To: Air and Radiation Docket and Information Center, 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Mailcode: 2822T, 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington, DC 20460.

a-and-rDocket@epa.gov
Copy: Joe Dougherty, Office of Air and Radiation,

E-mail address: Dougherty.Joseph-J@epa.gov
Telephone number: (202) 564–1659 

Fax number: (202) 564–1543

Copy: Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budget (OMB), Attn: Desk Officer for EPA, 725 17th St., NW, Washington, DC 20503.

RE: Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for Greenhouse Gases Under the Clean Air Act, EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0318-0117

From: Joseph D’Aleo, Certified Consultant Meteorologist, American Meteorological Society Fellow

Credentials: Joseph D’Aleo was the first Director of Meteorology at the cable TV Weather Channel. He has over 30 years experience in professional meteorology. Mr. D’Aleo was Chief Meteorologist at Weather Services International Corporation and Senior Editor of “Dr. Dewpoint” for WSI’s popular Intellicast.com web site. He is a former college professor of Meteorology at Lyndon State College. He has authored and presented a number of papers as well as published a book focused on advanced applications enabled by new technologies and how research into ENSO and other atmospheric and oceanic phenomena has made skillful seasonal forecasts possible. Mr. D’Aleo has also authored many articles and made numerous presentations on the roles cycles in the sun and oceans have played in climate change.

Mr. D’Aleo is a Certified Consultant Meteorologist and was elected a Fellow of the American Meteorological Society (AMS). He has served as a member and then chairman of the American Meteorological Society’ Committee on Weather Analysis and Forecasting, and has co-chaired national conferences for both the American Meteorological Society and the National Weather Association. Mr. D’Aleo was elected a Councilor for the AMS.

Joseph D’Aleo is a graduate of the University of Wisconsin BS, MS and was in the doctoral program at NYU.

Mr. D’Aleo’s areas of expertise include climatology, natural factors involved in climate change, weather and climate prediction, and North Atlantic Oscillation (NAO).
Please find the following comments related to the questions raised in the ANPR and in The Endangerment Technical Support Document [TSD]:

1. EPA seeks comment on the best available science for purposes of the endangerment discussion, and in particular on the use of the more recent findings of the U.S. Climate Change Science Program.

2. EPA also invites comment on the extent to which it would be appropriate to use the most recent IPCC reports, including the chapters focusing on North America, and the U.S. government Climate Change Science Program synthesis reports as scientific assessments that could serve as an important source or as the primary basis for the Agency’s issuance of “air quality criteria.”

3. EPA requests comments on the issuance of “air quality criteria” following listing, as well as the adequacy of the available scientific literature [synthesis reports such as the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Fourth Assessment Report and various reports of the US Climate Change Science Program]

4.  The Endangerment Technical Support Document provides evidence that the U.S. and the rest of the world are experiencing effects from climate change now.

SUMMARY COMMENTS

The following are comments filed August 14, 2008 with NOAA on its First Draft of the Climate Change Science Report Unified Synthesis Product (CCSP) related to its errors, omissions, unsupportable claims, misleading comments, and results not reproducible and/or not validated. The comments were filed as Petitions for Correction under the Federal Information Quality Act. EPA is bound by the same law and should review all comments filed with NOAA to understand the profound errors and misrepresentations in the CCSP. EPA cannot use the CCSP as a reliable source for its “endangerment” deliberations.

I submit the attached filed comments on the CCSP for the ANPR record (links provided for reference):

1. http://icecap.us/images/uploads/JSD_CCSP_DataIntegrity.pdf

2. http://icecap.us/images/uploads/JSD_CCSP_HeatWaves.pdf

3. http://icecap.us/images/uploads/JSD_CCSP_NERegional.pdf

4. http://icecap.us/images/uploads/JSD_CCSP_KeyFinding9.pdf

5. http://icecap.us/images/uploads/JSD_CCSP_CO2Oceansandsolar.pdf

6. http://icecap.us/images/uploads/JSD_CCSP_ARCTICGREENLAND.pdf

7. http://icecap.us/images/uploads/JSD_CCSP_SeaLevels.pdf

8. http://icecap.us/images/uploads/JSD_CCSP_NWRegional.pdf

9. http://icecap.us/images/uploads/MK_CCSP_Benefits.pdf

The following is a brief summary of each of the comments filed. EPA should refer to the complete filed comments for the detailed documentation supporting the corrections required in the CCSP.

