations in heat delivery caused by solar and oceanographic influences.
This and other evidence led the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to conclude that natural processes have played little or no contributing role in driving climate change over the last 50 years (p. 10).

Yet another astonishingly erroneous conclusion. Every competent climate scientist understands that the weather patterns since 1960 (the time series for which represents not quite two climate data points!) have been influenced, inter alia, by ENSO processes, by volcanic eruptions and by longer term climate oscillations such as the Pacific Decadal Oscillation.

To summarise, a wide range of evidence from a number of sources covering trends over the last two centuries and comparing those to trends over timescales ranging from millennia to several hundred thousand years demonstrate that the rate and extent of recent changes in climate are unprecedented in human history (p. 12).
Untrue. No evidence has been presented in support of the statement. Instead, the speculative results of computer modelling have been discussed and (despite the careful and correct use of the term “projection) incorrectly implied to be predictive in nature.
Dr. Styles fails altogether to discuss the fact that the most recent multi-decadal temperature cycle peaked in 1998, and that for the last ten years global atmospheric temperature has been cooling, followed by the oceans, which have been cooling since around 2003. 

Finally, Dr Styles is either ignorant of, or has chosen not to refer to, the many recent publications that describe scientific findings at variance with the conclusions of the IPCC. Many of these findings are summarized in the NIPCC Report, which is not referred to either.
Remainder of the paper

The remainder of Dr. Styles’ paper accepts the alarmist global warming scenario depicted by the IPCC, and discusses the environmental “damage” that will be caused and the social, political and economic steps that are necessary to “prevent” it. 
Predicated, as they are, on an incorrect science understanding, these parts of the paper are not worth discussing in detail, beyond the following very general remarks.

1. Heavy reliance is placed upon the Stern and Garnaut reports. Professors Stern and Garnaut are distinguished economists. They have no competence in science and their reports, like that of Dr. Styles, were based upon an acceptance of faulty IPCC advice. 

In addition to their lack of scientific reality, both reports, but particularly that of Professor Stern, have been heavily criticized by other economists as unrealistic.


2. That environmental damage will be caused by increasing atmospheric carbon dioxide levels is asserted without any balanced consideration of the known benefits. In reality, and in complete contrast to the assumption made by Dr. Styles, increasing carbon dioxide is an environmental benefice. Carbon dioxide (i) causes mild warming only (no disadvantage at a time of global cooling); and (ii) is a powerful plant “fertilizer” (a marked benefit at a time of increasing world population).

3. IPCC estimates of climate sensitivity for the temperature increase caused by a doubling of carbon dioxide are accepted uncritically. No mention is made of the vital fact that many independent scientists have estimated a sensitivity of between 0.3 and 1.0 deg. C for a doubling, which is not an alarming range of warming. Nor is attention properly focused on the logarithmic relation between extra carbon dioxide and warming.

4. Prime Minister Rudd is reported as saying that climate change is the great moral challenge of our generation.

Mr Rudd is right, but for entirely the wrong reasons. 

The United Nations estimates that around 1.5 billion people on our planet today still lack adequate sanitation, clean drinking water, basic health services and basic education, and that these services could be provided for an annual sum of $350 billion.

It is a moral outrage that instead of providing that aid, western nations are contemplating squandering trillions of dollars in a futile attempt to prevent an imaginary global warming – and that at a time when the globe has been cooling for the last ten years.
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