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I Am not a climate scientist who depends on government grants.  I am a geotechnical engineer, having spent 50 years solv-

ing problems with the earth and our environment; challenges involving groundwater, landslides, earthquakes, volcanoes, waste 

disposal, and environmental degradation.  In 1991, I was part of an international team of engineers in Manila dealing with the 

Mt. Pinatubo eruption.  Since retiring in 1995, I have delved into the study of history and have written a book on the Indian wars 

of the Northwest (Courage Beyond Expectations).  I believe that, our climate should be viewed from a historical perspective. 

The proponents of Global Warming expect us to believe that: 
 

1. The World Is Getting Warmer. 

2. We Are Causing It. 

3. Warmer Is Bad. 

4. We Must Stop It. 

5. We Can Afford to Stop It. 

6. It Is settled.  97% of Scientists Believe the 5 Above. 
 

Items 1 and 2 are debatable.  But, by calling it “Man-Caused Global Warming”, we immediately agree with Item 2 and 

jump to Item 3 which is accepted without challenge, as is Item 4.  Item 5 is debatable, but few seem to be addressing it.   

We are constantly told that Item 6 is true.  Are all these assumptions valid?  Let us examine each of them individually.   
 

#1  Is The World Getting Warmer ?  
Scientists claimed that 11 of the 12 hottest years on record have occurred since 1995.7  But that has been revised.  They 

now realize that 5 of the 10 hottest years in U.S. history occurred before 1940 and that only 3 of them were experienced in the 

last decade.11  We are now told that 2014 was the hottest year on record, with temperatures 0.02º C above the highest on record 

(1937). 63  But that is with only 38% certainty.  That means that there is a 62% probability that the statement is false. 

The whole concept of Global Warming is based upon computer models in which we must assume a given number of varia-

bles with some degree of certainty in evaluation of each.  How many variables influence our climate?  As few things are more 

complex, we just don’t know.  Our climate is affected by fluctuations in thousands of natural phenomena, such as: 
 

 Solar Flares   Ocean Currents     Wobble of the Earth’s Axis 

 Solar Magnetic Cycle  El Niño  & La Niña   Fluctuations of the Magnetic Pole 

 Cosmic Radiation  Swamp Gas from Wetlands    Variations in the Earth’s Orbit 

 Van Allen Belt    Pacific Decadal Oscillation  Volcanoes & Geothermal Activity 

 

Our climate is constantly changing as a 

result of harmonic and discordant interac-

tions of the following cycles: 
 

100,000  year  Elliptical Cycle 

  41,000  year  Axial Tilt Cycle 

  23,000  year  Precession Cycle 

    1,500  year  Solar Cycle  

       210  year  DeVries-Suess Cycle 

         87  year  Gleissberg Cycle 

         11  year  Sun Spot Cycle 
 

    Fig. 1:  Sea Temperatures13    >  
 

The peaks and valleys of Fig. 1 corre-

spond quite well with history.  The high 

points identify the epitome of civilizations, 

while the low ones coincide with collapse 

of those civilizations; from left to right they 

were the: 

Bronze Age 

Classic Greece 

Roman Empire 

Mayan, Anasazi, etc. 

Renaissance 
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Remember how computer models in the 1970s predicted that the planet would run out of food by the end of the century.  

How could they have been so wrong?  Might it have been that they neglected one variable; the Green Revolution? 

The world has climate primarily because of the tilt in earth’s axis.  On March 11, 2011, that axis was shifted 6.5” by the 

Richter 9.0 earthquake in Japan.31  While 6.5” is not much, neither are the miniscule additions of carbon dioxide?   

Yet, the average temperature has risen 1¼˚F during the 20th century and 9˚F since the last ice age.7   New evidence from the 

Danish National Space Center indicates that cloud formation is affected by cosmic radiation and has a much greater effect on our 

climate than previously thought.9  The sun has been experiencing historically high levels of activity which emit cosmic radiation 

to bombard the earth and reduce our cloud cover.9  A recent study has shown that 75% the earth’s temperature variation is caused 

by cosmic rays.48   NASA’s Mars Global Surveyor and Odyssey missions show that Mars’s polar caps are also melting.10  Pluto, 

Jupiter, and the largest moon of Neptune are also warming.25  Could this be caused by man?  

Even a causal look at history and prehistory would suggest that climate change is not an anomaly.  It has happened many 

times in the past.  If there is anything certain about climate, it is that it has always been changing.  Our life spans are so short in 

relation to geologic time, that we seldom perceive a change even when it is relatively sudden.  Even though there are many who 

remember the 1920s and ‘30s, most scientists look back no further than the 1950s.8  Temperatures 80 years ago were as high as 

they are today, and snowpack in the 1930s was as low as it is today.8    

In the words of renowned meteorologist and hurricane expert, Dr. William Gray, “There was a lot of Global Warming in 

the 1930s and ‘40s, and then there was global cooling in the middle ‘40s to the early ‘70s.  Nearly all of my colleagues who have 

been around 40 or 50 years are skeptical . . . but no one asks us.”9   Scientists have recently found an error in the records and now 

realize that the hottest year on record was 1934, not 1998 as we had been told.11   In fact, temperatures have actually been de-

creasing during the first 16 years of the 21st century.15  The U.K.'s National Weather Service made an astonishing admission 

about global warming, “Warming stopped 16 years ago...”46   Now, The Extended Reconstructed Sea Surface Temperature 

(ERSST) claims that to be in error.  It was based on sea temperatures measured by floating buoys.  Measurements should have 

been taken from the heated engine rooms of ships.  When adjustments are made, the new records now show a steady increase in 

sea temperatures.67 

Could we not have made a case 

for Global Warming during the Dust 

Bowl when our nation was disrupted 

by unusually hot dry weather?  More 

heat records were set in the 1930s than 

in all other decades of the 20th century 

combined.44   However, it did not ex-

trapolate as we fear it is doing today.  

