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Several readers inquired how do these forms of divergence impact on the US EPA's Endangerment 
Finding (EF)? The EF is the EPA ruling that human emissions of greenhouse gases, particularly 
carbon dioxide (CO2), endanger human health and welfare. The ruling is critical to the 
Administration's plan to regulate CO2 emissions from power plants, making the American public 
more dependent on unreliable and expensive solar and wind. As being witnessed in Europe, those 
countries with the greatest expenditures, "investments", in solar and wind have the highest electricity 
costs to consumers, led by Demark and Germany. 
 
As explained below, these forms of divergence weaken the already empirically weak evidence offered 
by the EPA for its endangerment finding. The weakening of evidence is particularly true for the non-
existent "hotspot," which the EPA erroneously claims is the distinct human fingerprint for CO2-
caused global warming. [Note: since other greenhouse gases can be measured and regulated 
separately from CO2, and since CO2 cannot be separated, on a commercial scale, from emissions 
from fossil fuel-fired power plants, CO2 is the focus below.] 
 
The hotspot is a pronounced warming centered over the tropics at an altitude of about 33,000 feet 
(10,000 meters). This region should show a greater rate of warming (warming trend) than the surface, 
but not higher temperatures. [In the lower atmosphere, temperatures decrease as altitude increases.] 
The issue is not the science of the hotspot, but its very existence. Where is it, can it be measured. 
 
As discussed by Fred Singer in American Thinker in 2013 and 2014, in its Second Assessment Report 
(AR2-1996) the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) declared that a hotspot 
existed, without producing evidence of it. Subsequently, IPCC lead author Ben Santer of the USA, 
had a study published that showed the hotspot, but the researchers truncated the time series data, 
removed the 5 years beginning the period covered by observations and the 8 years ending the period. 
The removed data bring into question the existence of the hotspot. Santer also was a lead author of the 
2006 report of the US Climate Change Science Project (US CCSP, now the US GCRP), which 
showed a hotspot in the models, but produced no physical evidence of its existence. 
 
In its Endangerment Finding, the EPA produced no physical evidence of the existence of the hotspot. 
Further, with the divergence of atmospheric data from the surface data, which has been inflated to 
show a greater warming trend than before, it is doubtful if anyone can show the existence of a 
pronounced hotspot. 
 
During the earlier litigation over EPA's endangerment finding, the Chief Justice of the US Circuit 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, the court of relevant jurisdiction, made it clear he 
would not tolerate any questioning of the EPA science. In general, the full court and the Supreme 
Court had a similar view. 
 
However, the issue is not the scientific interpretation of a phenomena, but its very existence. The 
question is not the cause, but is it there? If the Federal Courts will not review if a pronounced 
warming trend exists, is there any physical evidence they will review? See links under Challenging 
the Orthodoxy. 

Mann's Nature Trick: During Climategate, the removal of data that conflicted with hockey-stick, 
which purported to show dramatic temperature increases during the 20th century, became known as 
Michael Mann's Nature Trick - after the journal, Nature, which published Mr. Mann's article. The 
removed data showed a decline in recent temperatures in one of the proxy datasets used. The hockey-
stick was featured in the Third Assessment Report (AR3-2001). Thus, we have two successive IPCC 
reports that have glaring problems, which have not been adequately addressed by the Climate 
Establishment. See links under Challenging the Orthodoxy. 



The Show: The United States is currently the chair of the Arctic Council, a group of the eight 
countries bordering the Arctic (Canada, United States, Denmark (Greenland), Iceland, Norway, 
Sweden, Finland, and Russia.). The Council also has a dozen countries with permanent observer 
status, including China, India, Japan, South Korea, and Singapore. 
 
On August 30 & 31, at the request of the US, officials of these countries attended a meeting titled 
Conference on Global Leadership in the Arctic: Cooperation, Innovation, Engagement, and Resilience 
(GLACIER). President Obama used the conference to promote his perceived need for swift action on 
climate change. China and India refused to sign a non-binding agreement to aggressively address 
climate change at the 21st session of the Conference of the Parties (COP-21) of the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) to be held in Paris from November 30 to 
December 11. Reports of whether or not Russia signed are conflicting. According to a report in The 
Diplomat, the inability of the President to have total support for a non-binding agreement may 
indicate difficulties at COP-21. 
 
The President also used event to publicize his interpretation of global warming/climate change. One 
photo opportunity was the melting of ice in Glacier Bay, where ice has been melting since about 1750. 
The melting began before the beginning of the Industrial Revolution and major use of fossil fuels, 
which many blame to be the cause of global warming/climate change. As Patrick Moore, a 
Greenpeace co-founder, points out, the ice in Glacier Bay has been retreating and advancing for 
centuries. According oral tradition of the native "Huna Tlingit people, it is said that the glacier has 
advanced and retreated a number of times during their occupation of the area. Each time the glacier 
advanced they would move to the village of Hoonah in Icy Strait outside Glacier Bay. When the 
glacier retreated, many of them would move back into the bay. These multiple migrations were 
certainly caused by climate change, but it had nothing to do with human activity." 
 