Data Integrity-1

There are major data coverage and integrity issues with the global and US data bases that require a third party review before release of any official report and any policy decisions are made. It is impermissible to make this claim that the warming is as depicted in the diagram on the cover page and on page 22 of the CCSP given the following, confounding research/findings. 

These include:

(1) Major questions about the impact of major station dropout observed since 1990

(2) Major questions about the handling of the missing data, which has in many large regions also increased dramatically since 1990

(3) Major issues as to how urbanization and land use (siting) changes, clearly man’s greatest effect on local climates, are handled.

(4) Lack of visibility into the adjustments being made to the raw data. Some parts of this key process like time of observation adjustments are well documented and understood but most others are not. Data and documentation of the adjustments made is not being made available for independent review even when requests are being made through proper channels.

(5) Some instrumentation changes have taken place without apparent adjustments for known biases

(6) Ocean data given that 70% of the globe is ocean is critical to determining a global mean temperature. Changing methods not unlike changing instrumentation for land stations introduce biases and errors that must be properly accounted for. A potential remedy in the form of ARGO diving buoys is now in place, but the issue adds uncertainty to past assessment of global temperatures.

CORRECTION REQUIRED

Though there has clearly been some cyclical warming in recent decades, the global surface station based data is seriously compromised by urbanization and other local factors (land-use /land-cover, improper siting, station dropout, instrument changes unaccounted for and missing data) and thus the databases overestimate the warming. Numerous peer-reviewed papers in the last several years have shown this overestimation may be the order of 30 to 50%.  Since the past temperature trends is the entire underpinning of the CCSP, and these issues are not properly addressed, the report itself should be put on hold and an independent third party audit of the temperature data bases and adjustments with full transparency is mandated. We can’t make good policy decisions based on flawed, uncertain historical data. 

Heat Waves-2

1) Heat Waves
This comment involves both an inconsistency and a factual error. On page 6, in “Key Findings”, Finding #4 states that “The United States has experienced an increase in heat waves…” while on page 39, it is said “Extreme heat waves that are now considered rare will occur more frequently in the future.” 

First, if the former is true in any meaningful sense then the latter cannot be.

Further, neither is true for either the United States or globally. The heat records are still dominated by the early 20th century events in all locations. 

2)  Heat Wave Morbidity

On page 8 it is noted that “Significant increases in illness and death related to extreme heat are projected, along with small decreases in cold-related impacts.”

The claim that warming increases morbidity rates is a myth. Dr. Robert Mendelsohn, an environmental economist from Yale University, argues that heat-stress deaths are caused by temperature variability and not warming. Those deaths grow in number not as climates warm but as the variability in climate increases. The deaths are greater in northern climates when sudden heat waves occur and were the populace is not adapted to heat. Excess deaths are greatest in metropolitan areas among the elderly and when the nighttime readings stay high (80F) or greater and the heat lasts more than a few days. After an event like that the populace adapts. 

CORRECTION REQUIRED

(1) Removal of “heat waves” from the statement in key finding #4 

(2) There is no basis for the second statement and it should be likewise removed. It is pure supposition. If there are less extreme heat events near the latest peak in the observed cyclical warming and cooling in the late 1990s than the first in the 1930s, there is no reason to believe that will reverse in the future. Pure extrapolation would point to less extreme events. 

(3) Removal of statement on page 8. There is no historical precedence for this statement since no net increases in extreme heat have occurred since 1930, and the global deaths from extremes have declined. 

Northeast Region-3

This comment focuses on the Northeast Region of the United States that the document has incorrectly captured past conditions by cherry picking the start time of the data period in clear violation of the Federal Information Quality Act (IQA) which demands an honest, transparent and reproducible assessment as the starting point for any analysis. Further since it has been admitted by the IPCC that the models and modeler lead authors such as Kevin Trenberth show no skill in predicting regional weather, there is no basis for any projections of impacts for any region when starting with an inaccurate initial assessment.

In NOAA’s rush to publish anything before the elections, and before all the support documents were completed, you neglected to count states and left out West Virginia and Maryland. You have 2 less states (8 less than one of the Presidential candidates).   