The climate returned to what we like to 

consider “normal”.  
 

Fig. 5: Temperature vs. Solar13   > 
 

The IPCC climate change models 

had predicted warming of 0.9˚C from 

1990 to 2013.  Buried in their 2013 re-

port is the fact that the actual warming 

of the planet has been only 0.1˚C.56                Are we not presumptuous in assuming 

that the climate in which we now live is the 

norm to be preserved forever?  Yet, tempera-

tures have been rising, and with a remarkable 

correlation to solar radiation as shown in Fig. 

5.  But, sunspot activity is decreasing for the 

first time in 400 years as the solar magnetic 

field becomes too weak to produce sunspots 

that normally wax and wane on an 11 year cy-

cle.34   
 

<  Fig. 10 Temperature Anomalies 68 

  
We are told that 2016 was the hottest 

year on record.  Yet, as shown in Fig. 10, 2016 

was only 0.1⁰C warmer than 1998, an amount 

that is less than the margin of error.68  In a re-

cent paper, Yale scientist Wei Liu discusses 

the, “. . . possibility of a collapsed Atlantic 

Meridional Overturning Circulation”.  

http://www.climatedepot.com/2017/01/06/two-satellite-datasets-agree-the-pause-lives-on-no-warming-for-the-last-18-years/
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Should the ocean heat conveyor collapse, there would be “a prominent cooling over the northern North Atlantic and neigh-

boring areas, sea ice increases over the Greenland-Iceland-Norwegian seas and to the south of Greenland.”69 

In his book, Dark Winter61 climatologist John Casey uses NASA’s own data to show that temperatures have risen only 

0.35ºF in the 20th century.  He builds a compelling case for climate being a function of solar activity, rather than man’s irrespon-

sible quest for more civilization.  As can be seen in Fig. 10, global warming ended in 1999.  Casey also sees a serious decline in 

solar activity which he calls Solar Hibernation.  He believes that we are entering a disastrous, 30-year cold spell. 61  Recent re-

search in England predicts a Maunder Minimum wherein temperatures will plummet between 2021 and 2033 due to harmony 

between 2 solar cycles.74  This could produce a “Little Ice Age” similar to the one experienced in the 17th century.74  

Prehistory 
Most scientists now agree that the extinction of dinosaurs was triggered by a sudden climate change, albeit caused by me-

teor impact rather than greenhouse gasses from dinosaur flatulation.  But we do not have to wait for extra-terrestrial events to 

trigger sudden changes.  Volcanoes regularly emit enough ash to shield us from solar radiation for a year or two, and enough 

greenhouse gasses to affect temperatures for several years after a major eruption.   
Ice ages have come and gone through eons.  That is the norm for our planet.  Fossils indicate that it took 4000 years for the 

world to warm up 1¼˚ C after the last ice age.50  Because cold air can hold very little water, each ice age must have been pre-

ceded by a period of global warming necessary to transfer water from the tropics to the poles.  Arctic areas are deserts.  The dri-

est place on the planet is in Antarctica.  Without warm periods to evaporate water and move it north by convection, there would 

be no glacial build-up at the poles.  The average interglacial period has been only 10,000 years.  The recession of Arctic glaciers 

seems to indicate that our planet is warming.  Could we be entering a new ice age, or are we still recovering from the last one?   

History 
Climate change is not new.  A great agricultural civilization flourished in the Indus valley 4000 years ago; an area which is 

now desert.  When Alexander the Great headed east from Damascus in 330 BC, his scribes recorded lush fields of grain on the 

way to the Euphrates, an area which is currently desert.  The Romans grew wine grapes in northern England 2000 years ago.   

There has been a continuous sequence of alternating cold and warm periods throughout recorded history with collapse of 

civilizations at the end of each warm spell.  Global Warming has occurred between: 
  

5800 BC & 1200 BC Bronze Age  

  200 BC &   400 AD Roman Empire  

  800 AD & 1280 AD Mayan, Anasazi, etc. 49 
 

The last episode of global warming, known as the “Medieval Climate Optimum”, ushered in an age in which civilization 

prospered all over the world.  After 1280, when the climate changed from warmer, which we fear, to what we have now, northern 

Europe experienced wide-spread famine in which plagues flourished and starving people resorted to cannibalism.  The massive 

hunger was even instrumental in causing the Hundred-Years War.  As the Medieval Climate Optimum came to a close, drought 

encompassed the Gobi Desert, causing it to extend northward.  This forced the Mongols to seek new pasture lands, which re-

sulted in Kublai Kahn amassing an empire larger than that of Alexander the Great.  Famine raged in Asia causing revolts which 

led to Zhu Di founding the Yuan Dynasty.   

The post-classic period of the Maya (800 AD to 1400 AD) coincided with the Medieval Climate Optimum.  The Aztecs 

were pushed out of the Altiplano by drought and settled the Valley of Mexico in 1325.  Climate change forced them to migrate 

south.  As the Arctic cooled and could no longer support the native population, many of the Athapaskans migrated south where 

they morphed into Navajos and Apaches.  Is it mere coincidence that all this occurred right after the last period of global warm-

ing came to an ended in 1280?   

I once came upon a Hohokam ruin on a hilltop in the desert north of Phoenix.  At the foot of the hill was a small dry wash.  

How could those ancient people have survived without water flowing in that wash year round?  It seems rather obvious that the 

southwest deserts must have enjoyed a much wetter climate prior to the demise of Anasazi, Hohokam and Salado civilizations 

around 1300 AD.  

