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https://users.ox.ac.uk/~sfop0060/pdf/Philosopher%20at%20the%20IPCC.pdf

IPCC in 2001

Here’s an
idea of
complex
and chaotic
climate
forcings
Source: Henri Masson, Complex/Chaotic Systems
Expert
https://www.portoconference2018.org/presentati
ons.html

The IPCC AR6 says 100% of the warming
since 1860 is human caused. Ask Yourself…

Really?
While human industrial emissions
are significant, carbon dioxide is
just one small element of this
complex interplay.

The long-term
geological
record shows
no correlation
between CO2
and warming
Dr. Roger Higgs reviewed the
list of IPCC scientist and found
that they do not include
geologists.
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/04/27/in
tergovernmental-panel-on-climate-changeipcc-next-report-ar6-due-2022-%e2%88%92again-no-geologists/?highlight=roger%20higgs

Page SPM -5 Footnote 9 The period 1850–1900 represents the earliest period of
sufficiently globally complete observations to estimate global surface temperature
and, consistent with AR5 and SR1.5, is used as an approximation for preindustrial conditions.

Temperature
Monitoring
Stations Prior
to 1860 – Hard
to believe the
IPCC has an
accurate
baseline.

Maybe we should ask Greta to stop
scaring people – esp children

https://twitter.com/GretaThunberg/status/1424786109859565580

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/world/2018-02-08/two-degree-delusion

Code Red?

“Not only is this wrong, it is
irresponsible. Nowhere does the
IPCC report say that billions of
people are at immediate risk.”
https://rogerpielkejr.substack.com/p/how-to-understand-the-new-ipcc-report

“IPCC WG1 recognizes
disaster normalization. Great!
There's 54 studies that IPCC
could have cited in this
literature. 53/54 claim no
attribution of disaster losses
to climate change. 1/54
claims attribution to climate
change. Which papers were
cited by IPCC? Only 1 (the
1/54)“ – Roger Pielke, Jr.

https://twitter.com/RogerPielkeJr/status/1425141543510241280

Code Red on
Extreme
 These conclusions of the IPCC, and presented
Weather?
in the language of the IPCC below, indicate
that it is simply incorrect to claim that on
NOPE.

climate time scales the frequency or intensity
of extreme weather and climate events has
increased for: flooding, drought
(meteorological or hydrological), tropical
cyclones, winter storms, thunderstorms,
tornadoes, hail, lightning or extreme winds
(so, storms of any type). – Roger Pielke, Jr.
https://rogerpielkejr.substack.com/p/how-to-understand-the-new-ipcc-report1e3?r=2n1fv&utm_campaign=post&utm_medium=web&utm_source=twitter

“This is huge news. Fantastic in fact.
Why? The extreme scenario RCP8.5
was in the most recent IPCC report
identified as our most likely future.
Now IPCC has completely reversed
that, and it is now considered low
likelihood. There could not be a more
profound change in the scenario
foundation of climate science.
Instead of apocalyptic warnings about
“immediate risk” a top line message of
this report should be: Great News! The
Extreme Scenario that IPCC Saw as
Most Likely in 2013 is Now Judged
Low Likelihood. I am actually floored
that this incredible change in such a
short time apparently hasn’t even
been noticed, much less broadcast
around the world.” – Roger Pielke, Jr.
https://rogerpielkejr.substack.com/p/how-to-understand-thenew-ipcc-report

Most cited,
least likely.
Implausible.

None-the-less, RCP8.5 is still most
referenced in the new report.

Not to be
compared
Distorting the view of our
climate future: The misuse and
abuse of climate pathways and
scenarios – Roger Pielke, Jr. and
Justin Ritchie

https://www.sciencedirect.com
/science/article/abs/pii/S221462
9620304655

This page is from Environment Canada’s report, but
the imagery is referred to an re-used in Dr.
Katharine Hayhoe’s “Alberta’s Climate Future”
report. You can see her improperly comparing
these pathways in a public lecture here:
https://youtu.be/HjVyvKNlI2Q

https://friendsofscience.org/assets/documents/
Alberta%20Climate%20Future%20rebuttal.pdf

Surprisingly, climate scientists
from IPCC-circles only last
week admitted that their new
AR6 generation of climate
models are ‘overheated’ and
therefore too alarmist. The
admission also raises
questions on the reliability of
temperature forecasts of the
IPCC previous generation of
models in the 2014 AR5 report,
which used an extremely high
RCP8.5 emissions scenario,
often inappropriately touted
as a business-as-usual case
and used to promote extreme
climate action. - CLINTEL

https://clintel.org/statement-clintel-new-ipcc-report-provides-littleobjective-basis-for-policymaking/

PROF. FRITZ VAHRENHOLT, LONGTIME GERMAN ENVIRONMENTALIST,
IPCC EXPERT REVIEWER, CHEMIST,
PAST ENVIRONMENT MINISTER, AND
AUTHOR OF SEVERAL WORKS ON
SUN’S INFLUENCE ON
CLIMATE REPORTEDLY SAID THAT
“ONE NOTICES IN THE REPORT THAT
IT’S PRIMARILY POLITICALLY AND
LESS SCIENTIFICALLY ANCHORED.”
VAHRENHOLT ALSO REJECTS THE
PAGES2K “THE SON OF THE HOCKEY
STICK” GRAPH, WHICH HE SAYS “IS
AS WRONG AS THE MODEL
RESULTS”

“Son of Hockey Stick”
Pg. SPM-7 IPCC AR6



Vahrenholt questions IPCC claims that humancausation is greater than natural influences.



