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Forests Solve
Forests can store carbon – solves warming – new studies prove and more trees growing

Clayton 11 (Mark Clayton | The Christian Science Monitor  Jul 19, 2011 Forests absorb much more carbon dioxide than previously known http://www.alaskadispatch.com/article/forests-absorb-much-more-carbon-dioxide-previously-known JT)

Want to save the planet? Plant a tree. Or maybe a lot of them. Or maybe don't cut down so many. These are the implications of a new study, which found that the world's forests play an unexpectedly large role in climate change, vacuuming up the greenhouse gas carbon dioxide (CO2) and storing the carbon in wood, according to research published online Thursday by the journal Science. That, in turn, helps regulate CO2 concentrations in the atmosphere – and keeps the planet from overheating. About one-quarter of the earth's land surface is covered by forest. But while scientists and schoolchildren have long known that trees absorb carbon dioxide, no one was sure how significant their role was, overall. Oceans, the atmosphere, and other terrestrial ecosystems also absorb carbon. So how much is due to forests? Forests are incredibly diverse across different regions – tropical, boreal, temperate – and different conditions: growing fast, being cut back, dying off, or being replanted. Researchers have struggled to get a complete picture of how much impact forests alone had on climate. Until now. Earth's forests, it turns out, play a dominant role in absorbing greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, acting like a giant sponge and soaking up on average about 8.8 billion tons of carbon dioxide each year, the new study led by the US Forest Service shows – or about one-third of fossil fuel emissions annually during the 1990-2007 study period. In the end, about 2.4 billion tons of solid carbon were locked away in wood fiber each year over that period – a surprise to scientists. “The new information suggests forests alone account for the most significant terrestrial carbon sink, and that non-forest lands collectively cannot be considered a major carbon absorption sink,” said Yude Pan, a US Forest Service scientist and a lead author of the study, in a statement. That finding could have big implications for national forest policies worldwide, implying that as forests go, so too does the planet. Tropical forests are critical. Tropical forests untouched by deforestation absorb huge amounts of carbon, more than all other northern hemisphere forests combined, the study found. Yet scientists also discovered a surprisingly large amount of carbon (1.6 billion tons per year) was absorbed by re-growth of tropical forests recovering from deforestation and logging, which partly compensates for the large amount of carbon emitted into the atmosphere from tropical slash-and-burn deforestation. But with that see-saw battle going on in the tropics, the result was that overall, tropical forests' impact on atmospheric carbon dioxide was a wash - deforestation emitted about the same amount that was captured in forest growth. "Our estimates suggest that, currently, the global established forests which are outside the [tropics] alone can account for the terrestrial carbon sink," the study found. So where are the forests regrowing? It turns out Siberia's massive boreal forest has been growing back, filling in areas cut down for agriculture under the old Soviet Union. At the same time, beetle damage and drought have devastated Canada's boreal forests, causing it to slip into being a net emitter of carbon, as decaying wood releases carbon to the atmosphere. Temperate forests in the US and Europe, on the other hand, have been regrowing across areas once cleared for agriculture. These temperate forests are helping to tip the balance in the right direction, absorbing about one-third of the total contribution by forests globally – about 800 million tons of carbon annually during the study period. In the US, for instance, the fast regrowth of temperate forest land has increased its carbon uptake by nearly a third since 1990, the study found. China has seen a similar rate of increase, as massive tree-planting programs have accelerated the rate of CO2 absorption by that nation's forests. 
AT: Consensus

And, leading ipcc scientists concedes
Petre ’10 (By Jonathan Petre, staff writer for the Daily Mail, 2/14/10, “Climategate U-turn as scientist at centre of row admits: There has been no global warming since 1995”, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1250872/Climategate-U-turn-Astonishment-scientist-centre-global-warming-email-row-admits-data-organised.html)

The academic at the centre of the ‘Climategate’ affair, whose raw data is crucial to the theory of climate change, has admitted that he has trouble ‘keeping track’ of the information.  Colleagues say that the reason Professor Phil Jones has refused Freedom of Information requests is that he may have actually lost the relevant papers.   Professor Jones told the BBC yesterday there was truth in the observations of colleagues that he lacked organisational skills, that his office was swamped with piles of paper and that his record keeping is ‘not as good as it should be’.  The data is crucial to the famous ‘hockey stick graph’ used by climate change advocates to support the theory.  Professor Jones also conceded the possibility that the world was warmer in medieval times than now – suggesting global warming may not be a man-made phenomenon.  And he said that for the past 15 years there has been no ‘statistically significant’ warming.  The admissions will be seized on by sceptics as fresh evidence that there are serious flaws at the heart of the science of climate change and the orthodoxy that recent rises in temperature are largely man-made.  Professor Jones has been in the spotlight since he stepped down as director of the University of East Anglia’s Climatic Research Unit after the leaking of emails that sceptics claim show scientists were manipulating data.  The raw data, collected from hundreds of weather stations around the world and analysed by his unit, has been used for years to bolster efforts by the United Nation’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change to press governments to cut carbon dioxide emissions.   Following the leak of the emails, Professor Jones has been accused of ‘scientific fraud’ for allegedly deliberately suppressing information and refusing to share vital data with critics.  Discussing the interview, the BBC’s environmental analyst Roger Harrabin said he had spoken to colleagues of Professor Jones who had told him that his strengths included integrity and doggedness but not record-keeping and office tidying.  Mr Harrabin, who conducted the interview for the BBC’s website, said the professor had been collating tens of thousands of pieces of data from around the world to produce a coherent record of temperature change.  That material has been used to produce the ‘hockey stick graph’ which is relatively flat for centuries before rising steeply in recent decades.  According to Mr Harrabin, colleagues of Professor Jones said ‘his office is piled high with paper, fragments from over the years, tens of thousands of pieces of paper, and they suspect what happened was he took in the raw data to a central database and then let the pieces of paper go because he never realised that 20 years later he would be held to account over them’.  Asked by Mr Harrabin about these issues, Professor Jones admitted the lack of organisation in the system had contributed to his reluctance to share data with critics, which he regretted. Enlarge   Chart   But he denied he had cheated over the data or unfairly influenced the scientific process, and said he still believed recent temperature rises were predominantly man-made.  Asked about whether he lost track of data, Professor Jones said: ‘There is some truth in that. We do have a trail of where the weather stations have come from but it’s probably not as good as it should be.  ‘There’s a continual updating of the dataset. Keeping track of everything is difficult. Some countries will do lots of checking on their data then issue improved data, so it can be very difficult. We have improved but we have to improve more.’  He also agreed that there had been two periods which experienced similar warming, from 1910 to 1940 and from 1975 to 1998, but said these could be explained by natural phenomena whereas more recent warming could not.  He further admitted that in the last 15 years there had been no ‘statistically significant’ warming, although he argued this was a blip rather than the long-term trend.  And he said that the debate over whether the world could have been even warmer than now during the medieval period, when there is evidence of high temperatures in northern countries, was far from settled.  Sceptics believe there is strong evidence that the world was warmer between about 800 and 1300 AD than now because of evidence of high temperatures in northern countries.  But climate change advocates have dismissed this as false or only applying to the northern part of the world.  Professor Jones departed from this consensus when he said: ‘There is much debate over whether the Medieval Warm Period was global in extent or not. The MWP is most clearly expressed in parts of North America, the North Atlantic and Europe and parts of Asia.  ‘For it to be global in extent, the MWP would need to be seen clearly in more records from the tropical regions and the Southern hemisphere. There are very few palaeoclimatic records for these latter two regions.  ‘Of course, if the MWP was shown to be global in extent and as warm or warmer than today, then obviously the late 20th Century warmth would not be unprecedented. On the other hand, if the MWP was global, but was less warm than today, then the current warmth would be unprecedented.’  Sceptics said this was the first time a senior scientist working with the IPCC had admitted to the possibility that the Medieval Warming Period could have been global, and therefore the world could have been hotter then than now.  Professor Jones criticised those who complained he had not shared his data with them, saying they could always collate their own from publicly available material in the US. And he said the climate had not cooled 
AT: Consensus

‘until recently – and then barely at all. The trend is a warming trend’.  Mr Harrabin told Radio 4’s Today programme that, despite the controversies, there still appeared to be no fundamental flaws in the majority scientific view that climate change was largely man-made.  But Dr Benny Pieser, director of the sceptical Global Warming Policy Foundation, said Professor Jones’s ‘excuses’ for his failure to share data were hollow as he had shared it with colleagues and ‘mates’.  He said that until all the data was released, sceptics could not test it to see if it supported the conclusions claimed by climate change advocates.  He added that the professor’s concessions over medieval warming were ‘significant’ because they were his first public admission that the science was not settled.
And, the science is wrong
Parmesan et al 3/20 (Camille Parmesan, Carlos Duarte, Elvira Poloczanska, Anthony J. Richardson and Michael C. Singer,   1.       University of Texas,          Camille Parmesan &           * Michael C. Singer              Department of Global Change Research, IMEDEA (CSIC-UIB),           * Carlos Duarte       Climate Adaptation Flagship, CSIRO Marine and Atmospheric Research           * Elvira Poloczanska &           * Anthony J. Richardson, 3/20/11, “COMMENTARY: Overstretching attribution” http://climategate.nl/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/nclimate1056.pdf)

Richard Lindzen of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology was once quoted in NewsMax magazine saying: “Climate change is the norm. If you want something to worry about, it would be if the climate were static. It would be like a person being dead.” Lindzen is that rare but conspicuous animal: a bona fide climate scientist who rejects the scientific consensus that current climate warming is largely caused by human emissions of greenhouse gases. This consensus was not achieved easily. Climate scientists spent decades increasing confidence in their conclusions by compiling global trends in atmospheric and ocean temperatures, analysing those data to isolate signals of human activity amidst the noise, and comparing changes observed in nature with those simulated in models that incorporate both natural and human-induced climate change. This protracted process is known as ‘detection and attribution’, because climatic trends are detected and partitioned among various causes or ‘drivers’ of change1. For more than a decade, detection of climate change impacts has extended beyond the physical environment to biological systems. Spring events have been advancing by an average 2.8–3.2 days per decade2,3. Species’ range boundaries have shifted polewards with a mean velocity of 6 km per decade, as well as upward in elevation4. Confidence in attributing such shifts to climate change has been strengthened by fingerprints, such as ‘sign-switching’, that defy alternate explanations. For example, poleward range boundaries expanded during warming periods of the twentieth century and contracted in cooling periods4. Similarly, poleward and equatorial range boundaries are now showing opposite behaviour, expanding and contracting respectively4. As biological impacts provide evidence of climate change independently of temperature measurements, they have successfully bolstered ‘detection’, strengthening the scientific consensus that Earth is warming4–7. However, now that warming is “unequivocal”8, contrarian arguments have shifted from whether warming is happening to whether it can be attributed to human activity. In this context, biologists are now expected to shift away from detection towards attribution — that is, assessing the extent to which observed biological changes are being driven by greenhouse-gas-induced climate change versus natural climate variability. This expectation is formalized in a guidance paper for scientists taking part in the fifth assessment report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)1. In theory, this is a scientifically sound approach. In practice, we argue that these expectations are misguided when applied to most biological data. It is rarely possible to attribute specific responses of individual wild species to human-induced climate change. This is partly because human forcing of the climate is only detectable on large spatial scales, yet organisms experience local climate. Moreover, in any given region, species’ responses to climate change are idiosyncratic, owing to basic differences in their biology. A further complication is that responses to climate are inextricably intertwined with reactions to other human modifications of the environment. Even where climate is a clear driver of change, little insight is gained by asking what proportion of the overall trend is due to greenhouse gases versus solar activity. From the perspective of a wild plant or animal, a changing climate is a changing climate, irrespective of its cause.

Forecasts Wrong

And, forecasts are wrong
DuHamel 7/27 (by Jonathan DuHamel, staff writer for the Tuscon Citizen, 7/27/11, “NASA satellite data show climate models are wrong – again” http://tucsoncitizen.com/wryheat/2011/07/27/nasa-satellite-data-shows-climate-models-are-wrong-again/)
According to the University of Alabama:      Data from NASA’s Terra satellite shows that when the climate warms, Earth’s atmosphere is apparently more efficient at releasing energy to space than models used to forecast climate change have been programmed to “believe.”      The result is climate forecasts that are warming substantially faster than the atmosphere, says Dr. Roy Spencer, a principal research scientist in the Earth System Science Center at The University of Alabama in Huntsville.      The previously unexplained differences between model-based forecasts of rapid global warming and meteorological data showing a slower rate of warming have been the source of often contentious debate and controversy for more than two decades.      “The satellite observations suggest there is much more energy lost to space during and after warming than the climate models show,” Spencer said. “There is a huge discrepancy between the data and the forecasts that is especially big over the oceans.”      Not only does the atmosphere release more energy than previously thought, it starts releasing it earlier in a warming cycle. The models forecast that the climate should continue to absorb solar energy until a warming event peaks. Instead, the satellite data shows the climate system starting to shed energy more than three months before the typical warming event reaches its peak.  These data are examined in a new paper:  Spencer, R.W.; Braswell, W.D. On the Misdiagnosis of Surface Temperature Feedbacks from Variations in Earth’s Radiant Energy Balance. Remote Sens. 2011, 3, 1603-1613.  Read the full paper here.
At : USGCRP studies
DuHamel ‘09 (by Jonathan DuHamel, staff writer for the Tuscon Citizen, 6/17/09, “A Basic Error in Climate Models” http://tucsoncitizen.com/wryheat/2009/06/17/a-basic-error-in-climate-models/)
Earlier this week the Obama administration put out a major report by The U.S. Global Change Research Program (USGCRP) which predicts dire consequences if we don’t curb carbon dioxide emissions. The report is timed to influence major bills in the House and Senate, and it was the object of many media headlines, including a gloom-and-doom story by Tom Beal in the Arizona Daily Star today.  However, the report is pure junk science because it cherry-picks data to conform to policy and ignores much of the evidence, even evidence published by USGCRP in 2006.  In science, a hypothesis is a working assumption that must be tested by observation and experiment, and changed according to new information. In the realm of climate change, the scientific method of objective observation has been too often replaced by an ideology devoid of objective inquiry, one that embraces only evidence which supports the hypothesis and ignores conflicting information.     Climate models used by USGCRP and the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) make a basic assumption about carbon dioxide that is wrong. Their assumption is one of positive feedback.     Their hypothesis goes like this: carbon dioxide warms the oceans, which, in turn, causes water vapor to enter the atmosphere. Water vapor is a much stronger and more abundant “greenhouse” gas than is carbon dioxide, so water vapor enhances the warming effect of carbon dioxide – a positive feedback.     The USGCRP and IPCC greenhouse models hold that the tropics should provide the most sensitive location for validation of the models. According to the models, temperature trends (rate of warming, not absolute temperature) should increase by 200-300% with altitude, peaking at around 10 kilometers – a characteristic “fingerprint” for green house warming. This “fingerprint” should look like the graph below.  This graph is from the report, U.S. Climate Change Science Program (CCSP) Synthesis and Assessment Product 1.1. 2006, Temperature Trends in the Lower Atmosphere. This graph was adopted by the IPCC and appeared in its most recent report in 2007. Note: CCSP is now known as The U.S. Global Change Research Program (USGCRP). This graph appears on page 21 of the new USGCRP report issued Tuesday (June 16, 2009): Global Climate Change Impacts in the U.S.   The graph above shows the hypothesis. The graph below shows the reality. Measurements from balloon-bourne radiosondes and from satellites show no increasing temperature trend with altitude. Real observations show that the model-predicted “fingerprint” of anthropogenic, greenhouse warming is absent in nature.  [Additional source: Douglass, D.H. et al. 2007, A comparison of tropical temperature trends with model predictions, International Journal of Climatology DOI:10.1002/joc.1651].  The “no greenhouse signature” graph above appeared in the 2006 CCSP report but is missing from the new USGCRP report, perhaps because it conflicts with current policy.     This result of hypothesis versus real observations means that the models are wrong and greenhouse gases are not responsible for any significant 20th Century warming.  The basic error was the assumption of positive feedback. In actuality, increased water vapor in the atmosphere produces clouds which reflect sunlight back into space and thus has a cooling effect. This negative feedback, reflection, is, according to actual measurements, much stronger than the hypothetical positive feedback.  The USGCRP and IPCC modelers put out many scary scenarios from the “what if” games they play on computers, but all the scenarios are fatally flawed because of the erroneous assumption.  This point is emphasized by Dr. John Christy, Professor of Atmospheric Science and Director of the Earth System Science Center at the University of Alabama in Huntsville (and IPCC Nobel laureate). “We have seen a rise in surface temperature, but whether or not that is due to CO2 is subject to debate. However, both satellite and radiosonde measurements show that rise in tropospheric temperature has been less than half of the surface temperature rise, not more as predicted.” “This is important,” says Christy, “because the quantity examined here, lower tropospheric temperature, is not a minor aspect of the climate system. This represents most of the bulk mass of the atmosphere, and hence the climate system. The inability of climate models to achieve consistency on this scale is a serious shortcoming and suggests projections from such models be viewed with great skepticism.” [Source: The 13 May 2003 Testimony of Dr. John Christy before the U.S. House of Representatives' Committee on Resources.]  It seems that politics is driving government science. In a CCSP report published in June, 2008 (Weather and Climate Extremes in a Changing Climate) they concluded:  1. Over the long-term U.S. hurricane landfalls have been declining.  2. Nationwide there have been no long-term increases in drought.  3. Despite increases in some measures of precipitation, there have not been corresponding increases in peak streamflows (high flows above 90th percentile).  4. There have been no observed changes in the occurrence of tornadoes or thunderstorms.  5. There have been no long-term increases in strong East Coast winter storms (ECWS), called Nor’easters.  6. There are no long-term trends in either heat waves or cold spells, though there are trends within shorter time periods in the overall record.

NASA Models

nasa has better models – no warming
DuHamel ‘10 (by Jonathan DuHamel, staff writer for the Tuscon Citizen, 10/17/10, “NASA Lowers Estimate of Carbon Dioxide Warming Effect” http://tucsoncitizen.com/wryheat/2010/12/17/nasa-lowers-estimate-of-carbon-dioxide-warming-effect/
In a new paper in Geophysical Research Letters, NASA scientists estimate that doubling atmospheric carbon dioxide will result in 1.64 degrees Celsius of warming over the next 200 years. Estimates from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) range from 3-to 5 degrees Celsius.  The problems with IPCC climate models, NASA says, is that they “did not allow the vegetation to increase its leaf density as a response to the physiological effects of increased CO2 and consequent changes in climate. Other assessments included these interactions but did not account for the vegetation down regulation to reduce plant’s photosynthetic activity and as such resulted in a weak vegetation negative response. When we combine these interactions in climate simulations with 2 × CO2, the associated increase in precipitation contributes primarily to increase evapotranspiration rather than surface runoff, consistent with observations, and results in an additional cooling effect not fully accounted for in previous simulations with elevated CO2.”  Reference: Bounoua, L., F. G. Hall, P. J. Sellers, A. Kumar, G. J. Collatz, C. J. Tucker, and M. L. Imhoff (2010), Quantifying the negative feedback of vegetation to greenhouse warming: A modeling approach, Geophys. Res. Lett., 37, L23701, doi:10.1029/2010GL045338.  It seems that as climate models get more sophisticated, the carbon dioxide effect gets closer to zero, which would be consistent with the geologic record.  There are many modeling estimates of the warming effect of carbon dioxide, but there is no physical evidence that human carbon dioxide emissions have a significant effect on global temperature.
NASA Satellites

Current projections are wrong
Taylor 7/27 (James M. Taylor, senior fellow for environment policy at The Heartland Institute and managing editor of Environment & Climate News, 7/27/11, Forbes, “New NASA Data Blow Gaping Hole In Global Warming Alarmism”, http://news.yahoo.com/nasa-data-blow-gaping-hold-global-warming-alarmism-192334971.html)

NASA satellite data from the years 2000 through 2011 show the Earth's atmosphere is allowing far more heat to be released into space than alarmist computer models have predicted, reports a new study in the peer-reviewed science journal Remote Sensing. The study indicates far less future global warming will occur than United Nations computer models have predicted, and supports prior studies indicating increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide trap far less heat than alarmists have claimed.  Study co-author Dr. Roy Spencer, a principal research scientist at the University of Alabama in Huntsville and U.S. Science Team Leader for the Advanced Microwave Scanning Radiometer flying on NASA's Aqua satellite, reports that real-world data from NASA's Terra satellite contradict multiple assumptions fed into alarmist computer models.  "The satellite observations suggest there is much more energy lost to space during and after warming than the climate models show," Spencer said in a July 26 University of Alabama press release. "There is a huge discrepancy between the data and the forecasts that is especially big over the oceans."  In addition to finding that far less heat is being trapped than alarmist computer models have predicted, the NASA satellite data show the atmosphere begins shedding heat into space long before United Nations computer models predicted.  The new findings are extremely important and should dramatically alter the global warming debate.  Scientists on all sides of the global warming debate are in general agreement about how much heat is being directly trapped by human emissions of carbon dioxide (the answer is "not much"). However, the single most important issue in the global warming debate is whether carbon dioxide emissions will indirectly trap far more heat by causing large increases in atmospheric humidity and cirrus clouds. Alarmist computer models assume human carbon dioxide emissions indirectly cause substantial increases in atmospheric humidity and cirrus clouds (each of which are very effective at trapping heat), but real-world data have long shown that carbon dioxide emissions are not causing as much atmospheric humidity and cirrus clouds as the alarmist computer models have predicted.  The new NASA Terra satellite data are consistent with long-term NOAA and NASA data indicating atmospheric humidity and cirrus clouds are not increasing in the manner predicted by alarmist computer models. The Terra satellite data also support data collected by NASA's ERBS satellite showing far more longwave radiation (and thus, heat) escaped into space between 1985 and 1999 than alarmist computer models had predicted. Together, the NASA ERBS and Terra satellite data show that for 25 years and counting, carbon dioxide emissions have directly and indirectly trapped far less heat than alarmist computer models have predicted.  In short, the central premise of alarmist global warming theory is that carbon dioxide emissions should be directly and indirectly trapping a certain amount of heat in the earth's atmosphere and preventing it from escaping into space. Real-world measurements, however, show far less heat is being trapped in the earth's atmosphere than the alarmist computer models predict, and far more heat is escaping into space than the alarmist computer models predict.  When objective NASA satellite data, reported in a peer-reviewed scientific journal, show a "huge discrepancy" between alarmist climate models and real-world facts, climate scientists, the media and our elected officials would be wise to take notice. Whether or not they do so will tell us a great deal about how honest the purveyors of global warming alarmism truly are.