The Statement in question is on page 120. Totally bogus impacts were also shown on tourism for this region on page 47.
CORRECTION REQUIRED

Because of these serious misanalysis and errors of both commission and omission with cherry picking dates for current trends and lack of understanding of the real forcings at play, this entire section on regional climates clearly violates the data quality act and should be deleted or rewritten.

To correct these data issues and correctly show the historical changes and include a more accurate forecast, the following wording be substituted:

NORTHEAST

The Northeast has significant geographic and climatic diversity within its relatively small area. The character and economy of the Northeast have been shaped by many aspects of its climate including its snowy winters, colorful autumns, and variety of extreme events such as nor’easters, ice storms, and heat waves. Changes over the decades have proceeded in a predictable cyclical fashion and similar changes are expected this century.

Looking at cycles of temperatures over the century, there are peaks and valleys with little change in the magnitudes of the maxima and minima. The most recent maxima in the late 1990s was similar to that in the early 1950s. These changes relate to cycles in both the Atlantic and Pacific as well as solar. Local warming around cities is also evident due to land use and urban factors.

As we head into a low solar period with a negative PDO and for a while longer a positive AMO, we can expect

• More frequent and stronger La Ninas which can mean more extreme cold and more snow across northern areas and less in the cities and southern areas

• We can expect more thunderstorm days in spring and summer with some hot summers in La Nina onset years

• Increased snowpack across the mountains will enhance winter sports activity

• It will mean more spring melting and flood potential

• There will be later breakup of winter ice on lakes and rivers

• Increased chances of landfalling hurricanes in La Nina summers while the Atlantic stays warm for the next decade. In the 9 years when the PDO was negative and La Ninas occurred while the AMO was positive this past century, there were 15 landfalling storms along the east coast, 11 were major (CAT 3 to 5) and 9 affected the northeast directly or after landfall to the south. 

• Land and oceans will cool and sea level rises will be minor. Temperature falls will be exaggerated if the Dalton Minimum scenario occurs.

All of these observed regional changes are consistent with ones expected to result from cyclical climate change. The cooling taken together with the unwise environmental plans now already in place in some states, will dramatically alter the region’s economy, and quality of life for the worse.

Over the next several decades, temperatures are projected to fall an additional 2.5 to 4°F in winter based on past cycles. It could be larger in the Dalton scenario.  By mid-century and beyond, however, we should emerge from the cold phase and return to a more acceptable climate for a few decades. 

Historical Climate Patterns-4 

In the Findings section, I challenge the following:

“ 9. Historical climate and weather patterns are no longer an adequate guide to the future.

• Planning for providing water, energy, transportation, and other services has assumed the future would be like the past; this is no longer justifiable.

• Long-lived infrastructure, from power plants to roads and buildings, must be designed and built taking climate change into account.

• Long term planning will have to continually incorporate the latest information, as climate will be ever changing, requiring adaptation strategies to constantly evolve. 

This statement is inexplicable for two reasons. First, you are using the warming from 1979 to 1998 while CO2 increased as evidence of the importance of the greenhouse effect. Your future forecast is based on extrapolation from the past and on climate models used by IPCC run by other centers such as NCAR and NASA and tuned to the past. 

The models have proven useless in predicting global and regional climate even on a seasonal and decadal basis. What’s more, government is currently relying on the past states of the atmosphere to successfully forecast the future on a seasonal and even decadal basis. 


The past is the only operationally useful guide to the future. There is nothing extraordinary about the current time since we are able to make correct forecasts using the past. 
CORRECTION REQUIRED

Key finding #9 needs to be deleted or altered to reflect reality.

“9. Climate models have failed forecasting global or certainly regional climate. Past cycles and oscillations have been proven useful in predicting future climate states on a seasonal and long-term basis. 

· Additional research into these promising approaches must be made so that we may accurately predict future climate states and adaption measures and make wise policy decisions. 

· Long-lived infrastructure, from power plants to roads and buildings, must be designed and built taking climate change into account.

· Long term planning will have to continually incorporate the latest information, as climate will be ever changing, requiring adaptation strategies to constantly evolve. 

