To the Stern Commttee

Pl ease acknow edge by email receipt of the follow ng
docunents (including 4
attachnents).

The current scientific basis of the Kyoto Protocol is deeply
flawed - its

great est weaknesses include excessive reliance on:

1) The 1 PCC 2001 Sunmary for Policymakers (SPM report,
which is nowin

di srepute. The cornerstone of that |IPCC report is the
"hockey stick" curve"

produced by Mann Bradl ey and Hughes in 1998 (often call ed
MBHO8) and two

subsequent papers by Mann et al. This work by Mann et al
concl uded that the

20th century was the warnest in the past 1000 years and the
1990's was the

war nest decade, and this warmng was primarily due to
humanki nd.

It is highly probable that none of this is true. Canadi ans
Ross McKitrick

and Steve McIntyre have denonstrated the flawed science
behi nd Mann's hockey

stick and have shown, anong other fatal deficiencies, that
any random nunber

data fed into the MBHO8 conputer code produces a hockey
stick shaped graph

The US House Energy Conmittee has | aunched a federal

i nvestigation of the

Mann hockey stick fiasco and the work of | PCC 2001.

See

<htt p:// energycommrer ce. house. gov/ 108/ Let t er s/ 06232005_1570. h
tnp

2) Cimate conputer nodels that greatly exaggerate the
i npact on gl obal

t enperat ures of increased atnospheric CO2 | evels.

The followi ng email exchange with Lord May of the Royal
Soci ety summari zes

this situation:

----- Oiginal Message-----



From Allan MacRae

Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2005 5:40 AM

To: 'May, Robert’

Subject: RE: To the Oficers of The Royal Society, London
SWL

Dear Lord My,

Thank you for your response - | have read your joint
statement on climate
change at

<ht t p: // www. r oyal soc. ac. uk/ di spl aypagedoc. asp?i d=13034>
This statenent is materially inaccurate on at |east two
counts:

1. The underlying physics is incorrect - the correct physics
is as outlined

by Vei zer (in the paper previously sent to you, and in an
earlier paper by

Vei zer and Shaviv) and is the opposite of that assunmed by
the I PCC and your

Royal Society. The primary driver of Earth's climate is

sol ar and cel esti al,

whi ch drives the water cycle, which in turn drives the CO2
cycle. In

summary, CO2 is not the driver, but the result.

2. Even if the IPCC s physi cs was correct, which it is not,
the I PCC s

climte conputer nodels vastly exaggerate the anmount of
warm ng. A

hypot heti cal doubling of atnospheric CO2 from pre-industri al
| evel s (an

event which is highly unlikely to occur due to human
activity) would cause

warm ng of |ess than 1 degree C

The Kyoto Protocol and other such CO2 abatenent schenes are
massi ve wastes

of scarce gl obal resources that should be used to alleviate
real problens,

not squandered on fictitious ones.

Respectfully yours, Allan MacRae

Attached in pdf format for use of the Stern Comrittee as you
see fit are the
fol | ow ng:



1. A Public Comment in response to the announcenent in the
Canada Gazette,

Part 1, July 16, 2005 regardi ng proposed “LFE regul ati ons”
for Large Final

Emtters of G eenhouse Gases.

2. A paper published by Dr. Sallie Baliunas, Harvard

Uni versity

astrophysicist, Dr. TimPatterson, Carleton University
Pal eocl i mat ol ogi st

and ne in 2002 which provides an alternative view of the
sci ence of gl oba

warmng - this paper still remains valid today, although it
does not include

new i nsi ghts such as those provided by Dr. Jan Vei zer of
Uni versity of

O tawa and col | eagues.

3. A 2003 paper by Vei zer and Shaviv.
4. A 2005 paper by Vei zer.

In conclusion, even if the mandate of your conmttee is not
to exam ne the

flawed scientific basis of clinmate change as presented by
the |1 PCC, you

shoul d include in your econom c anal yses a scenario in which
humanmade

gl obal warm ng does not exceed 1 degree C - this wll
largely elimnate the

errors of I PCC 2001 SPM and the clinmate conputer nodels.

A further suggestion for your commttee is to conduct a ful
life-cycle

energy audit of alternative energy technol ogi es such as fue
et hanol

produced fromcorn and | and- based wind power. You nmay be
surprised to learn

that sone of these energy technol ogi es produce | ess energy
intheir entire

operating lifetinme than is consuned in their fabrication,
constructi on,

tie-in, operation and deconm ssi oni ng.



Respectful ly yours,

Allan MR McRae, B.Sc., MEng., P.Eng.
#902 - 318 26th Ave SW

Cal gary, Canada T2S2T9

URL's are provide below for the follow ng attachnents:
2: Baliunas, Patterson and MacRae - This includes our
article and our
rebuttal and a pro-Kyoto argunent from the Penbina
Institute.
<htt p: // ww. apegga. or g/ what snew peggs/ WEB11_02/ kyot o_pt . ht n»
3. Veizer and Shaviv 2003 - Full article at
<http://wwv. gsaj our nal s. or g/ pdf serv/ 10. 1130%2F1052 -
5173(2003) 013%3C0004: CDOP
CY¥3E2. 0. CO/8B2>
4. Veizer 2005 - Full article at
<http://ww. gac. ca/ JOURNALS/ GACV32No1Vei zer . pdf >
Best regards, Allan

----- Oiginal Message-----

From Al l an MacRae [rmailto:firsst @haw. ca]
Sent : Friday, Cctober 14, 2005 5:26 AM
To: ‘'callforevidence@ternrevi ew. org. uk

Subject: Call for Evidence - Response
To the Stern Commttee

Pl ease acknow edge by enail receipt of the follow ng
docunents (including 4
attachnents).