Newest data proves 
IBT 7/30 (International Business Times, 7/30/11, “Global Warming a Hoax? NASA Reveals Earth Releasing Heat into Space”, http://sanfrancisco.ibtimes.com/articles/189649/20110730/global-warming-hoax-nasa-earth-releasing-heat-space.htm)
Global warming predictions have followed UN models and trends in describing how Earth traps heat due to carbon dioxide.  The increased gases and rising temperatures would create large amounts of water vapors to develop into clouds.  Those clouds would trap larger amounts of heat and devastate the planet's ecosystem leading to the end of mankind.    With new data collected from a NASA's Terra satellite, the previous model may be proven as a hoax.  Hypothesis based on the satellite's findings show that planet Earth actually releases heat into space, more than it retains it.  The higher efficiency of releasing energy outside of Earth contradicts former forecasts of climate change.   Dr. Roy Spencer, a team leader for NASA's Aqua satellite, studied a decade worth of satellite data regarding cloud surface temperatures.   "The satellite observations suggest there is much more energy lost to space during and after warming than the climate models show...There is a huge discrepancy between the data and the forecasts that is especially big over the oceans," said Dr. Spencer.  By cross examining data with other Climate Change models, he concluded that carbon dioxide is just a minor part in global warming.   His studies have garnered media attention and that the data are going against the beliefs of global 
NASA Satellites 

warming alarmists by disproving their theory.  Other climate scientists disagreed with Dr. Spencer's recent findings spotting flaws and calling his model "unrealistic."  The statistical information from the satellites are lacking as Spencer may not have accounted for fluctuations and other variables in the study.   Dr. Andrew Dessler, a Texas A&M University professor in atmospheric science, described Dr. Spencer's report as nothing new nor correct.   "He's taken an incorrect model, he's tweaked it to match observations, but the conclusions you get from that are not correct," said Dessler.  As the debate continues, so does the global climate.  Wildfires in the Arctic north of Alaska may be showing signs that carbon dioxide must have some sort of effect to the earth's atmosphere.  An example can be seen with the Anaktuvuk River which spread its wild fire across 400 sq. miles in 2007.   The result of the fire expelled 2.1 million metric tons of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere.  Four years later the effects are still lingering as fires become more frequent due to unusually warmer and dry weather.  "The 2007 fire was the canary in the coal mine. In this wilderness, hundreds of miles away from the nearest city or source of pollution, we're seeing the effects of a warming atmosphere. It's a wakeup call that the Arctic carbon cycle could change rapidly, and we need to know what the consequences will be," said Michelle Mack from the University of Florida in Gainesville  The frequent occurrences of wild fires and spewing of carbon dioxide would increase global warming.
Spencer studies
International Business Times 7/29 (By IBTimes Staff Reporter, “Scientist Attempts to Debunk Global Warming: Legit Data or Political Ploy?”, 7/29/11, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/189386/20110729/global-warming-roy-spencer-nasa-terra-debunked-al-gore-climate-change.htm)
A scientist is claiming that data from a NASA satellite could disprove the theory of global warming.  Roy Spencer, research scientist at the University of Alabama in Huntsville and U.S. science team leader for the Advanced Microwave Scanning Radiometer, used data from NASA's Terra satellite to study the Earth's climate. According to Spencer, the Earth is more efficient at releasing energy than models used to forecast climate change (like global warming) have led people to believe.  "The satellite observations suggest there is much more energy lost to space during and after warming than the climate models show," Spencer said. "There is a huge discrepancy between the data and the forecasts that is especially big over the oceans."  Numerous scientists have long studied global warming as a legitimate theory on climate change and how it will damage the environment. It was the subject of a popular documentary, An Inconvenient Truth, starring former Vice President Al Gore. In the movie, Gore talked about how greenhouse gasses emitted by human creations lead to carbon dioxide trapping heat from the sun in the atmosphere.   However, Spencer used data from the satellite between 2000 and 2011 to dispute the notion of global warming. He says his data indicated that far less future global warming will occur than United Nations' computer models have predicted. He said while global warming models show the climate absorbing solar energy until a warming event peak, his data showed the climate system shedding energy more than three months before the typical warming event reaches its peak.  "At the peak, satellites show energy being lost while climate models show energy still being gained," Spencer said.  Spencer said when this is applied long-term the climate isn't as sensitive to the carbon dioxide concentrations that global warming scientists have theorized about. He also disputes the notion of cloud covering, which scientists say would cause additional global warming. He says there are too many variables to see what could be impacted from manmade greenhouse gases.  "There are simply too many variables to reliably gauge the right number for that," Spencer said. "The main finding from this research is that there is no solution to the problem of measuring atmospheric feedback, due mostly to our inability to distinguish between radiative forcing and radiative feedback in our observations."  However, not every climate scientist is on board with Spencer's work, which appears in a recent issue of the journal Remote Sensing. In an article with LiveScience, numerous climate scientists said Spencer's work wasn't reliable.  Kevin Trenberth, a senior scientist at the National Center for Atmospheric Research, said the research's conclusion, such as the one on cloud covering, doesn't come with clear data analysis. Others called it a political ploy and a manipulation of data.  "It makes the skeptics feel good, it irritates the mainstream climate science community, but by this point, the debate over climate policy has nothing to do with science. It's essentially a debate over the role of government," surrounding issues of freedom versus regulation, Andrew Dessler, a Texas A&M University of atmospheric sciences, said to LiveScience.
Stopping CO2 Doesn’t Solve

Need to extract co2 from the atmosphere
Garnet ’10 (Andre Garnet, Senior Analyst at Investology, Inc. 8/14/10 , the energy collective, “Slowing CO2 emissions cannot end global warming, but removing CO2 from the atmosphere will”, http://theenergycollective.com/andre-garnet/41653/slowing-co2-emissions-cannot-end-global-warming-removing-co2-atmosphere-will)

Scarcely a day goes by without some announcement as to yet another effort to limit CO2 emissions, here or there, for the purpose of fighting global warming. Yet, all such attempts are futile given that so much CO2 has already accumulated in the atmosphere that even if we ended all CO2 emissions today, global warming would probably continue to increase unabated.  However, as explained below, we do have the technology to extract CO2 from the atmosphere and it is due to inept thinking on the part of United Nations scientists that we are not applying it.  Before going into details, it might be useful to frame the problem: It is since the advent of the industrial revolution circa 1,850 that factories and transportation caused a large and enduring increase in the amount of CO2 emissions. This phenomenon has been compounded by the rapid increase in the population given that humans emit CO2 as they breathe. As a result, an enormous quantity of CO2 has accumulated in the atmosphere given that we emitted more than could be absorbed by plants and by the sea. So much so, that the amount of new CO2 that we emit nowadays is a drop in the bucket compared to the quantity of CO2 that has already accumulated in the atmosphere since around 1,850 as the atmospheric concentration of CO2 increased by about 30%. It is this enormous quantity of atmospheric CO2 that traps the heat from the Sun, thus causing about 30% of global warming. The point is that, if we are to stop or reverse global warming, we need to extract from the atmosphere more CO2 than we emit.  However, all we are currently attempting is to limit emissions of CO2. This is too little, too late and totally useless inasmuch it could reduce our CO2 emissions by only 5% at best, while achieving nothing in terms of diminishing the amount of atmospheric CO2.  Rather than wasting precious time on attempts to LIMIT our CO2 emission, we should focus on EXTRACTING from the atmosphere more CO2 than we are emitting. We have a proven method for this that couldn't be simpler, more effective and inexpensive, so what are we waiting for?   More specifically, it has been shown that atmospheric CO2 has been perhaps twice higher than now in the not too distant past (some 250,000 years ago.) So what caused it to drop to as low as it was around 1,850? It was primarily due to the plankton that grows on the surface of the sea where it absorbs CO2 that it converts to biomass before dying and sinking to the bottom of the sea where it eventually becomes trapped in sedimentary rock where it turns to oil or gas. There simply isn't enough biomass on the 30% of Earth's surface that is land (as opposed to sea) for this biomass to grow fast enough to soak up the excess atmospheric CO2 that we have to contend with. Plankton, on the other hand, can grow on the 70% of Earth that is covered by the sea where it absorbs atmospheric CO2 much faster, in greater quantities and sequesters it for thousands of years in the form of oil and gas.  Growing plankton is thus an extremely efficient, yet simple and inexpensive process for removing the already accumulated CO2 from the atmosphere. All we need to do is to dust the surface of the ocean with rust (i.e. iron oxides) that serves as a fertilizer that causes plankton to grow. The resulting plankton grows and blooms over several days, absorbing CO2 as it does, and then about 90% of it that isn't eaten by fish sinks to the bottom of the sea. The expert Russ George calculated that if all ocean-going vessels participated in such an effort worldwide, we could return atmospheric CO2 concentration to its 1,850 level within 30 years. It's very inexpensive and easy to do, wouldn't interfere with the ships' normal activities and would, in fact, earn them carbon credits that CO2 emitters would be required to buy. Moreover it is the ONLY approach available for addressing global warming on the global scale that is necessary.  By contrast, efforts to limit CO2 emissions by means of CO2 sequestration could address only about 5% of NEW CO2 generated by power plants. So even while causing our electricity costs to treble or quadruple, such efforts wouldn't remove any of the massive amount of CO2 already accumulated in the atmosphere. In fact, the climatologist James Hansen believes that even if we could stop all CO2 emissions as of today, it may already be too late to avert run-away, global warming as there is enough CO2 in the atmosphere for global warming to keep increasing in what he fears is becoming an irreversible process. In other words, atmospheric CO2 is trapping more heat than Earth can dissipate which causes temperature
SO2 Solves

So2 decreases warming
Biello 7/22/11 (David Biello, staff writer, “Stratospheric Pollution Helps Slow Global Warming”, Scientific American, http://www.scientificamerican.com/author.cfm?id=1013)
Despite significant pyrotechnics and air travel disruption last year, the Icelandic volcano Eyjafjallajokull simply didn't put that many aerosols into the stratosphere. In contrast, the eruption of Mount Pinatubo in 1991, put 10 cubic kilometers of ash, gas and other materials into the sky, and cooled the planet for a year. Now, research suggests that for the past decade, such stratospheric aerosols—injected into the atmosphere by either recent volcanic eruptions or human activities such as coal burning—are slowing down global warming.  "Aerosols acted to keep warming from being as big as it would have been," says atmospheric scientist John Daniel of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's (NOAA) Earth System Research Laboratory, who helped lead the research published online in Science on July 21. "It's still warming, it's just not warming as much as it would have been."  Essentially, sulfur dioxide gets emitted near the surface, either by a coal-fired power plant's smokestack or a volcano. If that SO2 makes it to the stratosphere—the middle layer of the atmosphere 10 kilometers up—it forms droplets of diluted sulfuric acid, known as  aerosols. These aerosols reflect sunlight away from the planet, shading the surface and cooling temperatures. And some can persist for a few years, prolonging that cooling.  By analyzing satellite data and other measures, Daniel and his colleagues found that such aerosols have been on the rise in Earth's atmosphere in the past decade, nearly doubling in concentration. That concentration has reflected roughly 0.1 watts per meter squared of sunlight away from the planet, enough to offset roughly one-third of the 0.28 watts per meter squared of extra heat trapped by rising atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide. The researchers calculate that the aerosols prevented 0.07 degrees Celsius of warming in average temperatures since 2000.  The question is: why the increase in such aerosols? There have been plenty of smaller volcanic eruptions in recent years, such as the continuously erupting Soufriere Hills on Montserrat and Tavurvur on Papua New Guinea, which may have exploded enough SO2 into the atmosphere. And there has been plenty of coal burning in countries such as China, which now burns some 3 billion metric tons of the fuel rock per year, largely without the pollution controls that would scrub out the SO2, as is sometimes done in the U.S. In fact, a computer model study published July 5 in Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences suggested that such SO2 pollution in China has cancelled out the warming effects of rising greenhouse gas concentrations globally since 1998. Determining whether humans or volcanoes explain more of the increase in stratospheric aerosols is the focus of ongoing research, says PhD candidate Ryan Neely of the University of Colorado, who contributed to the NOAA research.  Combined with a decrease in atmospheric water vapor and a weaker sun due to the most recent solar cycle, the aerosol finding may explain why climate change has not been accelerating as fast as it did in the 1990s. The effect also illustrates one proposal for so-called geoengineering—the deliberate, large-scale manipulation of the planetary environment—that would use various means to create such sulfuric acid aerosols in the stratosphere to reflect sunlight and thereby hopefully forestall catastrophic climate change.  But that points up another potential problem: if aerosol levels, whether natural or human-made, decline in the future, climate change could accelerate—and China is adding scrubbing technology to its coal-fired power plants to reduce SO2 emissions and thereby minimize acid rain. In effect, fixing acid rain could end up exacerbating global warming. China "could cause some decreases [in stratospheric aerosols] if that is the source," Neely says, adding that growing SO2 emissions from India could also increase cooling if humans are the dominant cause of injecting aerosols into the atmosphere. On the other hand, "if some volcanoes that are large enough go off and if they are the dominant cause [of increasing aerosols], then we will probably see some increases" in cooling.

SO2 Solves

Sulfur from coal checks warming

Tandon 7/5 (Shaun Tandon, staff writer for AFP, 7/5/11, “China coal surge held back warming: study”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jGJC93jCEX0EZ80katgzOO_K1cpg?docId=CNG.9dbab75e3418bf50a4b7b8244b8b6207.b41)

WASHINGTON — China's soaring coal consumption in the last decade held back global warming as sulfur emissions served as a coolant, according to a study that takes head-on a key argument of climate skeptics.  While 2005 and 2010 are tied as the hottest years on record, skeptics have charged that an absence of a steady rise from 1998 to 2008 disproves the view that people are heating up the planet through greenhouse gas emissions.  Robert Kaufmann, a professor at Boston University, said he was motivated to conduct the study after a skeptic confronted him at a public forum, telling him he had seen on Fox News that temperatures had not risen over the decade.  "Nothing that I had read that other people have done gave me a quick answer to explain that seeming contradiction, because I knew that carbon dioxide concentrations have risen," Kaufmann told AFP.  The US-Finnish study, published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, named a culprit -- coal.  The burning of coal jumped in the past decade, particularly in China, whose economy has grown at breakneck pace. Coal emits sulfur, which stops the Sun's rays from reaching the Earth.  Kaufmann said that there was a precedent -- greenhouse gas emissions also soared in the post-World War II economic boom in Western countries and Japan.  "What happened was at the same time, sulfur emissions increased very rapidly, thereby canceling much of the greenhouse gas effect," Kaufmann said.  Global temperatures rose after the early 1970s when major developed nations started to take action to curb sulfur emissions, the study said. Global coal consumption again rose by 26 percent between 2003 and 2007, with China accounting for more than three quarters of the increase.  China remains the world's largest greenhouse gas emitter and its output keeps rising. But it has also started to take action to address rampant pollution, including by installing scrubbers on its coal plants.  "So we already see temperatures starting to increase again. It rose in 2009, it rose in 2010 and that may be one reason for that increase," Kaufmann said of the Chinese moves.  Both the US and Chinese governments want a a future for coal, a major industry. But while sulfur serves as a temporary coolant, it also contributes to major problems, such as acid rain and human respiratory problems.  Turning to sulfur to curb global warming is like saying, "We'll pick our poison," Kaufmann said.  "You could certainly make that argument, but I don't think many people would view that as a very satisfactory solution, especially if it meant living in a very polluted atmosphere like in China," he said.  The study also found additional factors that limited warming in the period, including a natural dip in solar activity and the effects of the El Nino and La Nina ocean patterns.  Joe Romm, a fellow at the left-leaning Center for American Progress, criticized the study for speaking of a hiatus in surface temperatures. He pointed to record temperatures in 2005 and 2010 and a rise in ocean heat.  "There has been no hiatus in global warming," Romm wrote on his blog, saying that the years 1998 and 2008 were "the favorite cherry-picked endpoints of the deniers" due to outside factors such as El Nino and La Nina.  Climate change skepticism has been on the rise in the United States. Leading lawmakers in the Republican Party, which triumphed in last year's congressional elections, argue that the science is unproven and that action would be too costly to the economy.

Warming Slow Frontline
Temp rise slowing now
Daily Mail Reporter ’10 (9/26/10, “Global warming has slowed down over the past 10 years, say scientists”, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/article-1333225/Global-warming-slowing-say-scientists.html)

The rate at which global temperatures are rising has slowed in the past decade, scientists said today.  In a report published today, the Met Office said the slow in the rate of warming was down to a combination of natural variation in the weather and pollution.  Scientists say one of the major factors is the rise in heavy industry and pollutant 'aerosols', particularly in Asia.  An upsurge in industrial emissions such as sulphur which are being pumped into the atmosphere reflects sunlight and could lead to a cooling effect. A NASA thermal satellite image of the Earth.  A NASA thermal satellite image of the Earth. Measurements from space are used to see how temperatures, particularly in the Arctic, are changing  Changes in the amount of water vapour in the stratosphere may also be a factor, the report suggests.  The admission will be seized upon by climate sceptics as evidence that man-made global warming has been overstated.   More...      * Tigers and polar bears most at risk 'because they have to work so hard for their food'  Since the 1970s, the long-term rate of global warming has been around 0.16C a decade but that slowed in the last 10 years to between 0.05C - 0.13C depending on which of the three major temperature record series are used.  Vicky Pope, head of climate science advice, said: 'The warming trend has decreased slightly. There's still a warming trend but it's not as rapid as it was before.  'The question is why has that happened. It's a question that sceptics often bring up.'  However researchers from the Met Office say there is still a warming trend over the 10 years since 2000 and the decade was the hottest on record.  They also said a lack of data from the Arctic, where warming has been particularly strong in the last 10 years, and changes to the way sea surface temperatures are measured have led to an underestimate of the rate at which temperatures are rising.  And while the UK is currently experiencing a cold snap and last year had the harshest winter for 30 years, the scientists said the evidence for man-made global warming had grown even stronger in the past year.  Dr Pope said for global warming it was important to look at the global picture - which last year saw many parts of the world experience very warm temperatures even while the UK was gripped by snow and ice.  And she said: 'We are starting to see changes in the climate even in the UK which we can link to global warming. We're seeing more heatwaves and seeing fewer of these cold winters.'  Ahead of the next round of international talks aimed at securing a deal on climate change, the Met Office also said the 12 months to the end of September were the second warmest on record - while another analysis by scientists in the US indicate the year was the hottest ever.  Dr Pope  said: 'We may be underestimating the warming.'  Partly this is due to gaps in the temperature data from the Arctic, where there is evidence warming has been stronger than other parts of the world.  The Met Office does not make estimates for areas where there are gaps in the Arctic data, instead leaving them out, which would leave their overall results for global temperatures on the low side.  And changes to the way sea surface temperatures are measured - with a shift from predominantly ship-based measurements to the use of buoys drifting around the oceans in the past 10 years - led to an underestimate of temperature rises.  Correcting the analysis of the sea surface temperatures could mean global temperatures as a whole could have risen by up to 0.03C above what has already been recorded.

