NONE SO BLIND, NONE SO DEAF
10 December 2007 — 19h00 GMT

The best brains in the world have turned their backs on the methodology and analysis used by the
IPCC, yet the psyche of Governments and their “scientific” advisers remains focused on the false
science and false consensus claims put forward by the IPCC, why?

What is within the IPCC lobby that blinds you all to the truth?
There is absolutely and totally no case whatsoever for man-made global warming.

Which part of this assessment of the IPCC’s methodology do the advisers not understand?

“A list of the 72 violations of forecasting principles by the IPCC forecasting procedures is provided on the Public
Policy Special Interest Group Page at forecastingprinciples.com. The many violations provide further evidence
that the IPCC authors were unaware of evidence-based principles for forecasting. If they were aware of them, it
would have been incumbent on them to present evidence to justify their departures from best forecasting
practice. They did not do so. We conclude that because the forecasting processes examined in Chapter 8
overlook scientific evidence on forecasting, the IPCC forecasts of climate change are not scientific.”

By Kesten C. Green and J. Scott Armstrong, July 2007
www.nzclimatescience.org/images/PDFs/warmaudit43.pdf

Which part of this assessment of the IPCC’s analysis do the advisers not understand?

“Two detailed investigations by Committees of the House confirm that the IPCC has deliberately, persistently
and prodigiously exaggerated not only the effect of greenhouse gases on temperature but also the
environmental consequences of warmer weather. My fellow-participants, there is no climate crisis. The correct
policy response to a non-problem is to have the courage to do nothing. Take courage! Do nothing, and save the
world's poor from yet another careless, UN-driven slaughter.”

By Lord Monckton, 5 December 2007

www.thejakartapost.com/yesterdaydetail.asp?fileid=20071205.115

Which part of this assessment of the IPCC’s message do the advisers not understand?

“The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s (IPCC) new Summary for Policymakers (SPM) of its
Synthesis Report (SR) should be taken with several chunks of salt. The summary itself is a political document
that downplays assessments of uncertainty from the scientific reports written by the main body of the IPCC,
which themselves are far more subjective than the IPCC would have one believe. Equally important, both the
IPCC’s summaries and main reports omit much contrary evidence. In several cases, the SR disagrees with the
reports on which it is based, and it fails to take account of cautionary publications in the scientific literature that
were available early enough to have been incorporated into the SR. Climate change and climate policy are key
issues for future human welfare, but that concern should translate into sober analysis and actions that are likely
to do more good than harm. The people of the world should not let themselves be steamrolled by a report that
reflects the IPCC’s interest in promoting climate change fears, rather than in conveying the weight of the
scientific evidence.”

“The fact that the IPCC'’s reports omit so much recent evidence on key climate variables also suggests that the
agency moves too slowly to provide up-to-date input into climate policy debates. The rapid pace of today’s
climate research has, to a great extent left the lumbering IPCC in the dust.”

By Steven F. Hayward, Kenneth P. Green and Joel Schwartz, December 3, 2007
www.aei.org/publications/filter.all,publD.27185/pub_detail.asp (this link only works via copy and paste)

Similar assessments have been published by a great number of the world’s best scientific brains,
underwritten by tens of thousands of fellow scientists and those quoted here are merely a random
sample. The very top climate scientists agree that they collectively understand at best only 10% of
what is and what drives our climate, yet the IPCC is driving us all into fallacious schemes that will
have a nil effect on the climate. Can't you see that?

Here is the very latest scientific report into climate warming, published TODAY in the December
10, 2007 issue of the International Journal of Climatology of the Royal Meteorological Society.
Press Release link: http://science-sepp.blogspot.com/2007/12/press-release-dec-10-2007.html ,
from which | shall quote some pertinent points here:




“Climate scientists at the University of Rochester, the University of Alabama, and the University of
Virginia report that observed patterns of temperature changes (‘fingerprints’) over the last thirty years
are not in accord with what greenhouse models predict and can better be explained by natural
factors, such as solar variability. Therefore, climate change is ‘unstoppable’ and cannot be affected or
modified by controlling the emission of greenhouse gases, such as CO2, as is proposed in current
legislation. The current warming trend is simply part of a natural cycle of climate warming and cooling
that has been seen in ice cores, deep-sea sediments, stalagmites, etc., and published in hundreds of
papers in peer-reviewed journals. The mechanism for producing such cyclical climate changes is still
under discussion; but they are most likely caused by variations in the solar wind and associated
magnetic fields that affect the flux of cosmic rays incident on the earth’s atmosphere. In turn, such
cosmic rays are believed to influence cloudiness and thereby control the amount of sunlight reaching
the earth’s surface - and thus the climate. Our research demonstrates that the ongoing rise of
atmospheric CO2 has only a minor influence on clima  te change. We must conclude, therefore,
that attempts to control CO2 emissions are ineffect ive and pointless — but very costly. "

Are you so blinded that you just brush all of the above and all of the other articles aside and prefer to
stick with your own assessment because you are trapped in a system that tells you what to accept
and ignore the facts? Please take heart from the Archbishop of York, Dr John Sentamu, who finally
found the courage to publicly break the mould of silence on the issue of Zimbabwe. AGW is much
more serious than that though, by an order of magnitude, as it affects the entire planet.

Any and all arguments put forward by the perceived consensus of scientists who still have their
names engraved on the IPCC report are based on nothing more than theory and best fit computer
modelling. Normally varying weather patterns are “blamed” on AGW without any scientific basis and
for the sole purpose of scaremongering a gullible public. Imagine if there was another storm like the
one in 1703 — what would that be “blamed” on today? Please make a note of your local weather
predictions for the next 5 days, then write down the actual weather and please do so for 52 weeks
just to see how accurate the computer models are in predicting the weather right here, right now, just
5 days ahead, in a well established situation.