During the Medieval Climate Optimum, agriculture flourished.  Wine grapes were grown as far north as Scandinavia.  Food 

was abundant even in northern latitudes.  Around 900 AD, Vikings colonized Greenland and Labrador, which they called “Vine-

land” because they found wild grapes growing in a land which can no longer support agriculture.  Why did they call their main 

settlement “Greenland”?  Could it have been that it was not entirely covered with glacial ice?  We do know that they were able to 

support themselves by farming and herding until about 1300 AD.  

Following the last period of global warming, temperatures plummeted and civilizations had to adapt.  As glaciers advanced, 

the Vikings could no longer farm Greenland.  When they refused to adapt, they starved.  With the climate becoming dryer, civili-

zations of the Anasazi, Hohokam, Mogollon, and Salado collapsed as their marginal agricultural economies could no longer sup-

port dense populations in the dryer climate. 

When Sunspots disappeared in 1645, the earth experienced a frigid period lasting 70 years.34  Scientists call it the “Little Ice 

Age”. Temperatures remained cool until about 1850 when the climate abruptly changed again.  In my studies of Indian warfare 

in the Northwest, it has become apparent that there was substantially more snow prior to that date.  In the 1840’s, Indians could 

not cross the Siskiyou Mountains between October and June due to heavy snows.  Today, we drive I-5 over those mountains in 

December with much rain, but little snow.  
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The first road across the Cascades in Washington 

went over Naches Pass, high up in the rain shadow of 

Mount Rainer, rather than using the much lower route 

of I-90 though Snoqualmie Pass.  Could it be that, 

prior to the 1850 climate change, there was far too 

much snow in the lower route to allow passage?  The 

first white man known to have negotiated Snoqualmie 

Pass in winter was Isaac Stevens in 1853, after the cli-

mate had begun to change.   

In December of 1855, Stevens crossed the Bitter-

root Mountains over Lookout Pass (I-90) on the 

Idaho/Montana border, much to the dismay of Coeur 

d’Alene Indians who had long considered the route 

impassible due to deep snows.  The climate had 

changed. 

Fig. 6:  Temperature / CO2  15  > 
 

Volcanoes, such as Mt. St. Helens, emit enough ash to have minor effects on weather, but larger eruptions, such as that of 

Mt. Tambora in 1815, caused much of the world to suffer a year without any summer at all.  Crops failed and people starved.  

The eruption of Mt. Pinatubo in 1991 put 2 cubic miles of dust in the air 

which lowered the earth’s temperature by 0.9˚F.  But cooling is only the 

initial effect.  Far more greenhouse gasses are contributed by Volcanoes 

than by the burning of fossil fuels. 

Also, as shown in Fig. 6, there is a notable discrepancy between sat-

ellite and surface data.  Perhaps that can be attributed to fact that most sur-

face readings are taken in cities where there are many unnatural sources of 

heat, as shown in Fig. 12.16   “We found that 89% of the stations fail to 

meet the National Weather Service’s own siting requirements…”20    
 

Fig. 12:  Heat Sources Affecting Readings16   >  
 

In spite of predictions to the contrary, the world has not seen any in-

crease in temperature since 2001, even though CO2 levels have been 

steadily increasing as shown in Fig. 6.  2008 was the coldest year since 

2000.25  We are told that 2012 was the hottest year on record.  But we are 

not told that the record was only in the U.S.  The rest of the world was colder.  However, recent in-depth studies by skeptic, 

Richard Muller, have verified that the planet is now 1.8˚F warmer than it was in the 1950s.37 

In the northwest, we had only 3 weeks of 

summer in 2012.  The Arctic ice cap has been di-

minishing, at least until 2007.  We are told that po-

lar bears will soon become extinct.  Yet, satellite 

photos show more ice in 2008 & 9.  The minimum 

ice pack in 2009 covered 5.5 million sq. kilometers, 

up from the 4.5 million which had us so concerned 

in 2007.22   
  

<  Fig. 2:  Glacier Recession vs, CO2 13   
 

The polar bear population (a hybrid cross be-

tween extinct polar bears and Irish brown bears)35 

has increased from 5000 in 1960 to 25,000 in 

2009.23   However, with less Arctic ice, they are al-

ready cross breeding with Alaskan grizzlies.35 

Even though 2% of the Antarctic is warming 

dramatically, 98% of it has cooled over the last 35 

years.2  Antarctic sea ice is likely to increase, and 

continue to do so throughout the 21st Century.2   

2012 and 2013 saw records broken as Antarctic ice 

cover increased to 7,510 sq. mi.; 3.6% above a 30-

year average.56   
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Glaciers occur when snowfall exceeds snowmelt.  Thus, their recession can be caused by draught as well as temperature 

increase.  The snows of Kilimanjaro are shrinking; not from increasing temperatures, but from lack of precipitation.23  While 

many glaciers are receding, others are growing, such that there is an overall equilibrium in glacial ice.23   
When water freezes, it expands 10%.  If the Arctic ice cap melts, it will contract 10%, and return to the volume it had be-

fore freezing. There will be no additional water to raise sea levels.  However, melting of continental glaciers will release addi-

tional water.  Al Gore predicted that all the Arctic ice would be gone in 5 years.  That was in 2008. 