“The IPCC is on very thin ice with this. It assumes rock
solid that 100% of the warming since 1850 is manmade. All natural climate factors, which must have
worked in former times (because the pre-industrial
climate changed also significantly) must have been
switched off today by 'magic hand'. How does that
work?”

The Belgian group behind “Science,
Climate and Energy” also were
scathing in their review, writing that
despite 14,000 references in the
IPCC report, there is no mention of
Dansgaard-Oeschger events.
They explain that “these are periods
of extreme warming with increases
of over 8 ° C in 40-50 years. Does
that seem like little to you? Note
that currently, the temperature
change has been + 0.14 ° C /
decade since January 1979, i.e.
0.01 ° C / year (one hundredth). The
current increase is therefore + 0.7 °
C (seven tenths) in 50 years which
is more than 10 times lower than a
DO event!”

https://www.science-climatenergie.be/2021/08/10/sce-info-lenouveau-testament-du-giec-est-enfindisponible/#more-15908

https://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/abrupt
-climatechange/Heinrich%20and%20Dansg
aard%E2%80%93Oeschger%20Events

A.1.2 “Each of the last four decades has
been successively warmer than any
decade that preceded it since 1850”. I
suspect the survivors of the Dirty
Thirties may have something to say
about that. Measured temperatures
were much hotter back then. If only the
climate scientists of the time could have
homogenized those temperatures down
as easily as our “climate scientists” do….
How much of the “HOTTEST YEARS
EVER” is due to homogenization?
– Ron Davison, P. Eng.
https://climatechangeandmusic.com/te
mperature-manipulation/

Sea Level Rise
Does not look
concerning
compared to
the 400 ft rise
already
experienced.
Land
subsidence or
coastal erosion
is more often
the factor.

Submarine Geothermal Left Out

The Blob was created by natural submarine volcanic activity.
Three blobs of warm water seen off the North American coast,
ranging from Alaska to Mexico dated September 1, 2014 can be
explained by pulses of eruption activity transporting the warmer
surficial waters to these locations. Because of the existence of
warmer surficial seawater in the northern hemisphere, cooler
waters from the southern hemisphere were drawn northwards.
This may help to account for the observed contraction of Arctic
Ocean sea ice and the expansion of Antarctic Ocean sea ice.
The timing of the volcanic eruption and the Blob is therefore
close to perfect. In conclusion, the warm sea-surface
temperature observed in the Blob was initially caused by the
submarine eruption of the Nishino-shima volcano. Prof. Wiss Yim
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wpcontent/uploads/2021/04/ImpEng2016A.pdf

Climate Change
Your Mind:
Rebutting the
Canadian
Government’s
Climate Report
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/05/01/cli
mate-change-your-mind-rebutting-canadiangovernments-climate-report/

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41558019-0543-4

How RCP8.5 came to
dominate climate research
https://www.forbes.com/sites/rogerpielke/2020/01/02/ho
w-billionaires-tom-steyer-and-michael-bloombergcorrupted-climate-science/?sh=22b13c9702c6

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41558-020009846?utm_source=other&utm_medium=other&ut
m_content=null&utm_campaign=JRCN_1_DD
01_CN_NatureRJ_article_paid_XMOL

•

TAKEAWAYS

No climate emergency - RCP8.5 least
likely
No increased trend in extreme weather
events
Natural factors in climate have not been
properly considered
Climate models run too hot = climate
policies like carbon taxes are ‘too
hot’/’too high’ as well
IPCC claims to be policy neutral but
officials are publicly pushing NetZero –
which is not supported by the evidence,
nor is it possible

Image licensed from Shutterstock

Magical
Thinking on
NetZero

NetZero – Not
Possible


Achieving net zero for an entire
economy would face
insuperable technical and cost
barriers



It would demand unacceptable
political changes for
democratic societies.



Today, 84% of the primary
energy needs of the world are
met by oil, natural gas and coal.



Five per cent is met by
renewable energy sources.



Net zero means increasing the
uses of renewable energy
entirely to replace the 84% of
energy supplied by oil, natural
gas and coal, and doing this in
less than 30 years.

