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Congress Was Grossly Exaggerated

Don’'t Panic!

Why Forecasts of Man-Made Climate Change are Exatgge
A Lecture by Warren Meyer of Climate-Skeptic.com

Cost: Free to the public

When: November 10, 2009 from 7-9PM

Where: Phoenix Country Day School auditorium "8treet just north of
Camelback

It is often said in the press that the scienceatdstrophic man-made global warming is “settled,”
and that skeptics are therefore anti-science fotimoing to challenge the inevitability of
substantial global warming and resulting horrenddumsate change.

However, most of the people who say this have ns@en the scientific case for claiming that
global warming fears are exaggerated.

During this two hour lecture and discussion, wd @alver such topics as:
- Why greenhouse gasses like CO2 warm the Earth.

How most forecasts of warming from manmade causegrassly exaggerated, which helps to
explain why actual temperatures have been flattaadindershooting warming forecasts
How natural processes lead to climate variatioas @he being falsely interpreted as man-made.
A discussion of public policy initiatives, of whige current cap-and-trade bill will be tremendously
expensive for whatever small benefits it might harel of a much lower-cost alternative to
current cap-and-trade bills that has been propbgé&bngressman Jeff Flake.
The historic role of amateurs in climate sciencé examples of how local students have
contributed.

Warren Meyer is the author of one of the top 5-diérsce-based skeptical web sites. He has a degree
mechanical and aerospace engineering from Prindémhorersity and a masters degree from Harvard.
Most of his training is in control theory and tloedcasting of complex dynamic systems, which twinto
be the key failure points in most catastrophic atienforecasts. His mission over the last few ybatk at
this web site and my lectures and debates hastbéeach the science of global warming in ways #net
accessible to the general public.

Example Charts from a Previous Lecture:
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Example Climate Issue: Positive Feedback
By Warren Meyer

| often make a wager with my audiences. | will thetm that unless they are regular readers ofdieace-
based climate sites, | can tell them somethinglatey fundamental about global warming theory they
have never heard. What | tell them is this:

Man-made global warming theory is not one theoryibbdact two totally separate theories chained
together. These two theories are:

1. Man-made greenhouse gasses, such as CO2, actirgwvailbwarm the planet between 1.0
and 1.5 degrees Celsius by the year 2100.

2. The Earth’s climate system is dominated by positeezibacks, such that the warming
from Greenhouse gasses alone is amplified 3-5 oe times. Most of the warming in
catastrophic forecasts comes from this secondtefiet directly from greenhouse gas
warming.

This is not some weird skeptic’s fantasy. This-wemt description of catastrophic global warmingdty
is right out of the latest IPCC report. Most ¢ tharming in the report’s forecasts actually resfrthm the
theory of positive feedback in #2ot from greenhouse gasses directly.

One of the most confusing issues for average pewplehing the climate debate is how one side cguear
so adamantly that the science is “settled” andther can argue just the opposite. The explandigsrin
large part with this two-part theory. There isightdegree of consensus around propositionl, evemg
skeptics. We may disagree that the warming is @8T2C, but few on the science end of the debate
would argue that CO2 has no effect on warming. Mfieople say “the science is settled” they generall
want to talk about proposition 1 and avoid discusf proposition 2.

That is because proposition 2 is far from settl€e notion that a long-term stable system can be
dominated by very high positive feedbacks offerndsintuition of many natural scientists, who kndnatt
most natural processes (short of nuclear fissiompaminated by negative feedbacks. Sure, there ar
positive feedbacks in climate, just as there agatiee feedbacks. The key is how these net obe T
direct evidence that the Earth’s climate is dongddiy strong net positive feedbacks is at bestveqgl,
and in fact evidence is growing that negative feetls may dominate, thus greatly reducing expected
future warming from greenhouse gasses.

In my public presentations, | typically will
Explain this split of catastrophic man-made glolatming theory into two propositions, and how
most of the predicted catastrophe comes from tbengkproposition rather than the first
Show how skeptics have hurt their credibility byirig to challenge proposition #1
Explain the mechanics in simple terms of positind aegative feedback
Show the data and evidence related to feedback
Show from historic temperature numbers that assomgpbdf high positive feedback are extremely
unlikely to be correct.

| have a video related to these issues of feedaadKorecasts on YouTube in a 9 minute video titled
“Don’t Panic — Flaws in Catastrophic Global Warmifgrecasts.” See all my videos at
http://www.youtube.com/user/coyoteblog.