Warming Slow Frontline
Warming is slowing down
Science Daily 08 (Science Daily, 5/5/08, “Will Global Warming Take A Short Break? Improved Climate Predictions Suggest A Reduced Warming Trend During The Next 10 Years”, http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/05/080502113749.htm)
To date climate change projections, as published in the last IPCC report, only considered changes in future atmospheric composition. This strategy is appropriate for long-term changes in climate such as predictions for the end of the century. However, in order to predict short-term developments over the next decade, models need additional information on natural climate variations, in particular associated with ocean currents. Lack of sufficient data has hampered such predictions in the past. Scientists at IFM-GEOMAR and from the MPI for Meteorology have developed a method to derive ocean currents from measurements of sea surface temperature (SST). The latter are available in good quality and global coverage at least for the past 50 years. With this additional information, natural decadal climate variations, which are superimposed on the long-term anthropogenic warming trend, can be predicted. The improved predictions suggest that global warming will weaken slightly during the following 10 years. “Just to make things clear: we are not stating that anthropogenic climate change won’t be as bad as previously thought”, explains Prof. Mojib Latif from IFM-GEOMAR. “What we are saying is that on top of the warming trend there is a long-periodic oscillation that will probably lead to a to a lower temperature increase than we would expect from the current trend during the next years”, adds Latif. “That is like driving from the coast to a mountainous area and crossing some hills and valleys before you reach the top”, explains Dr. Johann Jungclaus from the MPI for Meteorology. “In some years trends of both phenomena, the anthropogenic climate change and the natural decadal variation will add leading to a much stronger temperature rise.”

oceans check runaway warming
Junk Science 2008 (“The curious incident of the added heat at the surface.” http://junkscience.com/Greenhouse/forcing.html)
Additionally, this form introduces another layer of complexity, that of oceanic absorption. Bear in mind that every 10 meters of water column is equivalent to one entire atmosphere (10 cubic meters of water has a mass of 10,000 Kg), meaning that the oceans are an enormous heat sink. There is a theory that we can not find atmospheric warming because the oceans are absorbing it and 300 atmosphere's worth of oceans make the temperature change far too small to measure. Now, we have no specific problem with the possibility that Earth's warmth is distributed through the oceans as well as the atmosphere. Our response, however, remains the same. If additional or "excess" warmth is being spread over so many more atmospheres, at least atmosphere's worth of oceans, then we are looking at as little as one-third of one percent of estimated warming to achieve equilibrium temperature with enhanced greenhouse forcing. This would make the IPCC's touted 1.5-6 °C atmospheric warming an immeasurably small 0.005-0.02 °C for a doubling of pre-Industrial atmospheric carbon dioxide -- not a particularly worrisome prospect. So, recent data acquisition fails to show warming in the top 750 meters of the oceans (equivalent to 75 atmospheres) but there is a suggestion of warming in the deep ocean (below 1,000 meters, although historic data is sparse, to say the least -- the warming of so much of the ocean would be so small from enhanced greenhouse that the figures are of little relevance here). We are providing a field for you to select ocean depth to disperse additional forcing so you can see the effect ocean absorption has. As an exercise try maxing out the atmospheric carbon dioxide at 1200 ppmv (four times pre-IR levels) and share the additional Joules through the full allowable 3,000 meters of ocean depth and see that it would take more than 100 years to raise the temperature of the system just 1 °C. If the assertions that heat is being added to the system at the claimed rate but we can not detect it because it is being "hidden" by dispersal in the oceans then again we are unconcerned -- distributing the additional heat through so many more atmospheres' worth of heat sink makes mean warming trivial.

Warming Slow Frontline
Scientists are paid off
Kelly ’08 (Jack Kelly, Real Clear Politics, 1/8/08, “Media Promotes Global Warming Alarmism”, http://www.realclearpolitics .com/articles/2008/01/temperatures_trending_cooler.html)
About this time last year, Dr. Phil Jones, head of the Climatic Research Unit of East Anglia University in Britain, predicted 2007 would be the warmest year on record.It didn't turn out that way. 2007 was only the 9th warmest year since global temperature readings were first made in 1861.2007 was also the coldest year of this century, noted Czech physicist Lubos Motl.  Both global warming alarmists like Dr. Jones and skeptics like Dr. Motl forecast that this year will be slightly cooler than last year. If so, that means it will be a decade since the high water mark in global temperature was set in 1998. And the trend line is down. Average global temperature in 2007 was lower than for 2006, 2005, 2004, 2003, 2002 and 2001. November of last year was the coldest month since January of 2000, and December was colder still. "Global warming has stopped," said David Whitehouse, former science editor for the BBC. "It's not a viewpoint or a skeptic's inaccuracy. It's an observational fact." But observational fact matters little to global warming alarmists, particularly to those in the news media. "In 2008, your television will bring you image after image of natural havoc linked to global warming," said John Tierney, who writes a science column for the New York Times. "You will be told that such bizarre weather must be a sign of dangerous climate change -- and that these images are a mere preview of what's in store unless we act quickly to cool the planet.""Global warming can mean colder, it can mean drier, it can mean wetter," said Steven Guibeault of Greenpeace.There is no dispute among scientists that the planet warmed about 0.3 degrees Celsius between 1980 and 1998. What is in dispute is what caused the warming, and whether it will continue. The alarmists say the warming was caused chiefly by emissions of carbon dioxide from our automobiles and factories, and that, consequently, it will continue at an ever increasing rate unless we humans change our behavior. The skeptics say the warming trend was caused chiefly by natural cycles, and that it is at or near its end. "The earth is at the peak of one of its passing warm spells," said Dr. Oleg Sorokhtin of the Russian Academy of Natural Sciences. It'll start getting cold by 2012, and really, really cold around 2041, he predicts. The news media promote global warming alarmism through selective reporting. Dr. Roger Pielke of the University of Colorado noted that a paper published in an obscure scientific journal that argued there was a link between hurricanes and global warming generated 79 news articles, while a paper that debunked the connection published in a far more prestigious journal generated only three. "When the Arctic sea ice last year hit the lowest level ever recorded by satellites, it was big news and heralded as a sign the planet was warming," Mr. Tierney wrote. "When the Antarctic sea ice last year reached the highest level ever recorded by satellites, it was pretty much ignored."Two studies published last year which indicated the melting of Arctic sea ice was due more to cyclical changes in ocean currents and winds than to planetary warming also attracted little attention, Mr. Tierney noted. And though the record melting of Arctic sea ice this summer was widely reported, the record growth of Arctic sea ice this fall (58,000 square miles of ice each day for 10 straight days) was not. More than 400 scientists -- many of them members of the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change -- challenge the claims of the leading global warming alarmist, former Vice President and now Nobel laureate Al Gore, said a report issued by the Republicans on the U.S. Senate's Environment and Public Works committee last month. Kailee Kreider, a spokeswoman for Mr. Gore, said there criticisms should be discounted because 25 or 30 of the scientists may have received funding from the Exxon Mobil Corp. It's Mr. Gore who is the crook, says French physicist Claude Allegre in a new book. He's made millions in an eco-business based on phony science, Dr. Allegre charges. Mr. Gore isn't alone, says Weather Channel founder John Coleman: "Some dastardly scientists with environmental and political motives manipulated long term scientific data to create an illusion of rapid global warming," Mr. Coleman wrote. "Their friends in government steered huge research grants their way to keep the movement going...In time, in a decade or two, the outrageous scam will be obvious."

Warming Slow Frontline
4) Climate predictions fail

Holland et al  07  (David Holland, Robert M. Carter, C. R. de Freitas, Indur M. Goklany, Richard S. Lindzen, engineer, member of the Institution of Engineering and Technology, 2007, “Climate Change: Response to Simmonds and Steffen”, World Economics Vol. 8 No. 2 April-June)

In a second example, a New Zealand audit recently showed that the National Institute of Water and Atmosphere’s (NIWA) climate predictions were right only 48% of the time, i.e. no better than chance. This fact prompted NIWA’s Jim Renwick to comment, “Climate prediction is hard, half of the variability in the climate system is not predictable, so we don’t expect to do terrifically well”. Therefore, our view is that for the foreseeable future GCMs will continue to be limited to helping our understanding and cannot be used as evidence or proof of human interference with the climate. We note that this view is consistent with that of the IPCC, which says (Chapter 14.2.2.2 of WGI of IPCC, 2001): In climate research and modeling, we should recognize that we are dealing with a coupled non-linear chaotic system, and therefore that the long-term prediction of future climate states is not possible. Given the large uncertainty that remains over the effects of aerosols, and other known or potential forcing factors, we dispute the claim of Simmonds and Steffen that climate models have an “extraordinary performance and level of skill” and point to the continuing inability of the current models to simulate important aspects of the climate. Models may be based on well-established equations, but they are hardly the same as these equations. Numerical approximations never are, and the inevitable differences tend to add up with time.
2NC Warming Slow
No runaway warming now—data suggesting it assumes too much water vapor

Carter ’07  (Robert M. Carter, paleontologist, stratigrapher, marine geologist and environmental scientist, PhD from Cambridge University is an Adjunct Research Professor at James Cook University, 2007 “The Myth of Dangerous Human-Caused Climate Change”, the AusIMM New Leaders’ Conference, May 2-3)
Though not a pollutant, it is nonetheless the case that carbon dioxide absorbs space-bound infrared radiation, thereby increasing the energy available at Earth’s surface for warming or increased evaporation (eg de Freitas, 2002). Radiation theory thus accepted, there remain four problems with turning an increase in atmospheric carbon dioxide into global warming alarmism. First, the relationship between increasing carbon dioxide and increasing temperature is logarithmic, which lessens the forcing effect of each successive increment of carbon dioxide (Figure 4). Second, in increasing from perhaps 280 ppm in pre-industrial times to 380 ppm now, carbon dioxide should already have produced 75 per cent of the theoretical warming of ~1°C that would be caused by a doubling to 560 ppm (Lindzen, 2006); as we move from 380 to 560 ppm, at most a trivial few tenths of a degree of warming remain in the system. Claims of greater warming, such as those of the IPCC (2001), are based upon arbitrary adjustments to the lambda value in the Stefan-Boltzmann equation, and untested assumptions about positive feedbacks from water vapour. Third, the ice core data show conclusively that, during natural climate cycling, changes in temperature precede changes in carbon dioxide by an average 800 years or so (Fischer et al, 1999; Indermuhle et al, 2000; Mudelsee, 2001; Caillon et al, 2003); similarly, temperature change precedes carbon dioxide change, in this case by five months, during annual seasonal cycling (Kuo, Lindberg and Thomson, 1990). And, fourth, Boucot, Xu and Scotese (2004) have shown that over the Phanerozoic little relationship exists between the atmospheric concentration of carbon dioxide and necessary warming, including that extensive glaciation occurred between 444 and 353 million years ago when atmospheric carbon dioxide was up to 17 times higher than today (Chumakov, 2004).
2NC Warming - Bias
Media accounts are biased towards extremism in order to sell stories

Carter ’07  (Robert M. Carter, paleontologist, stratigrapher, marine geologist and environmental scientist, PhD from Cambridge University is an Adjunct Research Professor at James Cook University, 2007 “The Myth of Dangerous Human-Caused Climate Change”, the AusIMM New Leaders’ Conference, May 2-3)
That climate changes frequently, rapidly and sometimes unpredictably has been conventional knowledge amongst earth environmental scientists since the early days of ocean drilling in the 1970s. Yet we do not read about such natural climate change in the everyday news. Instead, in 2007 the daily media, in pursuit of circulation needs, is full of doom and gloom about human-caused global warming. Climate alarmism is propagated by a diverse group of journalists, environmental lobbyists, scientific and business groups, church leaders and politicians, all of whom preach that we must ‘stop climate change’ by severely reducing human carbon dioxide emissions, two propositions that compete in impracticality.
Warming is NOT Anthropogenic Frontline
1) No credible evidence proves that warming is anthropogenic

Singer ’07 (S. Fred, Dennis T Singer, distinguished research professor at George Mason and Avery, director of the Center for Global Food Issues at the Hudson Institute, 2007, “Unstoppable Global Warming: Every 1,500 Years” Pages 7-8)
The Earth has recently been warming. This is beyond doubt. It has warmed slowly and erratically-for a total of about 0.8 degrees Celsius-since 1850. It had one surge of warming from 1850 to 1870 and another from 1920 to 1940. However, when we correct the thermometer records for the effects of growing urban heat islands and widespread intensification of land use, and for the recently documented cooling of the Antarctic continent over the past thirty years, overall world temperatures today are only modestly warmer than they were in 1940, despite a major increase in human CO2 emissions.  The real question is not whether the Earth is warming but why and by how much. We have a large faction of intensely interested persons who say the warming is man-made, and dangerous. They say it is driven by releases of greenhouse gases such as CO2 from power plants and autos, and methane from rice paddies and cattle herds. The activists tell us that modern society will destroy the planet; that unless we radically change human energy production and consumption, the globe will become too warm for farming and the survival of wild species. They warn that the polar ice caps could melt, raising sea levels and flooding many of the world's most important cities and farming regions. However, they don't have much evidence to support their position-only (1) the fact that the Earth is warming, (2) a theory that doesn't explain the warming of the past 150 years very well, and (3) some unverified computer models. Moreover, their credibility is seriously weakened by the fact that many of them have long believed modern technology should be discarded whether the Earth is warming too fast or not at all.  Many scientists - though by no means all- agree that increased CO2 emissions could be dangerous. However, polls of climate-qualified scientist show that many doubt the scary predictions of the global computer models. This book cites the work of many hundreds of researchers, authors, and coauthors whose work testifies to the 1,500-year cycle. There is no "scientific consensus," as global warming advocates often claim. Nor is consensus important to science. Galileo may have been the only man of his day who believed the Earth revolved around the sun, but he was right! Science is the process of developing theories and testing them against observations until they are proven true or false. If we can find proof, not just that the Earth is warming, but that it is warming to dangerous levels due to human-emitted greenhouse gases, public policy will then have to evaluate such potential remedies as banning autos and air conditioners. So far, we have no such evidence. If the warming is natural and unstoppable, then public policy must focus instead on adaptations-such as more efficient air conditioning and building dikes around low-lying areas like Bangladesh. We have the warming. Now we must ascertain its cause.

Warming is NOT Anthropogenic Frontline
2) Mars proves solar changes are responsible for global warming
Solomon ’07 (Lawrence Solomon, staff writer, 2/7/07, National Post, “Look to Mars for the Truth on Globl Warming” http://www.nationalpost.com/story.html?id=edae9952-3c3e-47ba-913f-7359a5c7f723&k=0/)

Climate change is a much, much bigger issue than the public, politicians, and even the most alarmed environmentalists realize. Global warming extends to Mars, where the polar ice cap is shrinking, where deep gullies in the landscape are now laid bare, and where the climate is the warmest it has been in decades or centuries.  "One explanation could be that Mars is just coming out of an ice age," NASA scientist William Feldman speculated after the agency's Mars Odyssey completed its first Martian year of data collection. "In some low-latitude areas, the ice has already dissipated." With each passing year more and more evidence arises of the dramatic changes occurring on the only planet on the solar system, apart from Earth, to give up its climate secrets.  NASA's findings in space come as no surprise to Dr. Habibullo Abdussamatov at Saint Petersburg's Pulkovo Astronomical Observatory. Pulkovo -- at the pinnacle of Russia's space-oriented scientific establishment -- is one of the world's best equipped observatories and has been since its founding in 1839. Heading Pulkovo's space research laboratory is Dr. Abdussamatov, one of the world's chief critics of the theory that man-made carbon dioxide emissions create a greenhouse effect, leading to global warming.  "Mars has global warming, but without a greenhouse and without the participation of Martians," he told me. "These parallel global warmings -- observed simultaneously on Mars and on Earth -- can only be a straightline consequence of the effect of the one same factor: a long-time change in solar irradiance."  The sun's increased irradiance over the last century, not C02 emissions, is responsible for the global warming we're seeing, says the celebrated scientist, and this solar irradiance also explains the great volume of C02 emissions.  "It is no secret that increased solar irradiance warms Earth's oceans, which then triggers the emission of large amounts of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere. So the common view that man's industrial activity is a deciding factor in global warming has emerged from a misinterpretation of cause and effect relations."  Dr. Abdussamatov goes further, debunking the very notion of a greenhouse effect. "Ascribing 'greenhouse' effect properties to the Earth's atmosphere is not scientifically substantiated," he maintains. "Heated greenhouse gases, which become lighter as a result of expansion, ascend to the atmosphere only to give the absorbed heat away." 

Warming is NOT Anthropogenic Frontline

3) Climate record proves that C02 does not cause warming

Lewis ’07 (Richard Lewis, Institute of Economic Affairs, 2007, Global Warming False Alarms, www.globalwarminghype.com/upld-book403pdf_.pdf)
 The cornerstone of the global warming theory is that the CO2 content of the atmosphere in  the pre-industrial period at 280 parts per million by volume (ppmv) was over 25 per cent  lower than the 370 ppmv of today.  It has however been claimed by Professor Zbignieuw  Jaworowski of Warsaw University, who has been involved in glacier studies for 40 years,  that the figure for the 19th  century is wrong. It is based on the analysis of greenhouse gases  in ice cores from Greenland and Antarctica.  The flaws in this evidence, he says, are as  follows: First there are chemical and physical processes, which have taken place within the  ice cores which decrease the concentrations of all greenhouse gases they contain. It appears  that there are leaks of these gases from the ice cores into the drilling liquid used in the  boreholes and through cracks in the ice sheeting into the atmosphere. Second, there has  been manipulation of the data and biased interpretation of it. In any case meticulous  analysis of the abundant 19th  century measurements of CO2 shows that its average  atmospheric concentration before 1900 was 335 ppmv. Further recent work on tree leaves,  the frequency of the pores in the skin of which provide an accurate means of measuring  CO2 density in the atmosphere on a scale of centuries, show that the concentration nearly  10,000 years ago was 348 ppmv, or about the same as in 1987. A study by Dutch scientists  of Holocene era deposits in Denmark, (to which Professor Jaworowski referred in his  statement to the US Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transport) thus  discredited the much–touted ice core estimates. The authors of it stated bluntly “Our results  contradict the concept of relatively stabilised Holocene CO2 concentrations of 270 to 280 ppmv until the industrial revolution”. . Their tree leaf studies confirm earlier criticism of the  ice core research and demolish the very basis of the global warming case. To put the whole  matter in a long-term context it is worth pointing out that fifty million years ago the CO2  concentration of 2000 ppmv was almost six times higher than it is today but the air  temperature was only 1.5 degrees higher.

4) Methane
The Los Angeles Times 2006 (http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/editorials/la-ed-methane15oct15,0,7911841.story)
It's a silent but deadly source of greenhouse gases that contributes more to global warming than the entire world transportation sector, yet politicians almost never discuss it, and environmental lobbyists and other green activist groups seem unaware of its existence.That may be because it's tough to take cow flatulence seriously. But livestock emissions are no joke.Most of the national debate about global warming centers on carbon dioxide, the world's most abundant greenhouse gas, and its major sources -- fossil fuels. Seldom mentioned is that cows and other ruminants, such as sheep and goats, are walking gas factories that take in fodder and put out methane and nitrous oxide, two greenhouse gases that are far more efficient at trapping heat than carbon dioxide. Methane, with 21 times the warming potential of CO2, comes from both ends of a cow, but mostly the front. Frat boys have nothing on bovines, as it's estimated that a single cow can belch out anywhere from 25 to 130 gallons of methane a day.It isn't just the gas they pass that makes livestock troublesome. A report from the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization identified livestock as one of the two or three top contributors to the world's most serious environmental problems, including water pollution and species loss. In terms of climate change, livestock are a threat not only because of the gases coming from their stomachs and manure but because of deforestation, as land is cleared to make way for pastures, and the amount of energy needed to produce the crops that feed the animals.All told, livestock are responsible for 18% of greenhouse-gas emissions worldwide, according to the U.N. -- more than all the planes, trains and automobiles on the planet. And it's going to get a lot worse. As living standards rise in the developing world, so does its fondness for meat and dairy. Annual per-capita meat consumption in developing countries doubled from 31 pounds in 1980 to 62 pounds in 2002, according to the Food and Agriculture Organization, which expects global meat production to more than double by 2050. That means the environmental damage of ranching would have to be cut in half just to keep emissions at their current, dangerous level.