It was predicted that the Himalayan glaciers would lose 50 billion tons of ice per year and all vanish by 2035.3  But, recent 

data from the GRACE satellites in a 300-mile orbit show that they have lost only 4 billion tons of ice in the last 10 years, an 

amount scientists consider insignificant.38  According to satellite measurements, temperatures in the lower atmosphere are just 

0.5˚C warmer than they had been in 1979 when Dr. Hansen of the Goddard Institute of Space Studies first raised alarm.52   
 

#2  Are We Causing It  
We are told that climate change 

is caused by increasing greenhouse 

gasses. Those comprise primarily wa-

ter vapor (H2O), nitrous oxide (N2O), 

methane (CH4), and carbon dioxide 

(CO2) in that order.  All are naturally 

occurring compounds, produced by a 

variety of solar and biologic activity.  

Of these, H2O accounts for 36% to 

70% of the greenhouse effect and has 

by far the greatest consequence.  N2O 

has 289 times more, and CH4  has 72 

times more effect on temperatures 

than does CO2. 33  Yet, we seem to be 

concerned only with CO2 which, un-

like CH4, is neither toxic nor flamma-

ble.   
 

Fig. 3:  Arctic Temperatures 13 > 
 

The models look at water vapor 

as a greenhouse gas causing warm-

ing.  Yet, clouds shade the earth and 

reflect radiation back into space.  

Who has not noticed that things cool 

off when the sun goes behind a 

cloud?  Warm air holds much more 

water than cool air.  As temperatures increase, so also will cloud cover.  Could we be attributing the wrong affect to clouds?30   

Recent analysis of data from NASA’s Terra satellite show that much more heat is lost to space than is trapped by green-

house gasses, contradicting computer models.36  “There is a huge discrepancy between the data and the forecasts …”36 

In the last 50 years, CO2 levels have risen from 315 ppm to 380 ppm; a 21% increase.9  But, that is only 0.00038 of the 

earth’s atmosphere.  Yet, it is the highest it’s been in the last 650,000 years.3  While we fear increasing CO2, the carbon levels in 

the U.S. atmosphere have actually decreased in the last 20 years.45  This is due primarily to fracking which has enabled natural 

gas to replace coal for power generation.45   CO2 emissions have dropped 500 megatons / year; twice the impact of the Kyoto 

Protocol on the rest of the world.45   
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         CO2 is the major waste product of ani-

mals, and the main ingredient of plant photo-

synthesis.  According to the UN, CO2 from 

breathing, and CH4 from belching and farting 

of our 1.5 billion cows produce 18% of the 

greenhouse gas emissions.2  By contrast, the 

burning of fossil fuels by man contributes 

about 3% to the natural carbon cycle.9  

Could 3% of 0.00038 (0.00001) make that 

much difference?  Or might there be other 

factors influencing the natural cycle?  
 

Fig. 4:  Temperature vs. CO2 15   > 

 

N0AA records indicate a steady in-

crease in atmospheric CO2 on the order of 

1.5 ppm (0.4%) per year.9   In 2002 and 2003 

that increase in CO2 jumped to 2.4 ppm, a 

55% increase in the increase.  But, only for 2 

years.  In 2004, the CO2 increase fell back to 

the average of 1.5 ppm.  Could there have 

been a gigantic surge in fossil fuel consump-

tion in those 2 years?  Or were these just natural fluctuations in the carbon cycle? 

Trees absorb CO2 and emit oxygen (O2).  But only while living.  After they die, rotting reverses the process and gives off as 

much CO2 as if the wood were burned for fuel.  Also, rotting produces CH4 which would have been consumed by burning.  Sci-

entists estimate that termites add 150 million tons of methane to the atmosphere each year, twice as much as bovine flatulence 

(85 million tons).62 
Many glaciers have been receding.  Is this caused by man’s use of carbon fuels?  As can be seen in Fig. 2, glacier recession 

began 100 years before any significant increase in our energy consumption.  When Arctic air temperatures are plotted with sun-

spot amplitude and hydrocarbon use, the correlation is with the former, not the latter, as can be seen in Fig. 3.  Study of ice cores 

taken from Greenland glaciers show a distinct correlation between temperature and CO2, as shown in Fig. 4.  However, as can be 

seen in Fig. 4, CO2 concentrations lag behind temperature increases by as much as 800 years.15  So, which is the cause, and 

which is the effect? 

It has been argued that, if CO2 were the major cause of Global Warming, shouldn’t we expect to have seen it start with the 

beginning of the industrial revolution rather than at the end of the 20th century?  However, as mentioned above, it did start in 

1850 when steam power was just beginning to add a bit of additional CO2 to the atmosphere. However, the massive increase in 

carbon emissions did not occur until 1950.  The climate change started 100 years earlier when there was no corresponding abrupt 

increase in CO2 emissions.   

Maya Tolstoy has come up with a credible explanation for recurring ice ages.64  A recent study has shown a direct correla-

tion between previous climate changes and undersea volcanos.   When polar ice caps grow, oceans recede.  This increases the 

activity of undersea volcanos releasing greenhouse gasses to reverse the process.  The weight of deeper sea water then reduces 

volcanic emissions and greenhouse gasses to trigger another ice age.64  A recent study by Edinburgh University discovered 100 

previously unknown volcanos under the Antarctic 

ice.71  Could these have something to do with re-

ceding glaciers? 

While we have not as yet sent any SUVs to 

Mars, we have landed vehicles that drive around. 

Could they have released enough greenhouse 

gases to be causing the Global Warming observed 

on that planet?   
 

    Fig. 8:  Effect of Increasing CO2  17  > 
 

Carbon Dioxide already in the atmosphere 

soaks up as much solar radiation as it can absorb, 

and is near its saturation point.  As can be seen in 

Fig. 8, most of the greenhouse effect is developed 

from the first 20 ppm, and additional CO2 has di-

minishing effect.  If the CO2 levels were to double, 

the increase in temperatures would be minimal.17 
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#3  Is Warmer Bad ? 
In his movie, Al Gore shows 20’ waves inundating New York, San Francisco, Calcutta, and Beijing.6  But the last period of 

global warming did not flood coastal cities.  At the end of the Medieval Climate Optimum, Venetians were at the peak of their 

power; so much so, that the doge was able to con the 4th Crusade into fighting his Christian enemies rather than Muslims in the 

Holy Land.  Venice, at sea level, was not flooded by 500 years of Global Warming.   