Below are further article and report links which | suggest you to read carefully and with an open mind.
| also urge you in the strongest possible terms to realise why there is this continued pressure to save
the planet by “curbing emissions” and “trading carbon credits”.

We need to find a way forward and away from these falsehoods. | stand to gain nothing by asking you
to read these articles and change your mind. My only and exclusive concern is for the truth to be
known about the hidden agenda for pushing AGW against all the odds, based on manipulated
consensus building and knowing what strings to pull when and where.
Please learn the lessons from history and wake up before it is too late.

We need to save the planet for sure, but cutting emissions is the most cruel and inefficient way to
achieve that aim and will in fact make matters worse for nearly all the people in all the lands that
make up our precious planet, can you not see that, please?!

Unfortunately, due to my lowly status as a single person in a world full of “experts”, | do not have
access to the corridors of power but fortunately, thanks to our wonderfully free world with its freedom
of speech, | can and will make my opinion known in as many ways as possible because | know for a
fact that the scientific basis for AGW does not exist. This is not only based on my own knowledge of
science, enhanced by over 40 years of experience and a generous 1Q. The conclusions | have come
to have all been confirmed in the past 12 months by the best brains in climatology, meteorology,
astrophysics and other related science disciplines and | will not stop writing letters and publishing
them on my website until the madness that is man-made global warming has stopped.

Letting that bandwagon roll on is our world’s greatest threat.

Much more urgent matters need our attention and res ources.

Remember Copernicus and Galileo, to name but some of the most famous individuals who dared to
think against the consensus of their day. This time, there are tens of thousands of top scientists who
think and say the same as what | have described above and which is further illustrated by the linked
random selection of articles and thousands of fully accredited additional articles available online and



in science magazines. You can ignore all the articles and you can ignore me, but you can not ignore
the weather or the truth In the long run, sorry about that.

With all the correct facts in hand, there is absolutely no way whatsoever that any clear thinking
person, scientist or not, can carry on agreeing with the scam that is the AGW lobby, so cleverly
marketed by Al Gore and the UN’s IPCC'’s false “wealth redistribution scheme”.

The extra 110ppmv of CO2 does not drive our weather and increasing or reducing the concentration
by 1, 10 or 100 ppmv will make no difference whatsoever. We have to adjust our exorbitant lifestyles
for sure, but not by reducing carbon emissions or paying out extortionate “fines” for missing emission
targets set by unelected bureaucrats for their own questionable reasons. It won’t work!

The time has come to tell the public what is true and what is not.

Please stop this “Global Warming” madness, please, for our planet’s sake.

Yours sincerely,

Hans Schreuder
Ipswich, UK

http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/storiepfya/monckton/consensus. pdf

http://www.climatescienceinternational.org/

http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/stories/papers/originals/mclean/agwfallacies.pdf

http://forecastingprinciples.com/Public_Policy/PolBears.pdf

http://www.thejakartapost.com/yesterdaydetail.asp?fileid=20071205.!15

http://nzclimatescience.net/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=58&Itemid=32

http://icecap.us/images/uploads/MM.JGR0O7-background.pdf

http://www.sepp.org/policy%20declarations/statment.html

http://www.csccc.info/reports/report 20.pdf

http://nzclimatescience.net/images/PDFs/unsoundscience3.

http://mclean.ch/climate/IPCC.htm

http://icecap.us/images/uploads/Evans-CO2DoesNotCauseGW.pdf

http://www.globalwarmingheartland.org/article.cfm?artld=22355

http://www.oism.org/pproject/s33p36.htm

http://nzclimatescience.net/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=125&Itemid=1

http://sitewave.net/news/MaryEllenGilder.htm

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/11/071129132753.htm

http://canadafreepress.com/2007/global-warming020507.htm

http://www.heartland.org/Article.cfm?artld=18971

http://nzclimatescience.net/index.php?option=com content&task=view&id=43&Iltemid=31

http://icecap.us/images/uploads/MM.JGRDecQ7.pdf

http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/stories/papers/monckton/whatgreenhouse/moncktongreenhousewarming.pdf

http://mises.org/story/2571

http://www.globalwarmingheartland.org/article.cfm?artld=22385




SAME GRAPH - DIFFERENT INTERPRETATION
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Original graph as displayed on the web site of the Royal Dutch Meteorological
Institute in De Bilt (KNMI - www knmi.nlinkCMS/news_detail jsp?id=39302)
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Starting from 1990 - nearly 18 years ago - | see a strong downwards trend.
Starting from1995,1998 or 2000, | still see a downward trend.

Even disregarding any starting point, there is no way that the alarmist upward trends
in the original graph can be drawn using any scientific hasis.

That graph is pure scaremongering and a complete nonsense. My interpretation has
as much scientific validity as the meteorologists’ at the KNMI.

The scientific understanding of what drives the climate is still in its infancy and
predictions of weather for the following day are often still wrong - a mere 24h ahead!

Even using the latest and most accurate solar energy based weather forecasting
techniques are at best 80% accurate and can at best look 12 months ahead.

Any weather or temperature forecast over just one decade is nonsense and has no
more then a video games' chance of mirroring reality.

Remember that at the beginning of this year, a hot and dry summer was forecast for

the UK for 2007. Actual: wet and miserable, just like a British summer, really. With the
exception of a few hot Spring days. Weather . . . . unpredictable, for obvious reasons.

Graphics also available online at: www ilovermycarbondioxide comiTemp html