Many of the Technologies Needed are Not Available
The following are examples of technologies that would be needed to meet the “net zero” goals,
but are not ready yet:


Cellulosic ethanol as vehicle fuels



Electrification of long-distance trucks (“semis”)



Electrification of commercial aircraft



Grid-scale electricity storage in batteries



Hydrogen produced from renewables



Large-scale tidal power



Production of petrochemical products without hydrocarbon feedstocks



Recovery of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere

No one can predict when, or even if, the technologies listed above will reach the stage of
commercial viability, let alone wide-scale commercial acceptance.

The Costs to
Consumers and
the Economy
would be
Unacceptably
High

Image licensed from Shutterstock

Cost-Benefit Analysis?
There isn’t one.


The largest of these costs so far in Canada has
been the loss in value of the energy and mining
projects cancelled due directly and indirectly to
climate policies - $196 billion over the 2014 to
2019 period.



The industries most likely to be affected in future
are in petroleum, petrochemicals, mining, metal
refining and fabrication, cement, steel, pulp and
paper, and vehicle and parts manufacture.



In other words, climate policies threaten to
accelerate the deindustrialization of the
Canadian economy and eliminate our most
productive and economically viable resource
industries, imposing great harm on the regions
now dependent on them.

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2020/03/20/prosperity-foregone-a-summary/

Costs to Canada


Costs to taxpayers of over 300 existing federal and provincial
government programs to reduce emissions, including
contributions for mass transit infrastructure – never officially
costed, but at least $10 billion per year



• Costs to consumers of carbon dioxide taxes - $6.6 billion in 20212022, rising to at least $28 billion per year in 2030, and more after
that



• Costs of ratepayer subsidies to renewable energy for power
generation – not costed across Canada, but $4 billion per year in
Ontario and due to rise sharply in Alberta and Saskatchewan



• Cost of pipeline restrictions on market access for Canadian oil
producers - $14 billion



• Cost of energy and mining projects cancelled due directly and
indirectly to climate policies - $196 billion over the 2014 to 2019
period



• Cost of foregone investment in Canadian hydrocarbons industry
due to climate policy – no authoritative estimate, but probably in
range of $100 billion per year

Image licensed from Shutterstock

The World Cannot Produce the
Materials Needed for Such a Transition
in the Timeframes Proposed


In May 2021 the International Energy Agency (IEA)
issued a report on “The Role of Critical Minerals in
Clean Energy Transitions”.



The IEA projected that the demand for key minerals
such as lithium, graphite, nickel and rare-earth
minerals would explode, rising by 4200 percent, 2,500
percent, 1,900 percent and 700 percent respectively,
by 2040.



The world does not have the capacity to meet such
demand and there are no plans to fund and build the
necessary mines and refineries.



Note – it takes ~16 years to get a mine from discovery
to operational status and production; all mining
requires significant fossil fuels for operations.

Nickle mine https://www.teslarati.com/teslanickel-sourcing-problem/

The Costs and Changes in Standards of Living Involved
Would not be Accepted by Western Countries under
Democratic Systems of Government

No precedents for governments of democratic
countries imposing such high costs on their
citizens as those entailed in net zero policies


Even in countries governed by totalitarian regimes, as in the former Soviet
Union, Nazi Germany and today’s China, where governments imposed
central planning and absolute state control…



no country has sought to force the implementation of comprehensive
changes where the results of the changes were known from the outset to
sharply diminish the incomes and standards of living of the people
governed.
Graphical display of
meeting Canada’s
climate targets.

Non-OECD Countries Will Continue to
Place their Economic Development
Objectives Ahead of Emissions
Reduction

The global
dog will not
be wagged
by the eversmaller G7 tail.

https://www.nineadvisory.com/blog/is-the-tail-wagging-the-dog



By 2050, the world population is projected to
grow by more than two billion people.



Almost all of that growth will occur in Asia
and Africa which, by 2050, will hold 80% of
the world’s population.



Emerging markets (E7) could grow around
twice as fast as advanced economies on
average.



The billions of people living in those regions
cannot, and will not, be constrained from
making sensible economic choices by the
climate policy preferences of those in the
west who already enjoy high incomes and
living standards.

#WeDOHaveTime

Listen to the >900
scientists and scholars of
CLINTEL, not the carbon
offset backers cashing
in on climate fear.

Thank you.

https://friendsofscienc
e.org/index.php?id=1
60



About



Friends of Science Society is an independent
group of earth, atmospheric and solar scientists,
engineers, and citizens that is celebrating its 19th
year of offering climate science insights. After a
thorough review of a broad spectrum of literature
on climate change, Friends of Science Society
has concluded that the sun is the main driver of
climate change, not carbon dioxide (CO2).



Friends of Science Society
P.O. Box 23167, Mission P.O.
Calgary, Alberta
Canada T2S 3B1
Toll-free Telephone: 1-888-789-9597
Web: friendsofscience.org
E-mail: contact(at)friendsofscience(dot)org
Web: climatechange101.ca