The UN predicted a rise in ocean levels of 

7” to 23” by 2100.3   But scientist have recently 

revised that to 17”.11  This is in addition to the 

12” already experienced since the climate started 

to change about 160 years ago.5  Measurements 

have shown a steady 7” per century increase in 

sea level since 1850.  More recent studies have 

indicated that, if all the terrestrial glaciers in the 

world were to melt at the current rate, the sea 

level would rise 1.5 mm/year, or 6” per century.38 
               

 Fig. 11  Sea Levels / CO2 13   > 
 

With warmer temperatures, we will likely 

see an increase in insects.  In the Northwest, we 

are seeing more pine beetle and birch borer activ-

ity as winter temperatures no longer drop low 

enough to kill off their larva.  In British Colum-

bia, beetles are killing entire forests of lodgepole 

pine.   

Mosquito-transmitted diseases such as ma-

laria should be considered serious threats as they 

kill 3 million people each year.  More American 

soldiers have been killed by mosquitoes than by 

enemy bullets.  Yet, in Nairobi, the malaria epi-

demics of the 1920’s and 30’s have largely disap-

peared even as temperatures have been rising.5  

Still, if we continue to create wetlands and ban insecticides, won’t we have to prepare for an increase in mosquito-transmitted 

diseases such as Malaria, Zika and West Nile virus? 

If the globe is warming, shouldn’t we expect heat waves?  Those of 2003 in Europe caused the deaths of 35,000 people.5  

However, climate change also means warmer winters.  Historically, 10 times more people die from cold than from heat.5  So, 

while 35,000 died from heat, were not 350,000 spared a death from freezing?  

We are told that glaciers melting on Greenland will disrupt the Gulf Stream with fresh water and cause European tempera-

tures to plummet.  This did not happen during previous periods of global warming when agriculture flourished in northern Euro-

pean latitudes.   

Already, Canadians are anticipating a more livable climate.  With retreat of Arctic ice, the long-sought Northwest Passage 

finally opened in 2013 when the Nordic Orion carried a load of coal (25% larger than could be taken through the Panama Ca-

nal) from Vancouver to Finland saving 4 days and 1000 nautical miles.55  The Northeast Passage had opened in 2009, when 2 

freighters sailed from Vladivostok to Rotterdam, saving 10 days and $300,000 each by navigating the Arctic north of Russia.19 

After hurricanes Katrina and Rita, we were told that 

Global Warming will result in higher sea temperatures to foster 

even more devastating hurricanes.  But the following year 

(2006) saw no major tropical storms, and Mayan records do not 

indicate a serious hurricane problem during the last period of 

global warming.   
 

<  Fig. 9:  Hurricanes 13  
 

When in 2017, hurricane Harvey brought the water level 

of Buffalo Bayou up to 38’, we were told that it was caused by 

global warming and the worst such event in history.  But, in the 

Houston floods of 1935, the water level got above 54’, 72 

‘ 
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Now, a recent study tells us that wind shear, induced by 

climate change, will inhibit development of Atlantic hurri-

canes.1   But Fig. 9 shows no change at all during the 20th cen-

tury.  In fact, the Accumulated Cyclone Energy Index has de-

clined to its lowest level in 30 years.44   

No Category 3 hurricane has hit the mainland U.S. in the 

following 7 years.  Such a “hurricane drought” hasn’t hap-

pened in more than 100 years.47   Yet, the hurricanes of 2017 

seem to have ended the draught. 

Fig. 7:  Rainfall 13  > 
 

 We are told that global warming will cause a reduction 

in rainfall and a subsequent return to the dust Bowl of the 

1930s.  This has not been happening as shown in Fig. 7, ex-

cept in the summer of 2012 albeit only in the Midwest.  Yet, 

records show that the average rainfall in continental U.S. has 

been increasing, although not necessarily in the agricultural 

heartland.13  A notable exception may be California where the 

last period of global warming saw extended draught from 850AD to 1320 AD with a 50-year hiatus of floods between 1090 and 

1140.59 

Perhaps the most serious threat from global warming is the decrease on phytoplankton.  Canadian studies show a 1% per 

year drop in plankton since 1900, and a 40% drop since 1950.  If true, we now have only 10 % of the basic nutrient at the bottom 

of the marine food chain.  This they attribute to warmer seas which move less rich nutrients.  Everything in the ocean eats plank-

ton or creatures that eat plankton.  Yet, the reduction in phytoplankton will clear the seawater and allow deeper solar penetration.  

Without the concentration of heat at the surface, there should be fewer hurricanes with less severity.   

Increases in CO2 will mean a bit more carbolic acid which is bound to lower the pH of oceans.  Marine acidity has risen 

30% in the last 100 years.39  A recent British study has shown that, when clownfish are put in a tank of saltwater at the pH antici-

pated by 2050, they become deaf.32  56 million years ago, a similar spike in CO2 caused extinction of much aquatic life.39 

Experts predicted that boreal forests would creep northward.  Instead, warmer weather had encouraged Arctic willows and 

alders to grow taller, from bushes to 6’ trees.42  Should not more trees to absorb more CO2 be good?  But proponents maintain 

that it must be bad.  Trees do not reflect sunlight as well as ice.42 

As with the last period of global warming, the climate should get wetter.  A recent study from WSU has predicted that the 

anticipated increased rainfall and snowmelt will increase the number of landslides.73  As a geotechnical engineer who has studied 

many landslides, I must agree.  Slides are most often triggered by higher than normal water tables.  