Warming is Not Anthropogenic Frontline
5) Volcanoes and El Nino are the true cause of warming

Carter ’07  (Robert M. Carter, paleontologist, stratigrapher, marine geologist and environmental scientist, PhD from Cambridge University is an Adjunct Research Professor at James Cook University, 2007 “The Myth of Dangerous Human-Caused Climate Change”, the AusIMM New Leaders’ Conference, May 2-3)

Both the eight and 100 year-long intervals of temperature change are too short to carry statistical significance regarding long-term climate change. However, though the last 100 years of temperature record has only limited climatic significance (for instance, representing only three climate normal datapoints), it is nonetheless important because it corresponds to the span of instrumental meteorological records from the earth’s surface. Accepting the 1860 - 2006 temperature record used by the IPCC (2007; Climate Research Unit, University of East Anglia) as a best measure, we find that there has been no significant increase in surface global temperature since the peak El Nino year of 1998 (Figure 8). This result is confirmed by the two most reliable records of average tropospheric temperature, drawn from weather balloon radiosondes (since 1958) and satellite-mounted microwave sounding units (MSU; since 1979). Of all these datasets, the MSU record is accepted to be the most accurate and globally representative. Once the effects of El Nino warmings and volcanic coolings are allowed for, this record shows no significant warming since its inception in 1979 (Gray, 2006) (Figure 9). This conclusion is robust. Though several other global temperature datasets exist, and though the MSU record has been subject to repeated corrections in interpretation, none of the available datasets document significant recent greenhouse warming. The global temperature stasis between 1998 and 2006 occurred despite continuing rises in atmospheric carbon dioxide over that period. Consistent with this, Karner (2002) showed from an analysis of global temperature series that: … antipersistence in the lower tropospheric temperature increments does not support the science of global warming developed by IPCC. Negative long-range correlation of increments during the last 22 years means that negative feedback has been dominating in the Earth climate system during the period. These facts, and the lack of a discernable human greenhouse effect in late 20th century temperature records, are consistent with Khilyuk and Chilingar’s (2006) estimate that the human greenhouse forcing is four to five orders of magnitude less than the major natural forcing agents. In summary, the slope and magnitude of temperature trends inferred from time-series data depend upon the choice of data end points. Drawing trend lines through highly variable, cyclic temperature data or proxy data is therefore a dubious exercise. Accurate direct measurements of tropospheric global average temperature have only been available since 1979, and they show no evidence for greenhouse warming. Surface thermometer data, though flawed, also show temperature stasis since 1998. This pattern is not what is portrayed in the daily news media.
Warming is Not Anthropogenic [AT : Greenhouse]
Best data proves the greenhouse theory cannot explain the current warming trends

Singer ’07 (S. Fred, Dennis T Singer, distinguished research professor at George Mason and Avery, director of the Center for Global Food Issues at the Hudson Institute, 2007, “Unstoppable Global Warming: Every 1,500 Years” Pages 10-11)
Let's quickly review the shortcomings of the Greenhouse Theory for explaining known realities. 

First, and most obvious. CO2 changes do not account for the highly variable climate we know the Earth has recently had, including the Roman Warming, the Dark Ages, the Medieval Warming, and the Little Ice Age. However, these variations fit into the I ,500-year cycle very well. Second, the Greenhouse Theory does not explain recent temperature changes. Most of the current warming occurred before 1940. before there was much human-generated CO2 in the air. After 1940, temperatures declined until 1975 or so, despite a huge surge in industrial CO2 during that period. These events run counter to the CO2 theory. but they are in accord with the 1,500-year cycle. Third, the early and supposedly most powerful increases in atmospheric CO2 have not produced the frightening planetary overheating that the theory and climate models told us to expect. We must discount future increments of CO2 in the atmosphere. because each increment of CO2 increase produces less warming than the unit before it. The amounts of CO2 already added to the atmosphere must already have "used up" much-and perhaps most-of CO2's forcing capability. Fourth, we must discount the "official" temperature record to reflect the increased size and intensity of today's urban heat islands, where most of the official thermometers are located. We must take account of the changes in rural land use (forests cleared for farming and pastures, more intensive row-crop and irrigated farming) that affect soil moisture and temperatures. When meteorological experts reconstructed U.S. official temperatures "without cities and crops" - using more accurate data from satellites and high-altitude weather balloons—about half of the recent “official” warming disappeared.  Fifth, the Earth’s surface thermometers have recently warmed faster than the temperature readings in the lower atmosphere up to 30,000 feet. yet the Greenhouse Theory says that CO2 will warm the lower atmosphere first, and then the atmospheric heat will radiate to the Earth's surface. This is not happening. Figure 1.1 shows the very moderate trend in the satellite readings over the past two decades, totaling 0.125 degrees Celsius per decade. The short-term temperature spike in 1998 was one of the strongest El Nino events in recent centuries, but its effect quickly dissipated, as always happens with El Ninos. A reconstruction of weather-balloon temperature readings at two meters above the Earth's surface (1979-1996) shows a trend increase of only 0.015 degree Celsius per decade'' Nor can we project even that slow increase over the coming centuries, since the I ,500-year cycles have often achieved half of their total warming in their first few decades, followed by erratic warmings and coolings like those we've recorded since 1920. Sixth, CO2 for at least 240,000 years has been a lagging indicator of global warming, not a causal factor. Within the last 15 years, the ice cores have revealed that temperatures and CO2 levels have tracked closely together during the warmings after each of Earth's last three ice age glaciations. However, the CO2 changes have lagged about 800 years behind the temperature changes. Global warming has produced more CO2, rather than more CO2 producing global warming. This accords with the reality that the oceans hold the vast majority of the planet's carbon, and the laws of physics let cold oceans hold more CO2 gas than warm oceans.  Seventh, the Greenhouse Theory predicts that CO2-driven warming of the Earth's surface will start, and be strongest, in the North and South Polar regions, This is not happening either, A broadly scattered set of meteorological stations and ocean buoys show that temperature readings in the Arctic, Greenland, and the seas around them are colder today than in the 1930s. Alaska has been warming, but researchers say this is due to the recent warming of the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO), not a broader Arctic warming pattern. The twenty to thirty year cycle of the PDO seems to have recently reversed again, so Alaska may now cool with the rest of the Arctic. In the Antarctic, only the thin finger of the Antarctic Peninsula, which juts up toward Argentina (and the equator) has been warming. Temperatures over the other 98 percent of the Antarctic continent have been declining slowly since the 1960s, according to a broad array of Antarctic surface stations and satellite measurements.  Eighth, the scary predictions of planetary overheating require that the warming effect of additional CO2 be amplified by increased water vapor in the atmosphere. Warming will indeed lift more moisture from the oceans into the air. But what if the moister, warmer air increases the efficiency of rainfall, and leaves the upper atmosphere as dry, or even dryer, than it was before? We have absolutely no evidence to demonstrate that the upper atmosphere is retaining more water vapor to amplify the CO2, To the contrary, a team of researchers from NASA and MIT recently discovered a huge vertical heat vent in the Earth's atmosphere. It apparently increases the efficiency of rainfall when sea surface temperatures rise above 28° C. This effect seems to be big enough to vent all the heat the models predict would be generated by a doubling of CO2.16
Warming is Not Anthropogenic Ext: Greenhouse Flawed
Greenhouse theory flawed—rests on faulty assumptions about absorption and emission

Kondis ’08 (Tom Kondis, chemist and consultant with experience in absorption and emission spectroscopy, 5/21/08, “Greenhouse Gas facts and Fantasies” http://junkscience.com/Greenhouse/Kondis-Greenhouse.html)
To support their argument, advocates of man-made global warming have intermingled elements of greenhouse activity and infrared absorption to promote the image that carbon dioxide traps heat near earth's surface like molecular greenhouses insulating our atmosphere. Their imagery, however, is seriously flawed. A greenhouse is simply a physical structure that traps hot air. Solar radiation initiates the heating sequence inside a greenhouse when photons in the visible region of the electromagnetic spectrum, entering through glass or transparent plastic panels, are absorbed by surfaces of opaque objects. Reflected photons exit freely; neither they, nor their "heat," are trapped inside. Drivers who regularly park their mobile greenhouses in sunny locations exploit this principle by placing reflective white cardboard behind their windshields to expel some before they're absorbed. Although transparent to visible photons, greenhouse panels absorb weaker radiation in the infrared (IR) region of the spectrum. Solar IR photons can't enter. This fact requires spectroscopists to use exotic window materials such as polished rock salt in their IR pursuits. Visible radiation, not IR, energizes a greenhouse. Advocates misuse the term "absorption" of photons by substances as being analogous to water sopped up by a sponge, unchanged, implying physical entrapment. Actually, it means that the photon smoothly transfers its radiant energy to kinetic form. Absorption is an energy transition, not a trap; photons don't occupy molecular cages. Similarly, emission is the reverse kinetic to radiant transfer. n absorbed photon disappears as its discrete packet (quantum) of radiant energy dissipates into a diverse kinetic assortment of motion, vibrations or collisions involving atoms and molecules of the absorbing substance. Imagine one shot of your metabolic energy, through cue stick and cue ball, scattering a rack of balls on a pool table. These transfers obey the second law of thermodynamics, popularly stated as the spontaneous downhill flow from high to low energy, or hot to cold. Inside a greenhouse, visible photons define the hilltop from which this flow begins. IR photons, when emitted, are near the bottom of a typical greenhouse energy hill. Continuing the sequence, the confined greenhouse atmosphere is convectively heated through molecular collisions with hotter opaque surfaces; its composition is at least 99.95% by volume nitrogen, oxygen, water vapor and argon. Carbon dioxide, only about 0.035% of the trapped hot air, is insignificant in this role. Drivers of mobile greenhouses recognize this principle too, when they crack open windows of their parked vehicles to partially disable the trap. Any gas can convectively transfer heat, but no gas can possibly mimic greenhouse-type entrapment of hot air. A greenhouse-carbon dioxide analogy has no logical basis.
Warming is Not Anthropogenic [AT : Greenhouse]
C02 does not cause warming it is a correlation not a causation

Singer ’07 (S. Fred, Dennis T Singer, distinguished research professor at George Mason and Avery, director of the Center for Global Food Issues at the Hudson Institute, 2007, “Unstoppable Global Warming: Every 1,500 Years” Pages 36-7)
Recently the CO2 levels in the Earth's atmosphere and temperatures on the Earth's surface have both been rising. Does that mean that high CO2 levels have been causing the Earth's warming? Or is it just coincidence? According to the Greenhouse Theory, more CO2 in the Earth's atmosphere will trap more of the Earth's own radiated heat, warming the lower atmosphere and ultimately the surface of the planet-all other things being equal. But the fact that the Earth's temperature has warmed only slightly since 1940, despite the huge clouds of greenhouse gases emitted from human activities, provides evidence that the human greenhouse effect must be so small that it presents little threat to the planet or its people. This is especially true if the current CO2 levels have already used up almost all of that trace gas's ability to heat our planet. (Each additional increment of CO2 causes less warming.) Recent research has given us a much clearer picture of the global interaction between temperature and CO2: First, satellite and high-altitude weather balloon data confirm that the lower atmosphere is not trapping lots of additional heat due to higher CO2 concentrations. It is hard to know how fast the Earth's highly variable surface is warming, but it is warming faster than the lower atmosphere where the CO2 is accumulating. This is strong evidence that CO2 is not the primary climate factor. Second, the Antarctic ice cores tell us that the Earth's temperatures and CO2 levels have tracked closely together through the last three ice ages and global warmings. However, CO2 has been a lagging indicator, its concentrations rising about eight hundred years after the temperatures warm. This is additional evidence that CO2 is not the forcing agent in recent global climate changes. Oregon State Climatologist George Taylor recalls: "Early Vostok analysis looked at samples centuries apart, and concluded (correctly) that there is a very strong relationship between temperatures and CO2 concentrations. The conclusion for many was obvious: when CO2 goes up, temperatures go up, and vice-versa. This became the basis for a number of scary-looking graphs in books by scientist Stephen Schneider, former Vice President Al Gore, and others, predicting a much-warmer future (since most scientists agree that CO2 will continue to go up for some time). Well, it's not as simple as that. When the Vostok data were analyzed for much shorter time periods (decades at a time rather than centuries), something quite different emerged. [Huburtus Fischer and his research team from the Scripps Institute of Oceanography] reported: '[T]he time lag of the rise in CO2 concentrations with respect to temperature change is on the order of 400 to 1000 years.' In other words, CO2 changes are caused by temperature changes?" (emphasis added). According to Fischer, he "and his team analyzed the Vostok core going back 250,000 years, and cross-correlated their findings with a CO2 record from the Antarctic's Taylor Dome covering the last 35,000 years-to get the temperature/Co, history in decades rather than centuries. They reported that 'The time lag of the rise in CO2 concentrations with respect to temperature change is on the order of 400 to 1000 years during all three glacial-interglacial transitions.'''5 Fischer's team says the ocean gives up CO2 when it and the atmosphere warm, which then stimulates more tree and plant growth on land. The trees and plants absorb CO2, incorporating it into more and bigger roots and tree trunks, and more soil carbon sequestered under lush grasslands. The lag time of four hundred to one thousand years is related to the ocean-mixing time required for the CO2 to be released from the waters. Nicolas Caillon of the French Atomic Energy Commission used argon isotopes in the Antarctic ice cores to produce what he believed was an even more accurate record of the time lag for CO2 increases after temperature increase-two hundred to eight hundred years. His conclusion: "This confirms that CO2 is not the forcing that initially drives the climatic system during a deglaciation."

Warming is Not Anthropogenic [AT : Greenhouse]
Polar temperatures prove the Greenhouse Theory False
Singer ’07 (S. Fred, Dennis T Singer, distinguished research professor at George Mason and Avery, director of the Center for Global Food Issues at the Hudson Institute, 2007, “Unstoppable Global Warming: Every 1,500 Years” Pages 37-8)
If the Greenhouse Theory were valid, temperatures in the Arctic and the Antarctic would have risen several degrees Celsius since 1940 due to the huge emissions of man-made CO2, The icy bad news for the CO2 alarmists is that the temperatures at and near the North and South Poles are lower now than they were in 1930. The Antarctic Peninsula, the thin finger of land pointing north toward Argentina (and the equator) has been getting warmer. We've heard an inordinate amount of hoopla about the warming on the peninsula, which makes up less than 3 percent of the Antarctic's land area. That's because (1) that is where most of the scientists and thermometers are; and (2) it is the only part showing any agreement with the Greenhouse Theory. The other 97 percent of Antarctica has been cooling since the mid-1960s. The modem Antarctic network of long-term temperature measurements was established in 1957. Recently, a research team led by the University of Chicago's Peter Doran published a paper in Nature saying, "Although previous reports suggest slight recent continental warming, our spatial analysis of Antarctic meteorological data demonstrates a net cooling on the Antarctic continent between 1966 and 2000." 13 The data from twenty-one Antarctic surface stations show an average continental decline of 0.008 degrees Celsius from 1978 to 1998, and the infrared data from satellites operating since 1979 show a decline of 0.42 degrees Celsius per decade." David W. 1. Thompson of Colorado State University and Susan Solomon of the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration also report a cooling trend in the Antarctic interior." The sea ice surrounding the Antarctic continent also confirms cooling. Australia's A. B. Watkins and Ian Simmonds report increases in Southern Ocean sea ice parameters from 1978 to 1996 and an increase in the length of the sea-ice season in the 1990s.16 

Warming is Not Anthropogenic [Solar Variation]
Variations in solar radiation and solar wind are the cause of temperature variation.

Patterson 07 (Jim Patterson, a professor of geology, Department of Earth Sciences, Carleton University as well as Director of the Ottawa-Carleton Geoscience Centre in Ottawa, Ontario, Canada, 6/20/07,  “Read the Sunspots”, Financial Post, http://www.financialpost.com/story.html?id=597d0677-2a05-47b4-b34f-b84068db11f4&p=1)

Our finding of a direct correlation between variations in the brightness of the sun and earthly climate indicators (called "proxies") is not unique. Hundreds of other studies, using proxies from tree rings in Russia's Kola Peninsula to water levels of the Nile, show exactly the same thing: The sun appears to drive climate change. However, there was a problem. Despite this clear and repeated correlation, the measured variations in incoming solar energy were, on their own, not sufficient to cause the climate changes we have observed in our proxies. In addition, even though the sun is brighter now than at any time in the past 8,000 years, the increase in direct solar input is not calculated to be sufficient to cause the past century's modest warming on its own. There had to be an amplifier of some sort for the sun to be a primary driver of climate change. Indeed, that is precisely what has been discovered. In a series of groundbreaking scientific papers starting in 2002, Veizer, Shaviv, Carslaw, and most recently Svensmark et al., have collectively demonstrated that as the output of the sun varies, and with it, our star's protective solar wind, varying amounts of galactic cosmic rays from deep space are able to enter our solar system and penetrate the Earth's atmosphere. These cosmic rays enhance cloud formation which, overall, has a cooling effect on the planet. When the sun's energy output is greater, not only does the Earth warm slightly due to direct solar heating, but the stronger solar wind generated during these "high sun" periods blocks many of the cosmic rays from entering our atmosphere. Cloud cover decreases and the Earth warms still more. The opposite occurs when the sun is less bright. More cosmic rays are able to get through to Earth's atmosphere, more clouds form, and the planet cools more than would otherwise be the case due to direct solar effects alone. This is precisely what happened from the middle of the 17th century into the early 18th century, when the solar energy input to our atmosphere, as indicated by the number of sunspots, was at a minimum and the planet was stuck in the Little Ice Age. These new findings suggest that changes in the output of the sun caused the most recent climate change. By comparison, CO2 variations show little correlation with our planet's climate on long, medium and even short time scales.

Warming is Not Anthropogenic [Methane]
Methane from cows is 21 times more powerful than C02

Mohr ’05 (Noam Mohr, Coordinator of the Jewish Vegetarians of North America, 2005, “A New Global Warming Strategy How Environmentalists are Overlooking Vegetarianism as the Most Effective Tool Against Climate Change in Our Lifetimes” 

http://www.earthsave.org/news/earthsave_global_warming_report.pdf)

By far the most important non-CO2 greenhouse gas is methane, and the number one source of methane worldwide is animal agriculture.17Methane is responsible for nearly as much global warming as all other non-CO2 greenhouse gases put together.18 Methane is 21 times more powerful a greenhouse gas than CO2.19 While atmospheric concentrations of CO2 have risen by about 31% since pre-industrial times, methane concentrations have more than doubled.20 Whereas human sources of CO2 amount to just 3% of natural emissions, human sources produce one and a half times as much methane as all natural sources.21 In fact, the effect of our methane emissions may be compounded as methane-induced warming in turn stimulates microbial decay of organic matter in wetlands—the primary natural source of methane.22  With methane emissions causing nearly half of the planet’s human-induced warming, methane reduction must be a priority. Methane is produced by a number of sources, including coal mining and landfills—but the number one source worldwide is animal agriculture.23 Animal agriculture produces more than 100 million tons of methane a year.24 And this source is on the rise: global meat consumption has increased fivefold in the past fifty years, and shows little sign of abating.25 About 85% of this methane is produced in the digestive processes of livestock,26 and while a single cow releases a relatively small amount of methane,27 the collective effect on the environment of the hundreds of millions of livestock animals worldwide is enormous. An additional 15% of animal agricultural methane emissions are released from the massive “lagoons” used to store untreated farm animal waste,28 and already a target of environmentalists’ for their role as the number one source of water pollution in the U.S.29
Cow Manure Produces Greenhouse Gases Way Worse than C02

The Los Angeles Times 2006 (http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/editorials/la-ed-methane15oct15,0,7911841.story)
But it's not just about the belching. Livestock manure also emits methane (especially when it's stored in lagoons) and nitrous oxide, better known as laughing gas. There's nothing funny about this gas: It has 296 times the warming potential of carbon dioxide, and livestock are its leading anthropogenic (human-caused) source. The best way to reduce these gases is to better manage the manure; storage methods and temperature can make a big difference. The California Air Resources Board is studying manure-management practices as part of a sweeping effort to identify ways of cutting greenhouse-gas emissions, work that by the end of next year might lead to regulation of the state's ranches and dairies. Other states should do the same.