Attribution-5
This comment addresses the CCSP’s unproven attribution of climate change to man-made influences, specifically from key finding #1:

“1. Human-induced climate change and its impacts are apparent now throughout the United States.

• Global warming is unequivocal and is due primarily to human-induced emissions of heat-trapping gases and other pollutants”

This statement cannot be supported when looking at the facts and must be removed. We will show how by process of elimination the greenhouse component must be a very minor one.

CO2 has generally been portrayed as increasing over the past century based on direct measurements spliced with ice core estimates. I will not get into the claims by atmospheric physicists, chemists and geologists (Jaworowski, Segalstad, Beck

 HYPERLINK "http://icecap.us/images/uploads/EVANSCOSCLIMATE.pdf" 
) that ice core data is fraught with errors and uncertainty and may be very different prior to 1958 but assume that depiction is correct for the purpose of this analysis. 

In addition the CCSP ignores all the other man-made localized effects as I discussed in a prior comment. Other commenters have addressed the issues of insufficient adjustment for urbanization, land use changes and siting issues that are more important than greenhouse gases. 

The CCSP dismisses any natural factors that are present. This document will compare the CO2 temperature correlations with the correlations with natural factors and show that natural factors cannot be ignored and use of historical cycles to predict the future states and adaptation are the only sensible solutions.

CORRECTION REQUESTED 

The first key finding needs rewriting and the following document changes changed to reflect it:

“1. Climate Change is unequivocal as the only constant in nature is change. Changes are in part due to man through urbanization, land use changes, the introduction of aerosols and gases. Natural factors like the sun and oceans play important roles in global and regional changes. 
Recommendations should be made that much of the wasted research money now funneled to modeling and global warming impact studies be redirected towards a better understanding of these real climate drivers and that the cycles be used to project future climate changes with recommendations for adaption to those changes.
Arctic and Greenland-6

The CCSP made the following comments:

(1) Arctic sea ice and the large ice sheets on Greenland and parts of Antarctica are melting faster than expected. Page 6

(2) The Greenland Ice Sheet has also been experiencing record amounts of surface melting in recent years. Studies suggest that the surface melt water is flowing down to the base of the ice sheet, providing lubrication that causes the ice to flow more easily to the sea, speeding the loss of ice. Page 24
(3) Global sea level rise has been projected to rise 1 to 2 feet during this century, but these estimates purposefully do not include the accelerated melting of the Greenland and West Antarctic ice sheets that many scientists think is likely to occur. Several recent projections suggest that sea level rise by the end of this century could be 3 to 5 feet, especially in subsiding coastal areas.  Page 153

Correction Required

These described changes in Greenland and the Arctic are not at all unprecedented nor are they are described. This happens predictably every 60 years or so and is, in fact , entirely natural, related to multidecadal ocean cycles and possibly recently accentuated by major undersea volcanism and the invasion of tundra shrubs and deposition of soot from Asia. 

Records of arctic ice cover extent start in 1979. Multidecadal cyclical warming was observed before in the 1800s and middle 1900s long before the industrial revolution. Also there is more recent evidence demonstrating that the idea of lubrication by melt water accelerating loss of glacial or icecap ice is not valid.
Sea Level Rise-7

This comment focuses on the statements on page 16. 

“Warming is causing sea-level to rise as land-based ice melts and

the warmer oceans expand.

“Many of these observed changes are occurring more rapidly than

projected even a few years ago.

“The specific patterns of recent climatic change show that it is

primarily human-induced
CORRECTON REQUIRED

In keeping with the IQA, these statements are patently incorrect and must be removed and corrected as follows:

Sea levels have been slowly rising on the long term since the ice age. Sea levels since 2006 have stopped rising and fallen slightly due to ocean cooling and contraction. The changes are not at all what was expected (is much less) a few years ago including the recent 2007 IPCC AR4.  These changes are due to natural factors. 

Northwest Region-8

This comment focuses on the Pacific Northwest Region of the United States that the document has incorrectly captured past conditions by cherry picking start time of the data period in clear violation of the Federal Information Quality Act (IQA) which demands an honest assessment as the starting point for any analysis. Further since it has been admitted by the IPCC modeler lead authors such as Kevin Trenberth that the models show no skill in predicting regional weather, there is no basis for any projections of impacts for any region when starting with an inaccurate initial assessment. 