As arctic ice retreats, it uncaps ancient store of methane that had been trapped for millennia.  Recent investigation by the 

University of Alaska found 150,000 areas where CH4 is leaking through thinning ice.41  As methane has 72 times more green-

house affect than CO2, it could result in much more warming than has been anticipated. 

 

#4  Can We Stop It ?  
The idea of influencing climate is not new.  When the climate changed at the end of the 13th century, the Anasazi believed 

that it was caused by their own increased spiritual power.  In an attempt to forestall global cooling, they destroyed all their kivas 

on the Colorado Plateau.  When that didn’t work, they abandoned their cities and scattered. 

In the 1870’s, railroads sponsored grants to universities so their scientists could prove that rainfall increases in forested ar-

eas.  Thus; if trees were planted in the Great American Desert, rainfall would increase enough to allow farming.  Armed with 

these scholarly papers, they lobbied congress to grant an additional 160 acres to homesteaders who planted trees in the Dakotas.  

When this did not work, they tried again.   

At the turn of the 20th Century, scientists, endowed with more grants, concluded that “rainfall follows the plow”.  If the 

prairie grasses were tilled, surely precipitation would increase enough to grow wheat.  But, nature had decreed that the area be-

tween the 100˚ meridian and the Rocky Mountains was to be desert, a decree which man could neither accept nor change.  With 

the advantage of hindsight, our previous attempts at climate change may appear a bit foolish.  But how do they differ from our 

current politically correct thinking?   

Does it not seem presumptuous to believe that man has the power to halt naturally occurring fluctuation in the earth’s cli-

mate?  Of the thousands of variables that affect our climate, it appears than only one is being addressed by Global Warming ad-

vocates; the greenhouse effect of CO2.  A UCLA study concluded that, if CO2 emissions are curtailed, warming by mid-century 

will still be 70% of what it might be if CO2 continues to increase at the present rate.58 
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We are told that the answer lies in renewable energy.  So we see windmills popping up all over the country.  They have 

only 4 problems.  
 

1. They don’t produce enough power to make a significant difference. 

2. They cannot be sited where they may be seen by the rich and famous; certainly not on Cape Cod. 

3. They increase surface temperatures.  A study by 2 universities has shown that nighttime temperatures around wind-

mills are 1.3˚F higher as disturbance from the blades prevents cool air from settling.40 

4. They do not produce enough power to replace that which was used to build them. 
 

According to the UN, it would be necessary to reduce CO2  emissions by 60% just to maintain the current climate.3  But, 

they also predict that energy consumption will double by 2050, and that most of it will occur in China and India where 650 new 

coal-fired power plants are now under construction with plans for 2,200 more by 2030.  Those plants will emit 5 times the CO2 

that could be saved by strict adherence to the Kyoto Protocol.9  The Chinese burn 2,500 tons of coal and 210,000 gallons of pe-

troleum each minute9, and are exempt from Kyoto restrictions.   
 

Yet, there are a few things we could do: 
 

Methane  
CH4 comprises 10% of our greenhouse gases but has 72 times the effect of CO2. We could: 

 Stop people and animals from farting. 

 Stop eating beef. 

 Use insecticides to reduce termites. 

 Eliminate sewer lagoon systems, and replace them with treatment plants that recycle CH4. 

 Drain wetlands and convert them to farms. Wetlands produce 25% of atmospheric methane 

 Seal sanitary landfills and recycle the CH4 produced by decomposition of solid wastes. 

 Tap Arctic reserves of CH4 to use as fuel. 

 Harvest dead trees. 
 

Carbon Dioxide 
As reduction in CO2 emissions seems to be the political goal of governments around the world, we could: 

 Stop people and animals from breathing. 

 Increase vegetation worldwide. 

 Replace coal, oil, and gas power plants with nuclear ones. 

 Stop removing dams and develop more hydro-power. 

 Curtail industry in developing countries. 

 Curtail all but nuclear powered transportation. 

 Stop deforestation. 
 

We are told that a switch to bio-fuels will help.  After all, Henry Ford’s first car ran on alcohol and Rudolf Diesel’s first 

engine ran on peanut oil.  However, it takes 1 gal. of petroleum to produce 1.3 gal. of corn ethanol which has only 67% the en-

ergy of the gasoline it is to replace.12  We have to burn as much carbon-producing fossil fuels to develop the same amount of 

energy from alcohol which produces 22% less CO2.12  Consequently, to drive on corn ethanol, we have to burn 2.3 gal. of fuel 

(1 of petroleum to produce the alcohol and 1.3 gal. of ethanol to produce the energy) to go the same distance we would on 1 gal. 

of gasoline, and produce 1.8 times the amount of CO2.  Sugar cane methanol and bio-diesel, however, are much more promising.   
 

#5  Can We Afford To Stop It ?  
The UN estimates the cost of trying to slow Global Warming at about $553 trillion over the rest of this century.2  That 

amounts to $7000 per year for each family in the world, most of which do not have near that income.2  The UN goes on to pre-

dict that the average family’s economic condition and quality of life will decrease by 30%.2  By these estimates, the Great De-

pression pales in comparison.  And, as we continue to use our food for fuel, food supplies decrease and the cost of food in-

creases.  This is already having a serious effect on people in the Third World, many of whom can no longer afford to eat enough. 

The department of energy awarded $560 million to an Al Gore-backed firm.  “President Obama is practically writing 

checks to Gore with our tax money.”27  But, we are told that scientists all agree that it is necessary. 