Warming Inevitable Frontline

Ocean storage means it’s too late for warming—it’s inevitable
NPR 9 (1/26, Global Warming Is Irreversible, Study Says, All Things Considered, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=99888903)


Climate change is essentially irreversible, according to a sobering new scientific study. As carbon dioxide emissions continue to rise, the world will experience more and more long-term environmental disruption. The damage will persist even when, and if, emissions are brought under control, says study author Susan Solomon, who is among the world's top climate scientists. "We're used to thinking about pollution problems as things that we can fix," Solomon says. "Smog, we just cut back and everything will be better later. Or haze, you know, it'll go away pretty quickly." That's the case for some of the gases that contribute to climate change, such as methane and nitrous oxide. But as Solomon and colleagues suggest in a new study published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, it is not true for the most abundant greenhouse gas: carbon dioxide. Turning off the carbon dioxide emissions won't stop global warming. "People have imagined that if we stopped emitting carbon dioxide that the climate would go back to normal in 100 years or 200 years. What we're showing here is that's not right. It's essentially an irreversible change that will last for more than a thousand years," Solomon says. This is because the oceans are currently soaking up a lot of the planet's excess heat — and a lot of the carbon dioxide put into the air. The carbon dioxide and heat will eventually start coming out of the ocean. And that will take place for many hundreds of years. Solomon is a scientist with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Her new study looked at the consequences of this long-term effect in terms of sea level rise and drought. 
1) Best Data Proves Global Warming happens every 1500 years regardless of human activity
Singer ’07 (S. Fred, Dennis T Singer, distinguished research professor at George Mason and Avery, director of the Center for Global Food Issues at the Hudson Institute, 2007, “Unstoppable Global Warming: Every 1,500 Years” Pages 1-5)
The Earth is warming but physical evidence from around the world tells us that human-emitted CO2 (carbon dioxide) has played only a minor role in it. Instead, the mild warming seems to be part of a natural I ,500-year climate cycle (plus or minus 500 years) that goes back at least one million years. The cycle has been too long and too moderate for primitive peoples lacking thermometers to recount in their oral histories. But written evidence of climatic change does exist. The Romans had recorded a warming from about 200 B.C. to AD. 600, registered mainly in the northward advance of grape growing in both Italy and Britain. Histories from both Europe and Asia tell us there was a Medieval Warming that lasted from about 900 to 1300; this period was also known as the Medieval Climate Optimum because of its mild winters, stable seasons, and lack of severe storms. Human histories also record the Little Ice Age, which lasted from about 1300 to 1850. But people thought each of these climatic shifts was a distinct event and not part of a continuing pattern. This began to change in 1984 when Willi Dansgaard of Denmark and Hans Oeschger of Switzerland published their analysis of the oxygen isotopes in the first ice cores extracted from Greenland.' These cores provided 250,000 years of the Earth's climate history in one set of "documents." The scientists compared the ratio of "heavy" oxygen-18 isotopes to the "lighter" oxygen-16 isotopes, which indicated the temperature at the time the snow had fallen. They expected to find evidence of the known 90,000-year ice ages and the mild interglacial periods recorded in the ice, and they did. However, they did not expect to find anything in between. To their surprise, they found a clear cycle—moderate, albeit abrupt—occurring about every 2,550 years running persistently through both. (This period would soon he reassessed at 1,500 years, plus or minus 500 years).  By the mid-1980s, however, the First World had already convinced itself of the Greenhouse Theory and believed that puny human industries had grown powerful enough to change the planet's climate. There was little media interest in the frozen findings of obscure, parka-clad Ph.D.s in far-off Greenland. A wealth of other evidence has emerged since 1984, however, corroborating Dansgaard and Oeschger's natural I ,500-year climate cycle: An ice core from the Antarctic's Vostok Glacier-at the other end of the world from Iceland-was brought up in 1987 and showed the same 1,500year climate cycle throughout its 400,000-year length. • The ice-core findings correlate with known advances and retreats in the glaciers of the Arctic, Europe, Asia, North America, Latin America, New Zealand, and the Antarctic. • The I ,500-year cycle has been revealed in seabed sediment cores brought up from the floors of such far-flung waters as the North Atlantic Ocean and the Sargasso Sea, the South Atlantic Ocean and the Arabian Sea. • Cave stalagmites from Ireland and Germany in the Northern Hemisphere to South Africa and New Zealand in the Southern Hemisphere show evidence of the Modern Warming, the Little Ice Age, the Medieval Warming, the Dark Ages, the Roman Warming, and the unnamed cold period before the Roman Warming. • Fossilized pollen from across North America shows nine complete reorganizations of our trees and plants in the last 14,000 years, or one every  1,650 years. • In both Europe and South America, archaeologists have evidence that prehistoric humans moved their homes and farms up mountainsides during the warming centuries and retreated back down during the cold ones. The Earth continually warms and cools. The cycle is undeniable, ancient, often abrupt, and global. It is also unstoppable. Isotopes in the ice and sediment cores, ancient tree rings, and stalagmites tell us it is linked to small changes in the irradiance of the sun. The temperature change is moderate. Temperatures at the latitude of New York and Paris moved about 2 degrees Celsius above the long-term mean during warmings, with increases of 3 degrees or more in the polar latitudes. During the cold phases of the cycle, temperatures dropped by similar amounts below the mean. Temperatures change little in lands al the equator. but rainfall often does. The cycle shifts have occurred roughly on schedule whether CO2 levels were high or low. Based on this 1,500 year-cycle, the Earth is about 150 years into a moderate Modern Warming that will last for centuries longer. It will essentially restore the fine climate of the Medieval Climate Optimum. The climate has been most stable during the warming phases, The "little ice ages" have been beset by more floods, droughts, famines, and storminess. Yet, despite all of this evidence, millions of well-educated people, many scientists, many respected organizations-even the national governments of major First World nations-are telling us that the Earth's current warming phase is caused by human-emitted CO2 and deadly dangerous, They ask society to renounce most of its use of fossil fuel-generated energy and accept radical reductions in food production, health technologies, and standards of living to "save the planet." We have missed the predictive power of the 1,500-year climate cycle. Will the fear of dangerous global warming lead society to accept draconian restrictions on the use of fertilizers, cars, and air conditioners? 

Warming Inevitable Frontline

2) Even if all global emissions stopped today -past emissions make warming inevitable

Stern ’07 (Nicholas Stern, Head of the British Government Economic Service, Former Head Economist for the World Bank, I.G. Patel Chair at the London School of Economics and Political Science —2007 “The Economics of Climate Change: The Stern Review”, The report of a team commissioned by the British Government to study the economics of climate change led by Siobhan Peters, Head of G8 and International Climate Change Policy Unit, Cambridge University Press, p. 11-13)

Additional warming is already in the pipeline due to past and present emissions. The full warming effect of past emissions is yet to be realised. Observations show that the oceans have taken up around 84% of the total heating of the Earth’s system over the last 40 years36. If global emissions were stopped today, some of this heat would be exchanged with the atmosphere as the system came back into equilibrium, causing an additional warming. Climate models project that the world is committed to a further warming of 0.5° - 1 °C over several decades due to past emissions37. This warming is smaller than the warming expected if concentrations were stabilised at 430 ppm CO2e, because atmospheric aerosols mask a proportion of the current warming effect of greenhouse gases. Aerosols remain in the atmosphere for only a few weeks and are not expected to be present in significant levels at stabilisation38. If annual emissions continued at today’s levels, greenhouse gas levels would be close to double pre-industrial levels by the middle of the century. If this concentration were sustained, temperatures are projected to eventually rise by 2 – 5ºC or even higher. Projections of future warming depend on projections of global emissions (discussed in chapter 7). If annual emissions were to remain at today’s levels, greenhouse gas levels would reach close to 550 ppm CO2e by 2050.39 Using the lower and upper 90% confidence bounds based on the IPCC TAR range and recent research from the Hadley Centre, this would commit the world to a warming of around 2 – 5°C (Table 1.1). As demonstrated in Box 1.2, these two climate sensitivity distributions lie close to the centre of recent projections and are used throughout this Review to give illustrative temperature projections. Positive feedbacks, such as methane emissions from permafrost, could drive temperatures even higher. Near the middle of this range of warming (around 2 – 3°C above today, the Earth would reach a temperature not seen since the middle Pliocene around 3 million years ago . This level of warming on a global scale is far outside the experience of human civilisation. However, these are conservative estimates of the expected warming, because in the absence of an effective climate policy, changes in land use and the growth in population and energy consumption around the world will drive greenhouse gas emissions far higher than today. This would lead greenhouse gas levels to attain higher levels than suggested above. The IPCC projects that without intervention greenhouse gas levels will rise to 550 – 700 ppm CO2e by 2050 and 650 – 1200 ppm CO2e by 210041. These projections and others are discussed in Chapter 7, which concludes that, without mitigation, greenhouse gas levels are likely to be towards the upper end of these ranges. If greenhouse gas levels were to reach 1000 ppm, more than treble pre-industrial levels, the Earth would be committed to around a 3 – 10°C of warming or more, even without considering the risk of positive feedbacks (Table 1.1).
Warming Inevitable [1500 Year Cycle]
Prefer our evidence- best empirical data proves warming is cyclical and not human induced

Singer ’07 (S. Fred, Dennis T Singer, distinguished research professor at George Mason and Avery, director of the Center for Global Food Issues at the Hudson Institute, 2007, “Unstoppable Global Warming: Every 1,500 Years” Page 34)
The key thing for us all to remember is that the 1,500-year climate cycle is not an unproven theory like the model-based predictions for the Greenhouse Theory. The 1,500-year climate cycle is real, based on a wide variety of physical evidence from around the globe. The ice cores were cut from real-world ice sheets built up into layers over thousands of years. The satellites actually measured the sun's varying rays. The mass spectrometers actually counted the isotopes from the cores that confirmed the pattern of solar variation. The sunspot counts of the last four hundred years are handwritten on the yellowed pages of the observers' diaries. The Armagh Observatory's solar record has been carefully kept daily for more than two hundred years. The flares on the sun are recorded on film. The tree rings are there to be counted and recounted. The sediment cores are in storage, awaiting further research. The heavy-oxygen isotopes are demonstrably different from the lighter ones. The midges whose heads are found in the sediments actually lived. The pollen grains fell from plants, recently or long ago, but the plants were alive. The stalagmites patiently built up over thousands of years.  There's no 1,470-year solar cycle. However, the Holger Braun computer model run found that the sun's well-known 87-year and 21O-year cycles, when superimposed, could create the longer I ,470-year cycle. None of this climate cycle evidence is as likely to mislead as the unverified computer models that have received so much funding and media attention during the "greenhouse years." Dansgaard, Lassen, and Bond all argue that the force behind the cycles is solar. Berger and von Rad argue that "internal oscillations of the climate system cannot produce" the quick-changing 1,500-year cycles. Jan Veizer and Nir Shaviv agree that the forcing producing the 1 ,SOO-year cycle is extraterrestrial, but add in the Milky Way and other galactic sources of cosmic rays. The more we learn about the 1,500-year cycle, the less likely it seems that the recent warming is man-made-or dangerous.

Warming Inevitable [Past Emissions]
Impossible to solve warming—past emissions will overwhelm the plan

Adve ‘08 (Nagraj Adve, One World South Asia, 4/23/08, , “Can we avoid ‘dangerous’ global warming?”, <http://southasia.oneworld.net/Article/can-we-avoid-2018dangerous2019-global-warming/)
As a consequence, the Earth’s average temperature has risen about 0.8 degrees C since the Industrial Revolution, reaching 14.5 degrees C in 2005. This seemingly mild rise has already caused lands to be nibbled by rising sea levels in the Sunderbans and the Gujarat coast, the 2005 floods in Bombay which killed a thousand people, Himalayan glaciers to recede, and rainfall patterns to change. According to the UN, 66 million people were affected by floods this year in South Asia alone. What used to seem ‘natural’ phenomena are not natural any more, as Bill McKibben lamented in The End of Nature nearly 20 years ago. The problem, as Paul Brown explains in Global Warming: The Last Chance for Change, is that there’s more warming in the pipeline. There’s a lag of about 25-30 years between greenhouse gases being emitted and the full effects of their warming. So the recent climate chaos is actually the consequence of emissions in the late 1970s. The full effects of more recent emissions, including from China’s coal-based power stations that some are suddenly and rightly concerned about, will be felt in the years to come. We are committed, Brown writes, to a further 0.7 degrees C. That would add up to 1.5 degrees C above pre-industrial levels. At 1.5 degrees, 18% of the world’s species will die, and 400 million more people worldwide will be exposed to water stress. It gets worse. As the Earth gets warmer, it will trigger off certain ‘feedbacks’, which could be understood as the Earth’s systems themselves contributing to warming: as Arctic ice melts, there will be less of it to reflect heat, warming further, melting more, and so on.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions NOT Increasing 

No evidence Greenhouse Gas Emissions are skyrocketing—models presume world wide lifestyle changes that have not occurred

Lewis ’07 (Richard Lewis, Institute of Economic Affairs, 2007, Global Warming False Alarms, www.globalwarminghype.com/upld-book403pdf_.pdf)

The assumption of both the climate modellers and the IPCC is that greenhouse gases are  growing exponentially, that is to say that they are growing at a constant percentage rate.  This amounts to saying that the trend is towards an absolute increase in the quantity of  GHGs emitted every year compared with the previous year. This assumption is based on  the further assumptions that world population is growing exponentially and that everyone  on the planet wants the existing American (energy intensive) lifestyle. These assumptions  are both hopelessly out of date. UN projections of future (2050) world population have  declined from 15 billion in 1980 to 9 billion. Besides, all the evidence shows that, as  standards of living rise, the number of births falls. In most European countries, indeed, the  birth rate is well below replacement level, so the long-term prospect there and probably elsewhere is one of falling population. Besides, since the 1950s, carbon dioxide emissions  per capita have become constant or actually declined. Thus the climate modellers and the  IPCC assumption of an exponential growth of CO2 emissions of 1 per cent per year has  been behind the times for over thirty years. Yet the error is hugely important because it  builds into the climate computer models, right from the start, the likelihood of a runaway  greenhouse warming effect - given a constant relationship between greenhouse gas  concentrations and temperature. However that assumption is disputable, as we have seen  from the past history of greenhouse gases on our planet and also for reasons given below.  This bias has been compounded by the models’ and the IPCC’s  projection of GDPs in the  developing world using market exchange rates (MEX), which, as a study by world-class  statisticians Castles and Henderson proved, is totally misleading. Using MEX grossly  underestimates the real incomes of developing countries. The correct basis for international  income comparisons is purchasing power parity (PPP). The effect of the error was to  project that the GDP of developing countries would increase by a factor of 65 between  1990 and 2100. Indeed the 100-year growth rates of the most conservative scenarios of the  IPCC were in many instances higher than observed in any country in history. This shows that the economic grasp of the IPCC is of a very low order.

Skeptics Defense [General]

One of the original global warming alarmists switched in 2006 because the evidence supports the skeptics

U.S. Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, 2007  (Marc Morano, communications director for the Republicans on the U.S. Senate Committee on Environment and Public Work, “Climate Momentum Shifting: Prominent Scientists Reverse Belief in Man-made Global Warming - Now Skeptics” http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Minority.Blogs&ContentRecord_id=927b9303-802a-23ad-494b-dccb00b51a12&Region_id=&Issue_id=&IsTextOnly=True) 

Geophysicist Dr. Claude Allegre, a top geophysicist and French Socialist who has authored more than 100 scientific articles and written 11 books and received numerous scientific awards including the Goldschmidt Medal from the Geochemical Society of the United States, converted from climate alarmist to skeptic in 2006. Allegre, who was one of the first scientists to sound global warming fears 20 years ago, now says the cause of climate change is "unknown" and accused the “prophets of doom of global warming” of being motivated by money, noting that "the ecology of helpless protesting has become a very lucrative business for some people!" “Glaciers’ chronicles or historical archives point to the fact that climate is a capricious phenomena. This fact is confirmed by mathematical meteorological theories. So, let us be cautious,” Allegre explained in a September 21, 2006 article in the French newspaper L'EXPRESS. The National Post in Canada also profiled Allegre on March 2, 2007, noting “Allegre has the highest environmental credentials. The author of early environmental books, he fought successful battles to protect the ozone layer from CFCs and public health from lead pollution.” Allegre now calls fears of a climate disaster "simplistic and obscuring the true dangers” mocks "the greenhouse-gas fanatics whose proclamations consist in denouncing man's role on the climate without doing anything about it except organizing conferences and preparing protocols that become dead letters." Allegre, a member of both the French and U.S. Academy of Sciences, had previously expressed concern about manmade global warming. "By burning fossil fuels, man enhanced the concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere which has raised the global mean temperature by half a degree in the last century," Allegre wrote 20 years ago. In addition, Allegre was one of 1500 scientists who signed a November 18, 1992 letter titled “World Scientists' Warning to Humanity” in which the scientists warned that global warming’s “potential risks are very great.”
Skeptics Defenses: AT: Your Author is Funded by Oil

1) Alarmists have hijacked the global warming debate by cutting off funding for skeptical scientists. 

The Telegraph 2007  (Tom Harper, 9/3/07, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/1545134/Scientists-threatened-for-%27climate-denial%27.html#continue)

Scientists who questioned mankind's impact on climate change have received death threats and claim to have been shunned by the scientific community. They say the debate on global warming has been "hijacked" by a powerful alliance of politicians, scientists and environmentalists who have stifled all questioning about the true environmental impact of carbon dioxide emissions. Timothy Ball, a former climatology professor at the University of Winnipeg in Canada, has received five deaths threats by email since raising concerns about the degree to which man was affecting climate change. One of the emails warned that, if he continued to speak out, he would not live to see further global warming. "Western governments have pumped billions of dollars into careers and institutes and they feel threatened," said the professor. "I can tolerate being called a sceptic because all scientists should be sceptics, but then they started calling us deniers, with all the connotations of the Holocaust. That is an obscenity. It has got really nasty and personal." Last week, Professor Ball appeared in The Great Global Warming Swindle, a Channel 4 documentary in which several scientists claimed the theory of man-made global warming had become a "religion", forcing alternative explanations to be ignored. Richard Lindzen, the professor of Atmospheric Science at Massachusetts Institute of Technology - who also appeared on the documentary - recently claimed: "Scientists who dissent from the alarmism have seen their funds disappear, their work derided, and themselves labelled as industry stooges. "Consequently, lies about climate change gain credence even when they fly in the face of the science." Dr Myles Allen, from Oxford University, agreed. He said: "The Green movement has hijacked the issue of climate change. It is ludicrous to suggest the only way to deal with the problem is to start micro managing everyone, which is what environmentalists seem to want to do." Nigel Calder, a former editor of New Scientist, said: "Governments are trying to achieve unanimity by stifling any scientist who disagrees. Einstein could not have got funding under the present system."

Skeptics Defenses: AT: Your Author is Funded by oil

2) Global Warming theory proponents receive much more  money for supporting the theory than skeptics receive from energy companies.