Such photo opportunities may impress Mr Obama's entourage of journalists, however they seem to 
have a diminishing impact on the American public as explained on the web site Fabius Maximus 
when discussing the fictitious 97% consensus on climate change and controversies regarding it. The 
author states: "Summary: This vignette illustrates important aspects of the climate change debate, and 
why it has failed to gain sufficient support from Americans to pass large-scale public policy 
measures. For two decades journalists and scientists have cooperated to produce political 
propaganda, exaggerating and misrepresenting the work of the IPCC. Their failure should inspire us, 
showing a resistance to manipulation greater than many people expected (it surprises me)." 
 
The photo opportunities can be classified as propaganda. Edward Bernays, who helped sell World 
War I to Americans as necessary to keep the world safe for democracy, praised propaganda as needed 
to organize the habits and opinions of the masses. It is becoming evident that this target audience is 
journalists. See Article # 1 and links under Problems in the Orthodoxy, and Communicating Better to 
the Public - Use Propaganda. 

The Sun: European Physics News published an article by Henrik Svensmark, a co-founder of the 
hypothesis that cosmic rays, modulated by the sun, influences the climate on earth. In concluding the 
article, Svensmark asserts a consistency exists between, variations in cosmic ray flux and climate that 
warrants additional research. 
 
Willie Soon, a target of those in Congress who organized a witch hunt, was a co-author of another 
article evaluating the role of solar variability on temperature trends in the Northern Hemisphere. 
Further, Climate Etc. links to a Russian article that uses data from deep boreholes to establish Earth's 
surface temperatures for the past 1,000 years. The article suggests that, about 500 years ago, 
temperatures began rising from the Little Ice Age, not 150 years ago as usually assumed. That 1000 
years ago it was warmer than today and the driving factor is natural, solar activity, not humans. 
 
These studies contest the assertions by some in the climate establishment who consider the role of the 



sun to be trivial, and those who assert that recent warming must be from CO2 because they cannot 
think of anything else that would drive it. See links under Science: Is the Sun Rising? 

Social Cost of Carbon: Nicholas Stern, of the Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change and 
the Environment, created a study on the economics of climate change that has had a significant impact 
on politics in the US and in the UK. The Stern review asserts that the benefits of strong, early action 
outweigh the costs of climate change. Among other tricks, it uses an average discount rate below 
1.5%. Most politicians would be lost when such tricks are explained. In effect, a low discount rate 
inflates the apparent value of actions today, as compared with taking actions in the future. The US 
Government Accountability Office recommends a discount rate of 7%. A discount rate of 1.5% would 
be justified if the economy was in a depression. 
 
Ruth Dixon of the University of Oxford wrote a review of Mr. Stern's latest book. Why Are We 
Waiting? The Logic, Urgency and Promise of Tackling Climate Change. She quotes Stern as writing: 
'[t]o be effective, some economists and scientists may have to become directly involved in the 
processes of practical decision-making and advice. It is, of course, a challenge to do this and retain 
some objectivity, but the alternatives may be irrelevance or gross misuse of the work.'" 
 
Some readers may recognize the argument as similar to the false dilemma presented by Stephen 
Schneider, which can be called the Schneider syndrome. By invoking it, Stern is essentially stating he 
knowingly misled the public as to the future cost of climate change in order to achieve the goal of 
actions today. See links under Lowering Standards. 

NASA - Sea Level Rise: Last week TWTW linked to a press release by the NASA Sea Level Change 
Team announcing a dramatic rise in sea levels. A recent search of the internet failed to locate a study 
substantiating a dramatic rise. Other than the press release, TWTW located a report stating, in effect, 
sea level rise is dependent upon location - it may be rising faster than a world-wide average in some 
locations or even falling in other locations. There is nothing new here, and the importance of the 
location has been emphasized many times, including in the NIPCC Reports. Could the press release 
be in honor of the President's show in Alaska? See links under Changing Seas 

Number of the Week: 54% According to statistics compiled US Department of Agriculture, Foreign 
Agriculture Service, from the period 1986-89 to 2013-15 the world-wide average yield for wheat and 
coarse grains (essentially cereals except rice) grew from about 2.4 metric tons per hectare to about 3.7 
metric tons per hectare, or about 54%. If this is the result of climate change, it is bountiful. So much 
for the US Global Change Research Program and other entities that predict starvation and death from 
climate change, and entities such as the US Department of Defense that predict mass refugees and 
conflicts due to starvation from climate change.  

 
 