Between 1993 and 2012, the U.S. government spent nearly $150 billion on climate change studies.53  This largess did not go 

to skeptics.  But what's been spent on studies is a pittance compared to subsidies, tax credits and mandates for alternative energy; 

$90 billion in President Obama's 2009 stimulus bill alone. 53  In 2012 the world spent $359 billion to fight Global Warming, 94% 

of which went towards reducing CO2.57  
 

  



 

 

F. C. Budinger PE 
 

10 

 

#6  Is There a Consensus Among Scientists ?  
Every few years, fearmongers have come up with another warning of some new apocalyptical disaster.  Each time we were 

told that catastrophe could be averted only with more government control and more taxes.28   
 

 First it was   The Great Depression 

 Then it was   Nuclear Annihilation. 

 Then the  Population Bomb. 

 Then  Air and Water Pollution. 

 Then the   Ozone Hole. 

 Now it is   Global Warming.   

 Next it will be ? ? 
 

This time, we are told that the matter is settled.  All scientists agree that:  
 

o The World Is Getting Warmer. 

o We Are Causing It. 

o We Must Do Something to Stop It. 

o The Only Thing We Can Do Is to Reduce CO2 Emissions. 

o That Can Only Be Done With More Government Control & More Taxes. 
 

Do all scientists really agree?  In 2010, the National Academy of Science reported that 97% of researchers agree that cli-

mate change is caused by man.51  Where did the 97% figure come from?  It can be found in a master’s theses by Maggie Zim-

merman at the University of Illinois.65  She sent an online query to 10,257 scientists working for universities and government 

agencies.  From the 3,146 responses, she chose only the opinions of 79 who listed climate science as their area of expertise.65  

Thus, it is 97% of 79 scientists, or just 77 people.  Might they be employed by government or depend on government grants? 

In the words of Dr. William Happer, “There is no ‘overwhelming consensus’. In spite of decades of propaganda, and even 

threats to their jobs, about half of meteorologists remain unconcerned about global warming.”70   In 1997, the past president of 

the National Academy of Sciences, Dr. Frederick Seitz, circulated a petition which stated:  
 

There is no convincing scientific evidence that human release of CO2, CH4, or other greenhouse gasses 
is causing or will, in the foreseeable 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 CO2 produce many beneficial effects upon the natural plant and animal environments of 
the Earth. 9   
 

This document was signed by more than 20,000 scientists.  Could they all have changed their opinions in the ensuing 10 

years?  The Petition Project of 2007 sought the answer.  This time, 31,000 scientists (9000 with PhDs) signed the same state-

ment.18   

Thus, by National Academy of Science figures, we have 77 researchers voting “yah”; and 31,000 voting “nay”.  What kind 

of consensus is this?  Yet, we keep hearing the “97%” repeated as if it actually meant something.   

Since when is science a democracy?  When I studied the discipline in the 1950s, theories were verified or disproven by ex-

periment, not by consensus of opinion.  But if scientific facts are to be decided by opinion, should we not hear both sides of the 

story?  Doctor Happer maintains that: 
 

The predicted warming from more CO2 is grossly exaggerated.  The equilibrium warming from doubling 
CO2 is not going to be 3°C, which might marginally be considered a problem, but closer to 1°C, which will be 
beneficial.  One should not forget that the “global warming” is an average value.  There will be little warming in 
the tropics and little warming at midday.  What warming occurs will be mostly in temperate and polar regions, 
and at night.  This will extend the agricultural growing season in many countries like Canada, Scandinavia, and 
Russia.  More CO2 greatly increases the efficiency of photosynthesis in plants and makes land plants more 
drought-resistant.  So, the net result of more CO2 will be strongly beneficial for humanity. 

Government actions to combat the non-existent problem have blighted the landscape with windmills and 
solar farms.  They have driven up the price of electricity, which has disproportionately harmed the poorest seg-
ments of society. Government actions have corrupted science, which has been flooded by money to produce 
politically correct results.70 
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It’s not just scientists who are questioning the faith.  A poll taken in October 2009 indicates that the number of Americans 

who believe that global temperatures are rising as a result of human activity has fallen from 47% down to 36% in 2008.21  

Forty-nine (49) former NASA scientists and astronauts sent a letter to NASA Administrator Charles Bolden in July, 2013 

admonishing the agency for its role in advocating a high degree of certainty that man-made CO2 is a major cause of climate 

change while neglecting empirical evidence that calls the theory into question.54  The group, which includes 7 Apollo astronauts 

and 2 former directors of NASA’s Johnson Space Center, is dismayed over the failure of NASA, and specifically the Goddard 

Institute for Space Studies (GISS), to make an objective assessment of all available scientific data on climate change.  They 

charge that NASA is relying too heavily on complex climate models that have proven scientifically inadequate in predicting cli-

mate only one or two decades in advance.54 

New Zealand chemist Vincent Gray, an expert reviewer for the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change said, 

“Six (6) assumptions in climate models are at odds with meteorological science.”  Among the goofs he spotted were a gross 

overestimation of the concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere; an assumption the sun shines in the same place 24 hours a day, 

and a failure to account for most mechanisms of heat transfer.  “The computer models are full of fudge factors, especially with 

regard to the role of clouds,” said Princeton physicist Freeman Dyson.  “If this wasn't scientific misconduct, it is far too close to 

that line for comfort,” said Colorado State University climate scientist Roger Pielke Jr.   

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Throughout history, the powers of science, government, and religion have reached near unanimous agreement many times 

over; a few examples: 

 Earth Is the Center of the Universe. 

 The Sun Revolves Around the Earth.  

 The World Is Flat. 

 Negroes Are Not People. 