San-Francisco Chronicle 2007 (Debra Saunders, August 12, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2007/08/12/EDG3IQ8K6T1.DTL)

NEWSWEEK's global-warming cover story purports to reveal the "well-coordinated, well-funded campaign by contrarian scientists, free-market think tanks and industry" which for the last two decades "has created a paralyzing fog of doubt around climate change." It's the same story run repeatedly in mainstream media: the overwhelming majority of scientists believe the debate on global warming is over -- but if there are any dissenting scientists left, they've been bought. Here's the rub: If dissent is so rare, why do global-warming conformists feel the strong need to argue that minority views should be dismissed as nutty or venal? Why not posit that there is such a thing as honest disagreement on the science? As for the overwhelming majority of scientists believing that man is behind global warming, former NASA scientist Roy Spencer, now at the University of Alabama, told me, "It's like an urban legend. There has never been any kind of vote on this issue." He referred me to a 2003 survey in which two German environmental scientists asked more than 530 climate scientists from 27 countries if they thought humans caused climate change: 56 percent answered yes, 30 percent said no. What really frosts me about the Newsweek story is that it concentrates on industry funding for skeptics, while ignoring the money that pours into pro-global-warming coffers. That focus ignores where the big grant money goes -- to pay for crisis-mongering research. Or as Reid Bryson, the father of scientific climatology, told the (Madison, Wis.) Capital Times, "If you want to be an eminent scientist, you have to have a lot of grad students and a lot of grants. You can't get grants unless you say, 'Oh global warming, yes, yes, carbon dioxide.' '' That's not to say that industry does not liberally fund political efforts. Sierra Club executive director Carl Pope told me, "If you look at the cumulative public relations weight of those who don't want action on climate change, such as the think tanks and trade associations, it vastly dwarfs what has been spent on the side of those who want action." Pope cited American automakers' fight against tougher fuel-efficiency standards. Also, the campaign to defeat Proposition 87, the 2006 California ballot measure to tax oil production in order to fund alternative-fuel development, outspent Prop. 87 proponents by 2 to 1. Newsweek leads with the revelation that a conservative think tank that had been funded by ExxonMobil offered scientists "$10,000 to write articles undercutting" a U.N. International Panel on Climate Change report that there is a 90 percent chance global warming is due to the burning of fossil fuels. Ooooooh, $10,000. After the billions that have gone into pro-global-warming research, that's (pardon the pun) rich. What critics call a $10,000 "bounty" could be seen in the research community as the equivalent of a 25-cent tip. As Steven Hayward, fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, explained, his think tank was "asking very busy and prominent people to wade through as much as 5,000 pages of material and write original papers on it, and people think they're going to do that for free?" Spencer told me he had been writing on global warming for years before he started writing for TCS Daily, which received ExxonMobil money, three years ago. He said, TCS Daily now provides some 5 percent of his income. And: "All I was doing was being paid for writing things I believed in anyway." Global warming guru James Hansen, a NASA scientist, received $250,000 from a foundation run by Teresa Heinz Kerry. Hansen endorsed John Kerry for president in 2004. But I wouldn't dream of suggesting Hansen was bought. The science doesn't follow the money, the money follows the scientist. If you're a researcher on either side of the issue, eventually you'll get money from that side -- or be unemployed. I guess all skeptics are supposed to work for free. True believers appear to be afraid of a fair fight. In March, when the audience was polled before a New York "Intelligence Squared U.S." debate, 30 percent agreed with the motion that global warming is not a crisis, 57 percent disagreed. After the debate, 46 percent agreed with the motion, while 42 percent disagreed. After all the Newsweek-like stories announcing the debate is over, it took one debate to flip the audience. No wonder they want to muzzle dissent. 

IPCC Flawed

The IPCC report is based on faulty models, alarmism, and false consensus. 

Carter 2008 (Bob Carter, researcher at the Marine Geophysical Laboratory at James Cook University, 4/21/2008, “The IPCC—On the run at last” http://www.sciencealert.com.au/opinions/20082204-17218.html) 

The press, most of whom have firmly identified with the alarmist cause, continues to appease the Green gods by faithfully running IPCC’s now unrealistic scientific propaganda, thereby stoking public alarm; the science is a done deal, they say, and the time has come to stop talking. According to UK journalist, Geoffrey Lean, all that is lacking to solve the global warming “crisis” is political will from governments.  Well, thank the Lord for that lack. For the IPCC’s 2007 final Summary for Policymakers shows that the climate alarmists are at last on the run. Their evidence for dangerous, human-caused global warming, always slim, now lies exposed in tatters for all to see.  In contrast, the alternative, persuasive and non-alarmist view of climate change is well summarised in two recently issued and readily available documents. The first is a letter to the Secretary General of the United Nations, which was released at the UN’s Bali conference last December, supported by the signatures of 103 eminent professional persons. The second is the Manhattan Declaration on Climate Change, the release of which coincided with the launch of the International Climate Science Coalition at a major climate rationalist conference in New York in early March.  The evidence for dangerous global warming adduced by the IPCC has never been strong on empirical science. Endless circumstantial scare campaigns have been run about melting glaciers, more droughts and storms and floods, sea-level rise and polar bears, but all founder on one inescapable problem - as does Mr Al Gore’s over-hyped science fiction film. And that is that we live on a naturally variable planet. Change is what planet Earth does on all scales, and so far not one of the alleged effects of human-caused global warming has been shown to lie outside normal planetary variation. Sea-level rising? Sure, it happens. And the appropriate response is adaptation, as the Dutch have known for centuries.  Stuck with the absence of empirical evidence for dangerous warming or abnormal change, in 2001 the IPCC turned to graphmanship, giving prominence in its 3AR to the so-called “hockey-stick” record of temperature over the last 1,000 years. The hockey-stick graphic, which appeared to show dramatic increases of temperature during the 20th century compared with earlier times, has now been exposed as statistical chicanery and, thankfully, is nowhere to be seen in the 4AR.  No hockey-stick and no empirical evidence, what is a man to do? Well, obviously, turn to virtual reality rather than real reality: PlayStation 4 here we come.  The IPCC’s expensive and complex computer models can be programmed to produce any desired result, and it is therefore not surprising that they uniformly predict warming since 1990. Meanwhile, the real-world global average temperature has stubbornly refused to obey this stricture. It exhibits no significant increase since 1998, and the preliminary 2007 year-end temperature confirms the continuation of a temperature plateau since 1998 to which is now appended a cooling trend over the last three years.  Is global cooling next?  That there is a mismatch between model prediction and 2007 climate reality is again unsurprising. For as IPCC senior scientist Kevin Trenberth noted recently: “... there are no (climate) predictions by IPCC at all. And there never have been”. Instead there are only “what if” projections of future climate that correspond to certain emissions scenarios. Trenberth continues, “None of the models used by IPCC is initialised to the observed state and none of the climate states in the models corresponds even remotely to the current observed climate”.  Knowing that their models are non-predictive and that despite their exhortations world temperature isn’t currently increasing, the IPCC has the effrontery to argue in 4AR that a decline in the sun’s activity and increased eruptions from volcanoes would “likely have produced cooling” of the planet were it not for offsetting human-caused warming. And this when there have been no recent volcanic eruptions of global import, and after 15 years during which the warming alarmists have consistently denied that solar activity is a significant cause of recent climate change.  The self-serving nature of these arguments is breathtaking, and transparently the alarmists are now positioning themselves to explain away any continuation of the downturn in temperature that is now underway short-term.  Such stunts deny scientific method, because they fly in the face of Occam’s Razor, or the principle of parsimony. Of course volcanic dust or other aerosols might have affected the global temperature over the last few years. But only persons who are searching desperately to save a favourite hypothesis make such assertions in the absence of reliable evidence.  To avoid acknowledging the recent flat-lining of global temperature, IPCC alarmists have another favourite pea and thimble - or is it elephant and circus tent - trick, which is to assert some variation on the statement that “eleven of the last twelve years (1995-2006) rank among the twelve warmest years in the instrumental record”. Given the cyclicity of the climate record, and that the planet is probably now poised near the peak of an ascending temperature cycle, this statement is no more useful than observing that over an annual cycle the hottest days each year cluster around midsummer’s day.  Having failed to convince the world that human-caused warming of the atmosphere is dangerous, IPCC has been casting around for new causes to espouse. A Royal Society of London report in 2005 on “Ocean acidification due to increasing atmospheric carbon dioxide” has proved to be good feedstock, because of its claim that the average pH of the oceans will fall by 0.5 units by 2100 if global emissions keep rising at their current rate. That this estimate is known to be exaggerated by a factor of about 3 has not prevented the IPCC and others from recently publicising the ocean acidification legend. Clearly, they now seek to move the epicentre of the climate scare from the atmosphere, which stubbornly refuses to warm, to the ocean, whose depths doubtless still contain many scientific surprises.  The roughly 50 computer experts and scientists who form the core advisory group for the IPCC’s stance must have realised for several years now that the game was up. There is indeed copious evidence that climate is changing, as it always has; and that natural biological and physico-chemical systems - again as always - are changing in response. But as to human causation - the evidential cupboard is bare.  For the last three years, satellite-measured average global temperature has been declining. Given the occurrence also of record low winter temperatures and massive snowfalls across both hemispheres this year, IPCC members have now entered panic mode, the whites of their eyes being clearly visible as they seek to defend their now unsustainable hypothesis of dangerous, human-caused global warming.  To try to top The Ring of the Niebelung, composers after Wagner abandoned classical key structures and turned to the apparent aural chaos of atonalism. Similarly, to pursue the higher cause of saving the planet, the IPCC has now largely abandoned classical (empirical) science and adopted the sophistry of deterministic computer modelling. The result is neither melodious nor meaningful, let alone useful for sensible environmental planning. The time has surely arrived for sovereign governments to commission an independent reassessment of the UN’s hysterical global warming scare.

IPCC Flawed

The IPCC is a flawed organization – its existence is dependent on finding evidence for human-caused global warming and it ignores all contrary evidence

Solmon ’07 (Lawrence Solomon executive director of Energy Probe and the Urban Renaissance Institute  , “IPCC too blinkered and corrupt to save”, Financial Post, 10/16/07,  http://www.financialpost.com/story.html?id=55387187-4d06-446f-9f4f-c2397d155a32&p=1)
Vincent Gray has begun a second career as a climate-change activist. His motivation springs from the United Nations' Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a body that combats global warming by advocating the reduction of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases. Dr. Gray has worked relentlessly for the IPCC as an expert reviewer since the early 1990s. But Dr. Gray isn't an activist in the cause of enforcing the Kyoto Protocol and realizing the other goals of the worldwide IPCC process. To the contrary, Dr. Gray's mission, in his new role as cofounder of The New Zealand Climate Science Coalition, is to stop the IPCC from spreading climate-change propaganda that undermines the integrity of science. "The whole process is a swindle," he states, in large part because the IPCC has a blinkered mandate that excludes natural causes of global warming. " The Framework Convention on Climate Change (FCCC) 1992 defined 'climate change' as changes in climate caused by human interference with atmospheric composition," he explains. "The task of the IPCC, therefore, has been to accumulate evidence to support this belief that all changes in the climate are caused by human interference with the atmosphere. Studies of natural climate change have largely been used to claim that these are negligible compared with 'climate change.' " Dr. Gray is one of the 2,000 to 2,500 top scientists from around the world whom the IPCC often cites as forming the basis of its findings. No one has been a more faithful reviewer than Dr. Gray over the years -- he has been an IPCC expert almost from the start, and perhaps its most prolific contributor, logging almost 1,900 comments on the IPCC's final draft of its most recent report alone. But Dr. Gray, who knows as much about the IPCC's review processes as anyone, has been troubled by what he sees as an appalling absence of scientific rigour in the IPCC's review process. "Right from the beginning, I have had difficulty with this procedure. Penetrating questions often ended without any answer. Comments on the IPCC drafts were rejected without explanation, and attempts to pursue the matter were frustrated indefinitely. "Over the years, as I have learned more about the data and procedures of the IPCC, I have found increasing opposition by them to providing explanations, until I have been forced to the conclusion that for significant parts of the work of the IPCC, the data collection and scientific methods employed are unsound. Resistance to all efforts to try and discuss or rectify these problems has convinced me that normal scientific procedures are not only rejected by the IPCC, but that this practice is endemic, and was part of the organization from the very beginning." Dr. Gray has detailed extensively the areas in which global warming science falls down. One example that this New Zealander provides comes from his region of the globe: "We are told that the sea level is rising and will soon swamp all of our cities. Everybody knows that the Pacific island of Tuvalu is sinking. Al Gore told us that the inhabitants are invading New Zealand because of it. "Around 1990 it became obvious that the local tide-gauge did not agree -- there was no evidence of 'sinking.' So scientists at Flinders University, Adelaide, were asked to check whether this was true. They set up new, modern, tide-gauges in 12 Pacific islands, including Tuvalu, confident that they would show that all of them are sinking. "Recently, the whole project was abandoned as there was no sign of a change in sea level at any of the 12 islands for the past 16 years. In 2006, Tuvalu even rose." Other expert reviewers at the IPCC, and scientists elsewhere around the globe, share Dr. Gray's alarm at the conduct of the IPCC. An effort by academics is now underway to reform this UN organization, and have it follow established scientific norms. Dr. Gray was asked to endorse this reform effort, but he refused, saying: "The IPCC is fundamentally corrupt. The only 'reform' I could envisage would be its abolition."

IPCC Flawed

The IPCC report is biased against skeptics, politically motivated, and is based on false consensus. 

Fraser Institute 2007  (“Independent Summary for Policymakers: IPCC Fourth Assessment Report”, http://www.fraserinstitute.org/Commerce.Web/product_files/Independent%20Summary5.pdf) 
The IPCC involves numerous experts in the preparation of its reports. However, chapter  authors are frequently asked to summarize current controversies and disputes in which  they themselves are professionally involved, which invites bias. Related to this is the problem that chapter authors may tend to favor their own published work by presenting it in a prominent or flattering light. Nonetheless the resulting reports tend to be reasonably comprehensive and informative. Some research that contradicts the hypothesis of greenhouse gas-induced warming is under-represented, and some controversies are treated in a one-sided way, but the reports still merit close attention.  A more compelling problem is that the Summary for Policymakers, attached to the IPCC Report, is produced, not by the scientific writers and reviewers, but by a process of negotiation among unnamed bureaucratic delegates from sponsoring governments. Their selection of material need not and may not reflect the priorities and intentions of the scientific community itself. Consequently it is useful to have independent experts read the underlying report and produce a summary of the most pertinent elements of the report.  Finally, while the IPCC enlists many expert reviewers, no indication is given as to whether they disagreed with some or all of the material they reviewed. In previous IPCC reports many expert reviewers have lodged serious objections only to find that, while their  objections are ignored, they are acknowledged in the final document, giving the impression  that they endorsed the views expressed therein. 

The IPCC ignores any science suggesting that warming isn’t a problem
Holland et al ’07 (David Holland Robert M. Carter, C. R. de Freitas, Indur M. Goklany, Richard S. Lindzen, engineer, member of the Institution of Engineering and Technology, 2007, “Climate Change: Response to Simmonds and Steffen”, World Economics Vol. 8 No. 2 April-June)

The science-quality problem is in fact wider than the peer review process itself, and extends to the need for comprehensive audit of the quality of the science-based information on climate risk that is currently being used by governments to set public policy. Though the IPCC was set up with precisely the aim of summarizing the science for policymakers, many independent climate experts have observed that—administered under the overarching United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) which presumes a dangerous human influence on climate— the IPCC has turned into an alarmist advocacy body whose influence is then strengthened by other reviews which accept its science advice, such as that of Sir Nicholas Stern. Even worse, the IPCC is alarmist only about global warming and completely ignores the possible threat of climatic cooling. It is also a matter of public record that some scientists have withdrawn from the IPCC process because of dissatisfaction with its probity and methods. Valuable though it might be for IPCC to continue to provide summaries of the science of climate change, it is simply no longer credible, if indeed it ever was, to pretend that the IPCC is acting as an adequate audit body.

AT: IPCC = Consensus

The IPCC report is not a consensus – thousands of scientists disagree with its fundamental arguments and they don’t represent the views of everyone on the IPCC.
Raloff 08 [Janet Raloff , Writer for Science News,, 5/19/08, Science News, “When Is a Consensus on Climate Not a Consensus?”, <http://www.sciencenews.org/view/generic/id/32328/title/When_Is_a_Consensus_on_Climate_Not_a_Consensus%3F>]
Last year, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change issued a series of consensus documents under the auspices of the United Nations. They claimed that accumulating data are now strong enough to conclude that human activities are warming the planet and that Earth’s slowly building fever threatens to alter life and geography as we know it. For the IPCC’s efforts, it shared last year’s Nobel Peace Prize with Al Gore. But the idea that the IPCC’s conclusions represented a consensus is nothing short of bunk, according to Arthur Robinson, a protein chemist and co-founder of the Oregon Institute of Science and Medicine in Cave Junction. He matintains that the UN was wrong in suggesting to the public that the IPCC’s findings “settle the issue” of whether fossil-fuel combustion’s emissions can be linked to climate. Indeed, he argued, in the United States alone, a great many scientists don’t subscribe to this view. At a very sparsely attended press briefing, this morning, Robinson reported that his organization had compiled a list of more than 30,000 scientists who have signed onto a petition saying that “There is no convincing scientific evidence that human release of carbon dioxide, methane, or other greenhouse gases is causing or will, in the foreseeable future, cause catastrophic heating of the Earth’s atmosphere and disruption of the Earth’s climate. “Moreover,” the petition continues, “there is substantial scientific evidence that increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide produce many beneficial effects upon the natural plant and animal environments of the Earth.” The petition’s signatories “urge the United States government to reject the global warming agreement that was written in Kyoto, Japan . . . and any other similar proposals. The proposed limits on greenhouse gases would harm the environment, hinder the advance of science and technology, and damage the health and welfare of mankind.” Robinson doesn’t dispute that Earth’s temperature is rising. He only takes issue with the contention that increasing atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases – especially CO2 – drive temperature. In fact, he argues, it’s the other way around: Temperature drives atmospheric increases of CO2. As temperature rises, the partial pressure of CO2 in water will cause increasing amounts to volatilize from the oceans and enter the atmosphere. He likened this to the way heating a carbonated soft drink causes its CO2 to quickly bubble out. Plenty of people trained the in the physical sciences have read climate-science papers or digested reviews of those papers and realize that the IPCC consensus statements’ conclusions are silly, at best, and dangerous at worst, Robinson said. If the IPCC’s conclusions are used to justify regulations that limit use of fossil fuels, this will deny many people across the globe of their “human rights” to a safe and affordable fuel to propel their societies’ growth and development, he charged. When I (one of perhaps eight to 10 reporters in the audience) asked whether there were any climatologists who had signed the petition, Robinson said yes, 40 of them. Another 341 were meteorologists, and 114 were atmospheric scientists, he said. Add in environmental scientists and the total in this composite category jumps to 3,697. Some 900 were trained in computer science, math, or statistics. Roughly 9,900 were trained as engineers or in general science (whatever that means). An additional 5,690 were trained as physicists, 4,800 as chemists, and 2,923 as biochemists. Several thousand more were trained in still other fields. Of the total, roughly one-third said they held PhDs. But there’s an important caveat. There’s been no vetting of the petition’s signers to confirm that they indeed trained in the field they claimed to have had. What’s more, Robinson’s group made no attempt to find out whether people worked in the field for which they trained. So someone educated as a physical chemist or computer scientist might actually be working today as a stock broker, pianist, or taxi driver. Before asking scientists to sign the petition, Robinson’s group sent many of the individuals a packet containing the document’s wording together with a 12-page paper that he, his son, and another scientist had written. It claims to have reviewed much of the same climate literature that the IPCC did. Also in the package sent out to potential petition signers: a letter from the late Frederick Seitz, president emeritus of Rockefeller University and former president of the National Academy of Sciences. His imprimatur was likely a weighty and influential part of the package. Seitz asked recipients to carefully read Robinson’s review paper – published in, of all places – the quarterly Journal of American Physicians and Surgeons. Why in a journal for doctors? Robinson says it had no copyright objections to his distributing the paper far and wide. Because climate journals would likely have offered up such an objection, he said he wanted to wait until after the petition drive was over before he reformulated the material and submitted it for publication in one of them. Although I don’t buy Robinson’s facile castigation of the IPCC process and its conclusions, he does have a point. The consensus statements that IPCC issued don’t represent the views of all scientists. But then I, for one, never thought they did. Let’s see who else has problems with Robinson’s opus and the nonvalidated qualifications of his petition’s signatories …

***Neg

GW Good

No impact to global warming - only default to high probability if the impact is catastrophic 
Strickland 10 (John K. Strickland, Chairman of the NSS Awards Committee, Member of National Space Institute and the L-5 Society, graduate credits in both Anthropology and Biology. He has been a professional programmer and analyst, 5/10/10, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/strickland1.html)

There are several types of Ice Loss and Sea Level Rise risks: The loss of (fresh water) ice shelves and (2) (salt water) ocean ice pack, both already floating on the ocean does not directly cause sea level rise. These kinds of ice may be more sensitive to temperature than continental or mountain glaciers. Shelf ice loss could (3) accelerate flow of the coastal glaciers behind them which does raise sea levels. Pack ice loss would raise the albedo of the Arctic Ocean and make it warm faster. (4) Current satellite data does show that Greenland and Antarctica are continuing to lose mass, partly by melt water.[29] What happens with water at the contact of a continental glacier and underlying rock during a warming episode is not completely understood.  What should public policy related to this risk be based on? The continental glacier collapse scenario is a very low-probability result, which is not supported by most scientists. However, the mechanism is plausible and cannot be entirely ruled out or disproved scientifically. The primary question is then: On which set of evidence and projections should public policy be based: high or low probability events. If an event is very low probability but is incredibly catastrophic, such as an asteroid strike, there is some justification for basing policy and action on it, or at least taking it into consideration. This becomes a judgment issue.  What would the worst effects of Global Warming be like, (assuming there is no quick polar collapse)? Assuming that no political or technical effort to stop CO2 emissions works, all the continental ice would gradually melt over many hundreds to thousands of years. This would make sea levels rise hundreds of feet, submerging coastlines globally, some for hundreds of miles inland. Temperate areas would become Tropical, and Arctic areas would become Temperate. Most equatorial areas would not get much hotter.[30] Most polar animal & plant species would slowly go extinct or adapt to temperate conditions.  If current emission rates continue, we could reach conditions similar to the PETM in only 150 years. PETM CO2 levels of 2500 ppm were only 6.5 times higher than current levels of ˜387 ppm by volume. Under such conditions, all glaciers on earth would be melting very fast and sea levels would be rising. Tropical conditions globally would be restrained only by the continued existence of the remaining thick continental glaciers. Temperate conditions would eventually exist on Antarctica, Greenland and Arctic Islands. Predicting how soon all the glaciers would melt under these conditions is very difficult.  How would this impact us? The cost of relocation of coastal cities would be in the many trillions, but it might take place over many centuries, giving time to adapt. Many historical places would be lost under the ocean, but many buildings and cities could be moved uphill. At the same time, vast areas in Canada, Siberia and eventually Antarctica and Greenland would become cropland to grow additional food. Major portions of some countries and low-lying river valley regions, such as the Amazon and the Mississippi basins, would become "inland seas" like those that existed during the Jurassic, with huge new fisheries.