The current scientific basis of the Kyoto Protocol is deeply
flaned - its

great est weaknesses include excessive reliance on:

1) The 1 PCC 2001 Summary for Policynmakers (SPM report,
which is nowin

di srepute. The cornerstone of that I PCC report is the
"hockey stick" curve"

produced by Mann Bradl ey and Hughes in 1998 (often called

MBHO8) and two



subsequent papers by Mann et al. This work by Mann et al
concl uded that the

20th century was the warnest in the past 1000 years and the
1990's was the

war nest decade, and this warmng was primarily due to
humanki nd.

It is highly probable that none of this is true. Canadi ans
Ross McKitrick

and Steve Mclntyre have denonstrated the flawed science
behi nd Mann's hockey

stick and have shown, anong other fatal deficiencies, that
any random nunber

data fed into the MBHO8 conputer code produces a hockey
stick shaped graph

The US House Energy Conmittee has | aunched a federal

i nvestigation of the

Mann hockey stick fiasco and the work of | PCC 2001.

See

<htt p://energycomer ce. house. gov/ 108/ Letters/ 06232005 _1570. h
tnp

2) Cimte conputer nodels that greatly exaggerate the
i npact on gl obal

t enperat ures of increased atnospheric CO2 | evels.

The fol l owi ng email exchange with Lord May of the Royal
Soci ety summari zes

this situation:

----- Oiginal Message-----

From Allan MacRae

Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2005 5:40 AM

To: 'May, Robert’

Subject: RE: To the Oficers of The Royal Society, London
SWL

Dear Lord May,

Thank you for your response - | have read your joint
statenment on climte
change at

<htt p://ww. royal soc. ac. uk/ di spl aypagedoc. asp?i d=13034>

This statement is materially inaccurate on at |east two
counts:

1. The underlying physics is incorrect - the correct physics
is as outlined



by Veizer (in the paper previously sent to you, and in an
earlier paper by

Vei zer and Shaviv) and is the opposite of that assuned by
the I PCC and your

Royal Society. The primary driver of Earth's climate is

sol ar and cel esti al,

whi ch drives the water cycle, which in turn drives the CO2
cycle. In

summary, CO2 is not the driver, but the result.

2. Even if the IPCC s physics was correct, which it is not,
the I1PCC s

climate conmputer nodel s vastly exaggerate the amount of
warm ng. A

hypot heti cal doubling of atnospheric CO2 from pre-industri al
| evel s (an

event which is highly unlikely to occur due to human
activity) would cause

warm ng of |ess than 1 degree C

The Kyoto Protocol and other such CO2 abatenment schenes are
massi ve wast es

of scarce global resources that should be used to alleviate
real problens,

not squandered on fictitious ones.

Respectful ly yours, Allan MacRae

Attached in pdf format for use of the Stern Conmttee as you
see fit are the
fol | ow ng:

1. A Public Corment in response to the announcenent in the
Canada Gazette,

Part 1, July 16, 2005 regardi ng proposed “LFE regul ati ons”
for Large Final

Emtters of G eenhouse Gases.

2. A paper published by Dr. Sallie Baliunas, Harvard
University

astrophysicist, Dr. TimPatterson, Carleton University

Pal eocl i mat ol ogi st

and ne in 2002 which provides an alternative view of the
sci ence of gl oba

warmng - this paper still remains valid today, although it
does not i nclude



new i nsi ghts such as those provided by Dr. Jan Veizer of
Uni versity of
O tawa and col | eagues.

3. A 2003 paper by Veizer and Shaviv.
4. A 2005 paper by Vei zer.

In conclusion, even if the nmandate of your conmmttee is not
to exam ne the

flawed scientific basis of climte change as presented by
the 1 PCC, you

shoul d include in your econom c anal yses a scenario in which
humannade

gl obal warm ng does not exceed 1 degree C - this wll
largely elimnate the

errors of IPCC 2001 SPM and the clinmate conputer nodels.

A further suggestion for your commttee is to conduct a ful
life-cycle

energy audit of alternative energy technol ogi es such as fue
et hanol

produced fromcorn and | and- based wi nd power. You may be
surprised to learn

that sone of these energy technol ogi es produce | ess energy
in their entire

operating lifetinme than is consuned in their fabrication,
construction,

tie-in, operation and decomm ssioni ng.

Respectful ly yours,
Allan MR MacRae, B.Sc., MEng., P.Eng.
#902 - 318 26th Ave SW
Cal gary, Canada T2S2T9
<< File: Kyoto - Canada Gazette Response Aug 2005. pdf >>
<< File: Kyoto -
PEGG article Dr.8d.pdf >> << File: Kyoto - Veizer & Shaviv
2003. pdf >> <<
File: Kyoto - Veizer 2005 GACV32Nol. pdf >>