 Matter Can Never Be Converted to Energy. 
 

Galileo was able to avoid a flaming death, only by going along with the politically correct view that the entire universe re-

volves around the earth.  If my career depended on research grants and peer approval, I might seriously consider the ramifica-

tions of writing this paper and opposing a faith that has gained such momentum.   

The federal government has spread $2.5 billion of taxpayer funds among 13 federal agencies to promote the faith.  Chal-

lenging an established dogma can be fraught with dangers.66  The Oregon State Climatologist lost his title just by questioning 

Global Warming.  And it is a matter of faith.  It has been declared so by a British court which has ruled that Global Warming is a 

“Spiritual World View” and entitled to the same the same legal protection as any other established religion.26   
 

For an ideology to be considered a religion, sociologists agree that it must have the following 3 prerequisites: 
 

Assure   Christianity assures salvation.   Global Warming advocates assure the status quo.  

Believe  Christianity requires faith in Christ.   Global Warming requires faith in the opinions of scientists & politicians. 

Convert Christianity must convert heathens.   Global Warming must convince all to stop using carbon fuels. 

         Heretics have been persecuted.    Non-believers are being persecuted  
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According to a report to the Commerce Department from Consulafft at Bergen, Norway: 43 

 

 The Arctic Ocean is warming up, icebergs are growing scarcer and the seals are finding the water too hot. 

 Reports all point to a radical change in climate conditions and hitherto unheard of temperatures in the Arctic zone.  

 Exploration expeditions report that scarcely any ice has been met as far north as 81˚ 29‘.  

 Soundings to a depth of 3,100 meters showed that the gulf stream still is very warm.  

 Great masses of ice have been replaced by moraines of earth and stone.  

 At many points, well-known glaciers have entirely disappeared.  

 Very few seals and no whitefish are found in the eastern Arctic. 

 Vast shoals of herring and smelt are being encountered in the old seal fishing grounds.  

 Within a few years, it is predicted that due to the ice melt, the sea will rise and make most coastal cities uninhabitable.  
 

This was all duly reported by AP and published in the Washington Post on Nov. 2, 1922; 95 years ago. 43 

 

75 

In the engineering profession, we have a saying that has served us quite well: 
  

One Test Trumps a Thousand Expert Opinions 
 

While advocates predict impending disasters, they ignore history which gives us a full-scale test of global warm-

ing.  Between 800 and 1280AD the world experienced temperatures 4˚F (2⁰C) above contemporary levels.   

The change was for the better.   
 

 With Increased CO2  and Longer Growing Seasons, 

 Agriculture Flourished Even in Northern Latitudes.   
 

 The Climate Was Wetter 

Deserts Were Wet Enough to Support Advanced Civilizations.   
 

 Coastal Cities Were Not Flooded.   

Not Even Venice. 
 

 When Glaciers Receded,  

The Exposed Land Was Farmed.   
 

 The Northwest & Northeast Passages Are Shortening Sea Routes  

To Allow New Seaports in Northern Latitudes.   
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In My Less Than Humble Opinion:  
 

 Is the Climate Really Changing? 

Certainly.  The climate has always been changing.  This is the norm. 
 

 If So, Is It Getting Warmer or Colder? 

Warmer.  It appears to have been warming since 1850, but this could be a no more than a minor fluctuation.  
 

 Could We Be Entering the Next Ice Age? 

Possibly.  Each ice age was preceded by a period of global warming necessary to move water from the trop-

ics to the poles. 
 

 Is It Being Caused by Man? 

Doubtful.  Of the thousands of variables, man has little control of only one or two.  Yet, there is little doubt 

that man is increasing the amount of greenhouse gasses which may slightly accelerate the natural process. 
 

 Is There Anything We Can Do to Stop It? 

No!  Not unless we could call on Superman to change the tilt of the Earth’s axis. 
 

 Is There Anything We Can Do to Slow It? 

Very Little.   Even if we could reduce emissions of greenhouse gasses, it would have only minimal effect on 

the rate at which nature may be changing our climate.  
 

 Is It Really So Bad? 

Probably Not.   Adaptation will not be easy.  Yet, history shows that much of the world prospered during 

previous periods of global warming, and suffered during the climate we wish to preserve. 
 

 Why Are They Concentrating on CO2  Which, as a Greenhouse Gas, Is Only 1% as Affective as CH4 ? 

Don’t Know.  Might they be preparing us for a massive BTU tax?  Canada has initiated a 10% (50¢ /gallon) 

tax on all carbon fuels.  Democrats have been pushing “Cap & Trade;” which will double our electric bills.  

Al Gore has profited by selling $300 million worth of intangible “Carbon Credits”. 
 

 Is There any Real Problem with Increasing CO2? 

Yes.  Increasing carbolic acid in the seas threatens our food supply.  Reducing CO2 emissions to maintain a 

pH balance in the oceans does make sense. 
 

 Why Are Scientific Discussions and Opposing Opinions Stifled? 

Don’t Know.  Could it be that the whole idea of Global Warming has taken on the aspects of religion,  

and those who question the “faith” are considered heretics?   
 

 What Should We Do About It? 

Adapt.  This has enabled man to survive previous climate changes, even if it meant abandoning farms on 

Greenland and cities in the Yucatan. 
 

 

Has man become so powerful that he can stop the continuing climate changes that have been going on since the 

dawn of creation?  During the last 4 billion years, there has been one thing that has never changed; that is the cer-

tainty that the climate will continue to change.  It has changed in historical times. It will change again.   

 

As Heraclitus said so long ago, “There is only one absolute, and that is change.”   

 

In the words of physicist Richard Feynman, “Science is the belief in the ignorance of the experts,” 60 
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