China Now 

China’s doing it now – laundry list
Ji et al 10 (Gao Ji, engineer of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center, Wang Li, director of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center, Hou Xinbin is the deputy director of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center and the team leader of Solar Power Satellite Project in CAST R&D Center, Winter 2010, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/ji.html)

Since 1968, when Dr. Peter Glaser proposed the first SPS scenario, the concept of solar power satellites has been under consideration. During those 40-plus years, the renewable energy requirement for electricity has been continuously going up. As one of the principal economies in the world, China is thirsty for energy to water its blooming industries. SPS is regarded as a reasonable path to energy production. Either from geostationary earth orbit (GEO) or in low earth orbit (LEO), this type of power system will have more direct access to the power of the sun. In analyzing the characteristics of SPS and space solar power applications, the China Academy of Space Technology (CAST) concludes that the advantages of SPS for China can be grouped into three relevant directions: sustainable economic and social development, disaster prevention and mitigation, and the retaining of qualified personnel and the cultivating of innovative talents.

China is key to solve warming 
Wired 10 (The Key to Fixing Global Warming? China, http://www.wired.com/magazine/2010/04/ff_stevenchu/)

Still, he can’t help himself, and after a few minutes he departs from his prepared remarks. “I just came back from visiting China with the president,” he says, no longer reading. When he was there two years ago, there was little interest in doing anything about climate change or carbon emissions. “That is no longer true,” he says. “The president of China, the premier of China, the vice premier of China are all saying, ‘This is a very big deal for us. If we continue business as usual, continue to grow our carbon emissions, it would be devastating for the world, devastating for China.’ But they also say, ‘This is our great economic opportunity.’ And for that reason, they’re investing over $100 billion a year in the clean energy economy.” When Chu pivots back to the US, his point becomes clear: Spending on clean technology isn’t a feel-good sideline. It’s an investment that can yield jobs and profit. Someone is going to invent the technology that cleans our factories and our air — someone in Beijing or someone in the Buckeye State. On the way back to the airport, Chu is still fired up about China. Too many times, he says, he’s heard American businesses justifying their environmental inaction by saying that going green would put them at a disadvantage compared to their environmentally irresponsible Chinese competitors. Those days, he argues, are long gone. China’s supposed inaction isn’t an excuse; China’s rapid action should be a motivation. After China joined the World Trade Organization in 2001, its economy soared. As a result, so did its carbon emissions. To make the products the West demanded, the nation had factories operating at full tilt no matter how old or polluting. To create the infrastructure to support its new economy, China generated unimaginable amounts of energy-intensive cement and steel. In 2006, China surpassed the US in total emissions. For Chu, this makes China the key to America’s energy future. Since the US and China produce some 40 percent of the world’s carbon dioxide emissions, Chu argues that far-reaching multicountry agreements aren’t really necessary. All the diplomatic inertia and endless compromise make them difficult to achieve and unlikely to have real teeth. It’s smarter to deal with China alone. A massive investment by the US and China, and a series of strong treaties between the two countries, would have a big effect on actual emissions, and the pacts would also serve as a model and inspiration for other countries. In part because they’re such massive polluters, the US and China have been the two countries stifling progress toward international agreements. If they could agree, others would feel the logjam had broken and follow along. It’s like a high school movie: Once the jocks and the nerds unite for a common cause, everyone falls in line.

China probably also solves technology faster 
Ji et al 10 (Gao Ji, engineer of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center, Wang Li, director of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center, Hou Xinbin is the deputy director of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center and the team leader of Solar Power Satellite Project in CAST R&D Center, Winter 2010, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/ji.html)

China's first SPS research started in the late 20th century. In the new millennium, when the energy issue became a constraint on sustainable development in China, the China Academy of Space Technology submitted to the government a "Necessity and Feasibility Study Report of SPS." Later, an SPS concept design was activated, approved and funded by the Ministry of Industry and Information Technology (MIIT). CAST's present SPS system oriented study is the first to address its key components, and to define a baseline or reference system that will allow a relatively accurate determination of mass and cost in China. issue pic The CAST SPS research team conceives that there are four imperative sections for SPS development: launching approach, in-orbit construction/multi-agents, high efficiency solar conversion and wireless transmission. Except for launch, the other aspects do not seem to be insurmountable issues for China in the upcoming years. Based on China's SPS scenario, there are 5 steps to achieving the first commercial SPS system. In 2010, CAST will finish the concept design; in 2020, we will finish the industrial level testing of in-orbit construction and wireless transmissions. In 2025, we will complete the first 100kW SPS demonstration at LEO; and in 2035, the 100mW SPS will have electric generating capacity. Finally in 2050, the first commercial level SPS system will be in operation at GEO.

Ext – Development

China solves
Ji et al 10 (Gao Ji, engineer of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center, Wang Li, director of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center, Hou Xinbin is the deputy director of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center and the team leader of Solar Power Satellite Project in CAST R&D Center, Winter 2010, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/ji.html)

 Sustainable development: With its population growth and rapid economic development, over the next 30 years China will become one of the most powerful and influential economies of the world. During this time, energy resources and environmental issues will be serious challenges for China. To avoid the grave consequences and to learn lessons drawn from others' mistakes, a sustainable development strategy will need to be adopted. This strategy can be expected to include renewable energy sources from outside earth to alter the heavily reliance on fossil fuels, a process that will contribute to world energy development and assure environment protection. The acquisition of space solar power will require development of fundamental new aerospace technologies, such as revolutionary launch approaches, ultra-thin solar arrays, on- orbit manufacture/assembly/integration (MAI), precise attitude control, in-situ resource utilization (ISRU) for deep space exploration and space colonial expansion. Since SPS development will be a huge project, it will be considered the equivalent of an Apollo program for energy. In the last century, America's leading position in science and technology worldwide was inextricably linked with technological advances associated with implementation of the Apollo program. Likewise, as China's current achievements in aerospace technology are built upon with its successive generations of satellite projects in space, China will use its capabilities in space science to assure sustainable development of energy from space.
Ext – Disaster Prevention

SSP solves disasters
Ji et al 10 (Gao Ji, engineer of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center, Wang Li, director of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center, Hou Xinbin is the deputy director of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center and the team leader of Solar Power Satellite Project in CAST R&D Center, Winter 2010, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/ji.html)

Disaster prevention and mitigation: In 2005, Hurricane Katrina killed thousands of people in the U.S. Meanwhile, every year several typhoons bother the east coast of China. From preliminary research, it appears that microwave wireless power transmission may heat the top of the clouds, thereby reducing the force of typhoons and hurricanes. In 2008, China's southern region experienced a rare snowstorm; such an extreme weather attack led to a complete paralysis of the entire southern power grid due to the frozen grid. Without wired power supplied, the economy of the Southern provinces suffered heavy losses in the first few months of 2008. Again, if there had been an operational SPS power system in China, wireless power transmission quite possibly could have unfrozen the grid, and restored power to the region. In May 2008, in the great Sichuan region, a deadly earthquake measured at 8.0 magnitude killed thousands of lives. The most important steps to be taken in mitigating the effects of that earthquake was to rebuild the human support system and provide an alternative communication system, each of which depended on the reinstatement of power supply systems. As space satellite systems can help to supply prompt restoration of terrestrial communications, and space solar power systems can achieve wireless power transmission via microwave and laser beams, space-based solutions would have been the fastest and most appropriate way to crack those problems.
Ext – Retaining Talent

Sps k2 energy/space leadership
Ji et al 10 (Gao Ji, engineer of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center, Wang Li, director of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center, Hou Xinbin is the deputy director of Deep Space Exploration & Space Science Technology Research Division, CAST R&D Center and the team leader of Solar Power Satellite Project in CAST R&D Center, Winter 2010, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/ji.html)

Retaining and cultivating talent: China understands that having an innovative, qualified and skilled workforce is the basic infrastructure on which national development can proceed. Higher education in China is developing rapidly, but the state lacks talent at both ends of its research lines, that is in advanced concept research and in basic/technical sciences research. Objectively and actually, these are currently greater problems than finding financial sources for research. CAST is of the opinion that in order to attract more outstanding personnel and to generate a magnetic field for attracting more college students into basic sciences and engineering, it is necessary for China to launch an SPS-type Apollo project to increase research and development investment in all corollary fields. This will relate to the country's goal of attaining the leading position in both energy and space technology.
***India

Relations High
Relations high now
Sekhon and Purushothaman 10 (Harinder, senior fellow in India-U.S. relations at the Observer Research Foundation in Delhi, and Uma, Junior Fellow, ORF, The Obama Visit: Issues and Challenges, 10/31/2010, http://www.observerindia.com/cms/export/orfonline/modules/issuebrief/attachments/orf-ib_1288782673490.pdf)

Indo-US relations that have witnessed a remarkable transformation in recent years, both in tenor and substance, are under intense scrutiny on the eve of US President Barack Obama’s forthcoming visit to India. While relations between the two democracies have moved from one of ‘estrangement’ to a relationship of ‘engagement’ at many levels, there are outstanding issues that need to be addressed. Despite misgivings on some issues, New Delhi and Washington agree that they both have an enormous stake in finding common ground on critical matters like Pakistan’s ambivalence on terrorism emanating from its territory and China’s recent assertiveness. India’s National Security Adviser, Shiv Shankar Menon said recently that “in today’s international situation, India –US relations are an important factor for peace and progress and “an open, balanced and inclusive security architecture in Asia and the world would be a goal that is in our common interest.”1 According to Menon, the President’s visit offers an opportunity to put in place a long-term framework for India-US strategic partnership, and to add content to that partnership in several areas that are now ripe.2 The relationship, though inherently strong, will be put to test over the issue of cooperation in innovation and technology from which flow cooperation in other areas like defence, cyber space security, space, agriculture, energy, etc.
Can’t Help – Obama is a n00b

Obama’s inexperience tanks relations 
Tellis 10 (Ashley J Tellis, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 28, 2010, Obama in India Building a Global Partnership: Challenges, Risks, Opportunities, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/obama_in_india.pdf) 

 First, the Obama administration became an early victim of what can perhaps be best described as “rookie mistakes,” errors that often mark new governments coming into The lack of U.S. attention is a tribute to India’s inherent stability in what is otherwise a gigantic regional sea of troubles office. Even before he took the oath, Obama’s remarks about intervening in Kashmir, perhaps through the appointment of a presidential envoy tasked with resolving the problem, caused incredible—and thoroughly predictable—consternation in India. When Obama appointed Ambassador Richard Holbrooke as his special representative for Pakistan and Afghanistan, Holbrooke’s efforts to extend his charge to include India—consistent with the president’s early inclinations to aid a resolution of the Kashmir problem—raised the prospects of a confrontation with New Delhi that was finally avoided only after the administration decided to leave India alone. The economic crisis that engulfed the administration even before the inauguration provided new opportunities for further pessimism in New Delhi. Indian elites heard the administration’s loose insinuations—in response to ideas floated by Zbigniew Brzezinski—that a Sino-American condominium in the form of a “G-2” partnership might be needed to resolve outstanding global problems. And the poorly drafted U.S.-China Joint Statement on the occasion of Obama’s first visit to Beijing—which appeared to legitimize a Chinese oversight role in South Asia and confirmed Indian fears about an emerging “G-2”—precipitated further shock waves in India. Likewise, the president, during his first visit to the Asia-Pacific, in bypassing New Delhi and omitting any mention of India in a speech laying out his vision for the region, dismayed Indian observers greatly. This confluence of problems, coming after eight years of extraordinarily warm relations under President Bush, revived fears in India that the return of the Democrats to power in Washington would prevent any further transformation of U.S.-Indian relations. The perception that Obama was more enthusiastic about multilateral diplomacy than managing power politics in Asia, was ready to cut deals with China that could undermine India’s interests, was suspicious about the value of free trade, and was hesitant to complete the U.S.-Indian civilian nuclear cooperation agreement bred an air of pessimism among Indian policy makers, who prepared themselves for yet another downturn in the bilateral relationship.

Can’t Help – Afghanistan/Pakistan/China

Too bad we’re demolishing India on Afghanistan/Pakistan/China 
Tellis 10 (Ashley J Tellis, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 28, 2010, Obama in India Building a Global Partnership: Challenges, Risks, Opportunities, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/obama_in_india.pdf) 

Third, U.S. policies in the greater South Asian region, especially toward Afghanistan, Pakistan and China, have produced negative externalities that affect India’s core security interests. By definition, externalities are unintended—but nevertheless real—consequences. The high costs of the Afghan campaign, for example, have led the Obama administration to modify the original U.S. goal of conclusively defeating the Taliban. Given the president’s desire to avoid a prolonged American military presence in Afghanistan, the new effort to explore reconciliation with the insurgents as part of ensuring an orderly U.S. exit from their country has made New Delhi nervous. It raises the prospect that India may once again have to contend with a radical Islamist sanctuary—at least in southern Afghanistan if not beyond—that supports a variety of terrorist groups continuing to operate against India. This is exactly what happened during the late 1990s and, consequently, Obama’s desire to leave Afghanistan—perhaps before the Taliban can be marginalized as an armed opposition—has had the unintended consequence of increasing the dangers facing India. The story involving Pakistan is similar. Although U.S. policy makers are abundantly aware that Pakistan remains the true fountainhead of terrorism in the region and beyond, Washington’s continued dependence on Islamabad for key elements pertaining to the campaign against al-Qaeda and the Afghan Taliban has resulted in U.S. forgiveness of Pakistan’s duplicity at a level that bothers India. The continued American financial and military assistance to Pakistan—at a time when Islamabad still supports various terrorist groups operating against both the United States and India (among others)—also confounds New Delhi, especially given Obama’s expressed determination to hold Pakistan to account. The repeated failure to match words with deeds has exacerbated New Delhi’s nervousness about U.S. policies that, when viewed against developments in Afghanistan, only promise increased threats leveled at India. The ongoing problems surrounding David Headley, the American citizen connected with the November 2008 terrorist attacks conducted by Lashkar-e-Taiba in Bombay, only crystallize India’s worst fears about the United States looking the other way where Pakistan’s continuing belligerence is concerned. The perceived American unwillingness to stand up to China’s growing geopolitical assertiveness complicates things further. Either because of Beijing’s growing strength, U.S. financial indebtedness to China, or a loss of American political confidence, New Delhi remains anxious that Washington will not resist Beijing’s highhandedness as firmly as it should. At a time when India’s security along its northern frontiers is under stress because of aggressive Chinese diplomacy, Indian policy makers fear that excessive U.S. solicitousness towards China will only embolden Beijing to become even more assertive with all its major neighbors, including India and Japan. Although Indian fears about U.S. policies toward China have been assuaged more recently, in part because of Chinese missteps over North Korea’s sinking of the Cheonan, its more muscular diplomacy over the South China Sea, and its continued determination to hold on to an undervalued currency, the residual suspicion that Washington may punt on confronting Beijing when necessary is alive and well in New Delhi. In any event, the larger problem remains: American approaches to many strategic issues of importance to India often inadvertently undermine its security. Even though senior leaders on both sides have made determined efforts to prevent any meltdown in bilateral ties, Indian security managers fear the impact of many U.S. policies on their own interests. Each of these policies may be utterly sensible intrinsically and from the perspective of the United States, but their unintended consequences for India are frequently problematic. Not only does this disappoint New Delhi, but it also weakens India’s incentives to deepen the ongoing partnership with the United States.

Can’t Help – American Bureaucracy 

No Indian relations agency 
Tellis 10 (Ashley J Tellis, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 28, 2010, Obama in India Building a Global Partnership: Challenges, Risks, Opportunities, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/obama_in_india.pdf) 

Fifth, and finally, the Obama administration has not organized itself bureaucratically to accelerate the transformation of U.S.-Indian relations, despite the president’s interest in the cause. Until very recently, neither the National Security Council office in the White House nor the South and Central Asia bureau in the State Department dealing with India was fully staffed. Compared to the size of the organizations overseeing Pakistan and Afghanistan, the number of U.S. government officials working on India today is minuscule. More importantly, most of these individuals are neither senior in organizational terms nor political heavyweights who can push the bureaucracy to deliver on the policy issues important to the relationship. Finally, and perhaps most problematically, the administration’s restructuring of key offices within the White House and the State Department has resulted in India’s equities being largely neglected, or at best only weakly integrated, in the decision making related to critical strategic matters such as Afghanistan, Pakistan, China, and Asia more broadly. This, in turn, has retarded the transformation of the bilateral relationship more than it might have otherwise. If the partnership has thrived thus far despite these liabilities, a small number of individuals deserve disproportionate credit: Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, her Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs William J. Burns, the Assistant Secretary of State for South and Central Asia Robert Blake and his indefatigable team, Under Secretary of Commerce for Industry and Security Eric L. Hirschhorn, Senior Director for South Asia at the National Security Council Anish Goel, and Commander, U.S. Pacific Command, Admiral Robert Willard, among a few others. But valiant though their efforts have been, some of these individuals are occupied by managing more exhausting strategic problems while others are simply not central to the administration’s decisions on key issues that impact India. In either case, the resulting bureaucratic sclerosis has impeded the growth of U.S.-Indian ties.
Can’t Help – Climate Change 

Climate change can’t capture the private imagination
Tellis 10 (Ashley J Tellis, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 28, 2010, Obama in India Building a Global Partnership: Challenges, Risks, Opportunities, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/obama_in_india.pdf) 

Although the administration has endeavored first through the Strategic Dialogue and now through the presidential visit to promote initiatives that might capture both institutional and popular attention, these efforts have thus far come up short. While the United States and India do cooperate extensively in a large number of areas important to both countries—for example, climate change, energy, knowledge production, education, trade, and agriculture—these activities are for most part dispersed and atomistic. Even when they are not, as for instance in mitigating greenhouse gas emissions or increasing energy security, the United States has failed to package its diverse initiatives attractively enough to showcase cooperation and secure public support. The problem arises partly from the nature of the subjects involved: climate change and energy security, though vitally important, do not evoke mass enthusiasm and remain largely within the domain of experts. The Indian populace particularly is most animated on issues of high politics—those concerns that either bear on national security or affect India’s capacity to grow in material power: geopolitics, counterterrorism, defense cooperation, and space collaboration. On these matters, unfortunately, the Obama administration has either not found its preferred project or is condemned to engage only surreptitiously—leading to a loss of public approbation that undermines its ability to quickly advance the bilateral partnership.