In addition, every honest meteorologist and climatologist recognizes the changes seen in the 1977 to 1998 period were the result of the PDO flip in 1977 (Great Pacific Climate Shift) which favored an increase in El Ninos which forced the jet stream south. Your own April 1 snow water equivalent (SWE) chart below shows that California water increased as northern areas diminished. 

YOUR STATEMENTS IN ERROR 
The Statement in question is on page 140. Totally bogus impacts were also shown on tourism for this region on page 47.
“The Northwest’s rapidly growing population, as well as its forests, mountains, rivers, and coastlines, are already experiencing human-induced climate change and its impacts. Regionally averaged temperature rose about 1.5°F over the past century (with some areas experiencing increases up to 4°F), and is projected to increase another 3 to 10°F in this century, with higher emissions scenarios resulting in the upper end of this range. Increases in winter precipitation and decreases in summer precipitation are projected by many climate models, though these projections are less certain than those for temperature. Impacts related to changes in snowpack, streamflows, sea level, forests, and other important aspects of life in the Northwest are already underway, with more severe impacts expected in this century in response to continued and much more rapid warming.

“The Northwest’s rapidly growing population, as well as its forests, mountains, rivers, and coastlines, are already experiencing human-induced climate change and its impacts. Regionally averaged temperature rose about 1.5°F over the past century (with some areas experiencing increases up to 4°F), and is projected to increase another 3 to 10°F in this century, with higher emissions scenarios resulting in the upper end of this range. Increases in winter precipitation and decreases in summer precipitation are projected by many climate models, though these projections are less certain than those for temperature. Impacts related to changes in snowpack, streamflows, sea level, forests, and other important aspects of life in the Northwest are already underway, with more severe impacts expected in this century in response to continued and much more rapid warming.

COMMENTS FROM GEORGE TAYLOR 
A few years ago, several papers by scientists at the University of Washington (Mote, 2003; Mote, et al, 2004; Mote, et al, 2005) suggested that snowpack in the Pacific Northwest was declining due to global warming. 

The Mote papers included the statement:

"A study of springtime mountain snowpack in the Pacific Northwest showed widespread declines in snowpack since 1950 at most locations with largest declines at lower elevations indicating temperature effects." 

This author (George Taylor) responded with an article discussing Northwest snow trends, included was the following statement:

“Note the starting point for this analysis; the late 1940s-early 1950s were an exceptionally snowy period in Oregon and the Pacific Northwest. The Mote, et al papers used 1950 as a starting point because snowpack measurements were "widespread by the late 1940s" (Mote, et al, 2005) and much less extensive earlier. However, in view of the fact that climate conditions prior to the late 1940s were very different, one might wonder if inclusion of longer period data sets would change the result.” 

They did. Period-of-record trends were very different for longer data sets than they were for the period beginning in 1950. The conclusions of that analysis:

“The use of snowpack trends from 1950 through current suggests a much different (steeper) trend than if period of record measurements are used. Granted, there exist relatively few stations that extend back prior to 1940, but those stations whose records are available make it clear than monotonic decreases in snow pack do not occur through the entire period of record. 

“Based on a limited analysis, there are indications that precipitation is a much more significant influence on snow pack than is temperature.” 

Assistant State Climatologist Mark Albright confirmed that there was no significant long-term trend in snowpack. The winter of 2007-08 was one of the snowiest on record. And last month, the Seattle Times published the following news piece: 

http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/localnews/2008094636_climate06m.html 
 “Maybe the snow in the Cascade Mountains isn't in such immediate peril from global warming after all. Despite previous studies suggesting a warmer climate is already taking a bite out of Washington's snowpack, there's no clear evidence that human-induced climate change has caused a drop in 20th century snow levels, according to a new study by University of Washington scientists.” 
It is comforting that use of appropriate data records has dispelled some “bad science” conclusions. One hopes that policymakers will recognize this and modify their policies accordingly.

COMMENTS FROM JOSEPH D’ALEO

Snowfall - The Real Driver, The PDO 
Snowfall patterns are indeed cyclical and for the most part controlled by natural factors. With climate cycles there are always winners and losers. We all take our turns. 

The Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO) flipped in 1978 in what was called the Great Pacific Climate Shift. With it water off the west coast and in the ENSO regions of the tropical Pacific warmed dramatically from the predominantly cold conditions of the prior 30 years.

CORRECTION REQUIRED

Because of these serious misanalysis and errors of both commission and omission with cherry picking dates for SWE trends and lack of understanding of the real forcings at play, this entire section on regional climates clearly violates the Information Quality Act and should be deleted or rewritten as discussed below:

PACIFIC NORTHWEST 
“The Northwest’s rapidly growing population, as well as its forests, mountains, rivers, and coastlines, continue to experience natural climate change and its impacts.  Reduction in winter snows followed the Great Pacific Climate Shift in 1977. This has begun reversing with a reversal of the PDO in the late 1990s and especially the last two winters. The shift north of the storm track will accompany this shift with more frequent La Ninas.
Benefits-9

Bias Towards Negative Effects While Ignoring Benefits Of Slight Warming And Increased CO2 

This comment relates to the fact that most all references to benefits in the CCSP were to be the result of proposed mitigation or adaption or alternative energy solutions. The only global warming benefits discussed were from decreasing extreme cold (pages 8 and 78) and a longer growing season in Alaska (page 144). There was a mention of undefined short term benefits of warming (on page 4). 

THE BENEFITS OF GLOBAL WARMING (GW) MUST BE ARTICULATED 

1. GW benefits specifically to humans: more livable winter season, especially for high-latitude countries (Canada , Russia , Siberia) especially for seniors in terms of less stress due to extreme cold, more mobility outside of enclosed homes and buildings, this providing direct health benefits. Economic benefits: less house/building heating costs, less hazardous transportation (snow covered roads, icy roads etc) and also less cost of transportation, compared to extreme hot climate driving and transportation. This is why so many seniors travel to warmer climes in the coldest months. 

2. Human health in general: extreme cold climate is definitely more hazardous to human health than extreme hot climate; relatively greater health problems for people living in extreme cold climates versus those living in extreme hot climates (I can use my personal experience here, having lived in extreme cold climate of Edmonton Alberta for 4 years temp -25 to -45C sometimes for weeks, versus extreme hot climate of Qatar Arabian Gulf, temp +30 to +45C for four to five months of the year, where I spent over 2 years as a United Nations Expert). Besides my personal experience, health statistics will amply demonstrate fewer health problems in hot developed countries of Middle East versus those in Siberia and extreme north Canadian and European subarctic regions. The claim that warming increases morbidity rates is a myth. This isn't the case, according to Dr. Robert Mendelsohn, an environmental economist from Yale University. Mendelsohn argues that heat-stress deaths are caused by temperature variability and not warming. Those deaths grow in number not as climates warm but as the variability in climate increases. 

Indur Glokany in Death and Death Rates Due to Extreme Weather Events, in 2007 showed deaths from all extremes for 1979-2002. It showed death from extreme cold continues to exceed death from extreme heat.

3. GW benefits on agriculture, forestry etc are well documented. On forestry and especially on tropical forests I provide two references here A. Lewis et al " Fingerprinting the impact on global change on tropical forests" & Phillips et al 2004 “Patterns & processes in Amazon tree turnover 1976-2001”, both these references from 'Proc Royal Soc London series B V 359 2004 pp.381-462. Benefits to agriculture and grain yields; I think these benefits are well documented as well, improved grain & food (fruits, vegetables etc) growing in a warmer climate vs in colder climates (warmer climate benefits stem from two factors, a slightly warmer mean temp does NOT harm grain yields as long as there is enough moisture supply, rains have increased due to a warmer world in general). CO2 is not a pollutant but a plant fertilizer.

CORRECTIONS REQUIRED 

Elaboration of the benefits of global warming and continued carbon dioxide rises must be added to provide balance on this issue. The benefits are more than just short term and not all related to mitigation and adaptation. Further, when carefully evaluated, warmer (hotter) climate has fewer adverse impacts than a cold (very cold) climate. It must be noted that more than 60% of world's humanity lives in a 'hot' climate where mean temperature ranges from +25C to +35C almost year round (with only marginal increase in mean temperature in the last 25 years) and most of these people, living especially in south Asia, have made significant gains in human health and in growing more food (grains & vegetables/fruits etc).