Can’t Help – India Politics 

Indian political struggle kills chance of Indian bipartisan agreement, means they can’t pass a treaty 
Tellis 10 (Ashley J Tellis, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 28, 2010, Obama in India Building a Global Partnership: Challenges, Risks, Opportunities, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/obama_in_india.pdf) 

 First, the Congress Party today is most concerned with recovering the electoral hegemony it once enjoyed in Indian politics—and the singular pursuit of this objective has unintentionally undermined many Indian initiatives, including those relating to foreign policy, because of the problems associated with managing a coalition. Appreciating this constraint is critical to understanding why the Singh government—though it has the best of intentions and is drawn substantially from the Congress Party itself—has been unable to move quickly in addressing key issues of importance to Washington. It is often forgotten that the United Progressive Alliance (UPA)—the present ruling coalition in New Delhi led by the Congress Party—constitutes the first Indian government (serving a full term) that has actually been reelected to office since 1971. This unusual occurrence has opened interesting new possibilities. Thanks to the disarray within the major national opposition party, the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), and the failure of key regional parties to gain dominating ground electorally (as was expected during the 1990s), the Congress Party is now attempting to regain the leading position it enjoyed in Indian politics until the 1970s. Success on this score would permit the party to return to power in the future on its own strength, unconstrained by the need for any coalition partners. Since it is widely believed that Rahul Gandhi, son of party leader Sonia Gandhi, will be elevated to lead the subsequent government, or at least positioned as a major figure within it, the imperatives of producing an unencumbered Congress victory during the next election appear to dominate all other considerations. The pursuit of this goal, however, has led the Congress Party to compete with its own partners in the current UPA coalition, as the political constituencies that support its major external challengers—the BJP on the right and the Communists on the left—lie largely beyond its reach. Precisely because the party’s drive to recover electoral supremacy comes at the expense of some of its own allies—who draw support from a common constituency located at the center-left of the political spectrum—these partners have eschewed supporting several key governmental initiatives, both to engage in strategic bargaining with the Congress Party and to forestall any erosion of their own political base. As a result, the UPA’s nominal majority in parliament has become something of an illusion. Although all coalition partners want to prevent the government from falling because they fear having to face new elections prematurely, they have extended their support to various policy initiatives mainly on a case-by-case basis. This forces Prime Minister Singh’s regime to rely on the precarious backing offered by the opposition and various independents, depending on the issue in question.
Only domestic issues 
Tellis 10 (Ashley J Tellis, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 28, 2010, Obama in India Building a Global Partnership: Challenges, Risks, Opportunities, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/obama_in_india.pdf) 
Second, beyond simply affecting intra-coalition cooperation, the Congress Party’s quest for an absolute parliamentary majority has led the government to concentrate steadfastly on domestic issues at the expense of foreign policy, including relations with the United States. Among the most crucial challenges arising out of India’s economic success during the last two decades has been the problem of equity. Although the nation’s meteoric economic growth has reduced overall poverty rates, rural India—where the poorest of the poor live—has gained less than its urban counterpart. Moreover, anywhere between one-third to one-half of India’s current population—depending on the measures used—still lives in absolute poverty. Since the Congress Party draws support from this marginalized segment of the population, any successful electoral strategy must satisfy its insistent demands for sustenance, employment, and health. Ever since the Singh government returned to office in May 2009, therefore, it has concentrated not on macroeconomic reforms and grand foreign policy initiatives as it did during the first term—when the civilian nuclear cooperation agreement with the United States commanded disproportionate attention—but on social sector reforms aimed at the poorest sections of the populace. If properly conceived and implemented, these measures—which focus on rural employment, food security, women’s empowerment, and primary health—will undoubtedly help this disadvantaged majority economically, while at the same time solidifying support for the Congress Party and its electoral ambitions. Unfortunately for India itself, many of the innovations pushed by the Congress Party smack more of populism than real strategies to improve equity without sacrificing growth. Reminiscent of the “old” Congress and the electoral strategies pursued during the 1970s, they give rise to the fear that the party might, after a two-decade long interregnum associated with Singh, be lapsing once again into policies that will undermine India’s recent growth through an economically unsound emphasis on redistribution. This new electoral focus on revitalizing rural India has also slowed many of the unfinished reforms involving, for example, liberalization of the capital account, increasing foreign investment domestically, reforming the labor market, and providing greater market access to international firms—to the chagrin of partners like the United States, which stood to gain from increased trade with, and investment in, India.
Can’t Help – India Politics
No support for the pro-US president  

Tellis 10 (Ashley J Tellis, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 28, 2010, Obama in India Building a Global Partnership: Challenges, Risks, Opportunities, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/obama_in_india.pdf) 

Fourth, amid the ambivalence and conflicts that characterize key Indian political constituencies with regard to partnership with the United States, the prime minister today stands alone in resolutely seeking a transformed relationship with Washington. Unlike his predecessor, Atal Bihari Vajpayee, who had the good fortune of being surrounded by both close cabinet colleagues and senior bureaucrats seeking a new partnership with America, Singh treads a lonelier path on this issue. Both Vajpayee and Singh share the same strategic vision: cementing strong bonds between Washington and New Delhi that permit India to leverage U.S. assistance in support of its own growth in power, which, in turn, enables India to cooperate with the United States in sustaining a global order that favors pluralist societies, liberal democracy, market-led development, and peaceable international relations. Vajpayee was aided by the fact that his right-wing Bharatiya Janata Party was not heavily invested in India’s non-alignment and saw the United States and India as obviously “natural allies.” In contrast, Singh is constrained by his own Congress Party’s history, its leftward-leaning bias, and its historical skepticism of the United States. Singh, moreover, is hobbled by the reality that his party and its ambitions dominate his government in a manner that was simply not the case during Vajpayee’s tenure—at least with regard to foreign policy. On most issues that matter today, both foreign and domestic, the Congress Party’s leadership—centered on Sonia Gandhi and her advisers—is decisive, even though she has been careful not to interfere with the routine functioning of the government. Yet, her own ideological predilections are far from Vajpayee’s—or, for that matter, Singh’s—where the United States is concerned, and that leaves the prime minister with the Sisyphean task of sustaining New Delhi’s engagement with Washington more or less alone.

They’re growing too effectively
Tellis 10 (Ashley J Tellis, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 28, 2010, Obama in India Building a Global Partnership: Challenges, Risks, Opportunities, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/obama_in_india.pdf) 

Fifth, and finally, all of the above factors have combined to reinforce an extreme risk aversion that has resulted in the Indian government’s unwillingness to make any decisions capable of arresting the current drift in official U.S.-Indian relations. This reticence, ironically, has been partly rooted in past success. Singh’s efforts to complete the U.S.-Indian civilian nuclear cooperation agreement in its first term, for example, created such convulsions within the Congress Party, the ruling coalition, and the country at large that the political leadership now seeks to steer clear of anything controversial. Big initiatives in foreign, defense, and strategic policy have thus become immediate casualties; domestic policy, too, appears to be similarly affected, except for the populist measures intended for electoral gains. As a result, the prospect of any electrifying initiatives from the Indian government immediately appears remote—with unfortunate consequences for both rapid economic reform and swift foreign policy realignment. India’s continuing economic growth amid such policy paralysis—the country chalked up an 8.8 percent rate in the second quarter of 2010—paradoxically makes it more difficult to effect strong government action, as the naysayers in the party leadership view the current successes as freeing them from the need to sustain the comprehensive restructuring that Singh began almost two decades ago. This view is surely shortsighted, but for party apparatchiks who neither understand nor care about economics, the potential loss of momentum does not concern them as long as it does not undermine their prospects for reelection.

AT Singh Solves

Tellis 10 (Ashley J Tellis, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 28, 2010, Obama in India Building a Global Partnership: Challenges, Risks, Opportunities, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/obama_in_india.pdf) 

Singh, on the other hand, understands all too clearly that without sustained reform of both the Indian economy and its geopolitical posture, the nation’s development and its security writ large will be increasingly at risk in a world confronted by rising Chinese power. For these reasons, integrating India’s economy and geopolitical fortunes with other Asian democratic powers, especially the United States, is an imperative that cannot be delayed. Unfortunately for Singh, the structural conditions surrounding his government today do not permit any easy exercise of initiative. His party, like much of the rest of the Indian political spectrum, is largely inward looking and, for the most part, concentrates on securing immediate electoral rewards rather than addressing the country’s long-term prospects. His cabinet is populated by many individuals who do not particularly care to take risks, seek to curry favor with the party’s leadership, are interested in foreign relations only if it provides quick domestic gains, and are more interested in succeeding him than doing right by India. His strongest supporters, especially those outside of government, recognize the necessity for change but often are not powerful enough to shape the decisions of the current coalition with an eye toward engaging foreign partners. His opponents, too, especially the BJP—which more than any other party in Indian politics recognizes the wisdom of deeper ties with countries such as the United States—have been content to disavow their own record and fight his initiatives to serve their own political needs. And, finally, Singh’s personality, gentle and unassuming to the point of meekness, simply prevents him from cracking the whip as many of his predecessors—who also enjoyed the added benefit of possessing an independent political base that empowered them to force change—would have done. All in all, the inertia that has prevented the Singh government from sallying forth boldly in its second term could persist for a while. Obviously, the larger transformation in bilateral relations will continue apace, driven by business, civil society, and people-to-people interactions. At a time when India seeks further changes in U.S. policies on strategic matters, however, the current drift in New Delhi is dispiriting.
Can’t Help – Indian Bureaucracy

Tellis 10 (Ashley J Tellis, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 28, 2010, Obama in India Building a Global Partnership: Challenges, Risks, Opportunities, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/obama_in_india.pdf) 

The powerful Indian bureaucracy, especially the officials manning key central government ministries, is also a mixed bag: generally conservative, sometimes suspicious of or indifferent to the United States, and often removed from matters involving Washington, all imply that most bureaucrats are unlikely to take the initiative to deepen the bilateral partnership. While there have been some remarkable exceptions to this rule, most civil servants within the Indian government have been content to live well within the envelope of possibilities rather than push it out further. The Indian military is in some ways like Indian business and in other ways like the Indian bureaucracy. As a professional body, the senior officer class seeks stronger ties with its American counterparts due to its keen appreciation of U.S. military sophistication and the superiority of its war-fighting technology. But the Indian military does not make policy in New Delhi. Consequently, it must take its cues entirely from its civilian political and bureaucratic masters and the extent of civilian enthusiasm for deeper bilateral ties, in effect, defines the limits that constrain military preferences. In recent years, the Indian military, while still seeking more engagement with the United States, has nonetheless become more conflicted because of Washington’s approach toward Pakistan and the still pervasive U.S. technology controls affecting India. As a result, its own institutional limitations have combined with its concerns about U.S. policy to prevent it from becoming a more ardent advocate of deeper U.S.-Indian relations. Thus, when the preferences of the various constituencies comprising the Indian political class are examined carefully, it becomes obvious that the desire for stronger relations with the United States, while growing dramatically in recent years, are not yet substantial enough to make seeking an ironclad relationship with Washington always a politically winning proposition.
Can’t Help – Military more important

All about the militarization of space
Sekhon and Purushothaman 10 (Harinder, senior fellow in India-U.S. relations at the Observer Research Foundation in Delhi, and Uma, Junior Fellow, ORF, The Obama Visit: Issues and Challenges, 10/31/2010, http://www.observerindia.com/cms/export/orfonline/modules/issuebrief/attachments/orf-ib_1288782673490.pdf)

Indo-US space cooperation assumes great importance in the light of the newly-unveiled National Space Policy of the US which calls for international cooperation in space. US-India cooperation in space has a long history. But relations began deteriorating soon after India began its ballistic missile programme and started expanding its space programme as the US started to suspect, wrongly, that India was using technology made available through space cooperation in its missile programme. The Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) regime, backed by the US, therefore put restrictions on US technology transfers to India’s space programme. The US further imposed sanctions on ISRO and other Indian firms involved in space research after the 1998 nuclear tests. The Next Steps in Strategic Partnership (NSSP) between India and the US announced in 2004 proposed extended engagement in civilian programmes. This commitment was further advanced in the joint statement of 18 July 2005 which pledged to build deeper bonds in space exploration, satellite navigation and launch and in the commercial space arena through mechanisms such as the U.S.-India Working Group on Civil Space Cooperation. India also signed a landmark agreement on 28 July 2008 with NASA to carry out lunar exploration. In July 2009, the two sides also signed a Technology Safeguards Agreement concerning the use of US-licensed components on spacecraft launched from Indian facilities and to safeguard the protected technology and data of both countries while enabling the US to ensure that there is no misuse of technology or equipment. However, the two countries need to sign a Commercial Space Launch Agreement (CSLA) to enable India to tap into the lucrative market for the launch of US commercial satellites or even third-country commercial satellites with US components.12 This and Washington’s irrelevant concern about India’s space programme being used for military purposes, which has limited the scope of high-tech space-related exports to India, should be on the agenda of the Summit talks.

AT India Rise

We have shared interests – no war
Tellis 10 (Ashley J Tellis, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 28, 2010, Obama in India Building a Global Partnership: Challenges, Risks, Opportunities, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/obama_in_india.pdf) 

 Beyond the geopolitical compulsions of preserving an Asia free from hostile hegemonies, India and the United States share critical interests. For example, both countries seek to: • •defeat the threats posed by state sponsors of terrorism as well as the deeper ideologies that inspire or legitimize violent religious extremism; • •enlarge the liberal international economic order to accelerate growth with equity; • •arrest the further spread of weapons of mass destruction and the means of delivering them; • •protect the global commons in order to expand trade and interdependence; •enhance energy security by enabling stable access to existing energy sources while developing new ones; • •safeguard the global environment to achieve sustainable development by encouraging the development and use of innovative technology; • •promote democracy not only as an end in itself but also as a strategic means of preventing illiberal polities from exporting their internal struggles over power abroad; and • •preserve stability in critical areas of the world, most importantly, the greater South Asian region itself. While this convergence of interests does not by itself always assure smooth collaboration between Washington and New Delhi—differences in capabilities, strategies, and tactics will often intervene—the fact remains that both partners share a common vision of the desired ends. And the absence of differences in vital interests that would lead either side to levy mortal threats against the other or undercut the other’s core objectives on any issue of strategic importance in fact provides the basis for meaningful practical cooperation. These conditions do not exist in any other bilateral relationship involving the United States and the major, continental-sized, states in Asia. Because this situation will likely endure well into the foreseeable future, the United States can be comfortable supporting India’s rise, even if its policies differ on specific issues. At the end of the day, what gives—or at least should give—the bilateral relationship its permanent anchor is not the expectation that India will consistently do the things desired by the United States, but rather that a strong, democratic, and independent India will never fundamentally threaten America’s core security.
International Consortium CP

Solves the aff
Garretson 10 (Peter A. Garretson, Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, Chief, future science and technology exploration, for the U.S. Air Force, SKY'S NO LIMIT: SPACE-BASED SOLAR POWER, THE NEXT MAJOR STEP IN THE INDO-US STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP?) 

 It is also important to note that direct engagement with UN governance bodies will be required even before the experiment / demonstration stage, to include the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (CoPUOS), the International Telecommunications Union (ITU), and may well require new institutions to be set up to cope with the significantly increased traffic to and from and in space. Such an institution might mirror the International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) and provide a forum to disseminate safety practices and standards, and coordinate processes for space traffic monitoring (STM) and space traffic control (STC), as well as debris monitoring and active de-orbit. The space capabilities envisioned to be able to construct and maintain solar power satellites will have a significant impact on the space security regime, and the construction of a supportive regime will have to consider the potential vulnerability of such high value space-based assets to counter-space capabilities, and the need to properly balance technical capabilities and assurances with diplomatic management of threat perceptions. Any group of nations proposing to undertake strategic cooperation in this area must be fully aware to the need to actively construct a regime that will be sensitive to the threat perceptions of others and likely expectation of regulation and assurances.

More evidence 
Garretson 10 (Peter A. Garretson, Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, Chief, future science and technology exploration, for the U.S. Air Force, SKY'S NO LIMIT: SPACE-BASED SOLAR POWER, THE NEXT MAJOR STEP IN THE INDO-US STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP?) 

 In summary, an actionable bilateral policy framework will originate with a joint statement by the respective heads of state announcing and sanctioning the activity and signing the requisite information exchange and project agreement paperwork. An initial five-year, $10-30 million programme, managed in the respective executive, will develop contributing technologies and build a competent work force via the project/initiative and technology mission model, culminating in a roadmap and plan for an international mega-science project for a demonstration prototype. A second, $10 billion, 10-year phase will see the formation of an international consortium to construct a sub-scale space solar power system retiring all significant technical risk. The final stage will entail the bilateral leadership to set up an international for-profit consortium along the lines of COMSAT/INTELSAT model to provide a scalable green energy system to allow development and address energy security and carbon mitigation concerns.

Integrate IEA CP

Tellis 10 (Ashley J Tellis, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 28, 2010, Obama in India Building a Global Partnership: Challenges, Risks, Opportunities, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/obama_in_india.pdf) 

Integrating india into the institutions of global governance. While the Obama administration has purposefully sought to transform the institutions of global governance in place since the Second World War, it ought to now take major additional steps involving India. For example, when the current moratorium on admitting new members expires, Washington should support India’s inclusion in the organization for Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC). The United States should similarly work to incorporate India into the International Energy Agency (IEA), given India’s growing weight as a major consumer of energy. But during his forthcoming visit—and preferably during his address to India’s parliament—Obama should do something big: he should declare forthrightly that the United States will support India’s candidacy for permanent membership in a suitably reformed United Nations Security Council (UNSC). As early as 2005, the Carnegie report, India as a New Global Power, which first articulated the case for a civilian nuclear cooperation agreement with India, urged the Bush administration to endorse India as a new permanent member. After carefully reviewing the arguments on both sides, the report concluded: . . . India’s presence on the Security Council would likely be beneficial to the United States because there are no inherent conflicts of interest on fundamental questions between the two countries. India would continue to be available as a potential partner in any future “coalition of the willing,” and its propensity to play this role would only be enhanced if Washington were seen to promote India’s quest for status enhancement in various international bodies. Even when Indian and American interests diverged—as they often do on a variety of matters, including strategies for securing common goals—India’s presence on the council would demand no more attention or resources than would be applied to winning over member states truly opposed to U.S. aims. Even the prospect of U.S.-Indian differences in the Security Council, therefore, would likely impose few consequential burdens on the United States. Accordingly, the administration ought to support India’s candidacy for permanent membership in the Security Council if expansion is inevitable.20 The U.S. government toyed with this idea during the preparations for Bush’s visit to India in 2006, but the imperatives of completing the civil nuclear agreement ultimately took priority. Since then, senior officials in the Bush and now the Obama administrations have tantalizingly insinuated that India would be a suitable candidate for UNSC membership, but never categorically declared Washington’s support for New Delhi. Obama should now take the decisive step for several reasons. First, if UNSC reform occurs, it is simply inconceivable that the reconfigured body would not include an India that is on track to become the world’s third- or fourth-largest economy, possesses major military capabilities, remains a pluralist liberal democracy, and is a nuclear weapons state. Second, three of the five permanent members of the UNSC—Russia, the United Kingdom, and France—have already endorsed India’s candidacy, leaving only the United States and China as strange bedfellows that have resisted the inclination to support New Delhi’s claims. Third, the United States gains most by supporting India for UNSC membership before it becomes inevitable, not after. For an administration more committed to multilateralism than any other in recent memory, all three considerations converge to make an unambiguous endorsement of India by Obama during his visit a strategically sensible move.
***Generic

Private CP Solvency

The government fails – means it try or die for the CP 

Strickland 10 (John K. senior analyst for the Texas Department of Transportation, current Awards Committee chair for the National Space Society, Space fetishism: obsession or rational action?, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1544/1)

There is clear logic on the part of privatization supporters for their position. It is very obvious to almost everyone that there is little or no motive in government for efficiency. A simple comparison between the Constellation’s launch vehicle and Orion crew vehicle design and the Falcon 9/Dragon capsule design shows the greatly diverging instincts of the designers. In the former, virtually everything is designed to be expendable, and any remaining reusable elements are always first on the chopping block whenever the next weight limit design crisis hits. Unfortunately, even plans to reuse the Orion crew capsule itself are being dropped. By contrast, for Falcon 9 and Dragon, the attempt to achieve reusability in every component is a given. Is there any argument that the proponents of the old, expendable systems can provide that can show a clear economic or technical advantage over reusable systems, other than very short term development cost economics? How many times do we fetishists have to repeat Rick Tumlinson’s 20-year-old “mantra” (paraphrased) that expendable airplanes would be too expensive to use, before it sinks in? How many dollars worth of reusable airplane fuselages are built globally each year compared to how much of expendable rocket bodies? Is the answer obvious or not? The question about privatizing the space station hinges on such issues. Obviously, no private company could make a profit operating a station that costs a cool billion dollars a trip in the shuttle to visit and resupply. But what if it only cost 50 million dollars per mission instead? Suddenly, the already existing station could become a “hot property”. Day himself, in comparing the inefficiencies of NASA as a federal agency to the Department of Homeland Security (currently occupying a very prominent place in the headlines), gives as strong as argument as any for privatization. Day also ignores the fact that many of the designs used by the large private companies who work closely with NASA are in fact dictated by NASA in exquisite detail. These big companies are merely building equipment to NASA specs, not their own designs.
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