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Abstract

The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), along with its various
collaborators and contributors (IPCC et al.), forecast an impending climate crisis with cata-
strophic consequences for the Earth’s population. They predict an alarming increase in the fre-
guency of dangerous extreme weather events and other bad natural phenomena. This work pro-
vides a quantitative scientific review of their efforts. It is a whistle-blower report that exposes
serious scientific misconduct. It provides a quantitative audit of the bad arithmetic and flawed
scientific methodology behind their claims regarding the Earth’s Energy Imbalance (EEI), global
warming, climate change, and an impending “climate change crisis”. It shows exactly where their
claims amount to quantitatively fraudulent bad science. This work exposes a subtle but critical
design flaw of the CERES Terra and Aqua workhorse satellites. The flaw’s existence was admit-
tedly known by IPCC et al. scientists, and the herein exposed data fudges were used to cover up
the flaw. Seriously flawed and fudged pseudoscience was then employed in a massive futile at-
tempt to bolster the original global warming crisis prediction using fudged ocean-temperature-
anomaly data. This work also shows that Al Gore’s alarmist claim of a “scientific consensus”
alleging a proven impending climate change crisis is a total fantasy. Independent climate scientists
at 20 different laboratories worldwide used the CMIP5 computer code to perform climate simu-
lations using 43 different climate simulation models. There is vast quantitative disagreement
among their variously assumed climate simulation parameters, their calculated predictions and
observations. There are also errors clearly evident in the code’s assumed physics. This paper’s
demonstrated conclusion is that contrary to claims by the IPCC et al. a positive energy imbalance,
global warming and climate change have not been proven! There is no proven climate crisis! The
world is correspondingly wasting trillions of dollars by attempting to limit the use of fossil fuels.
If it ain’t been proved broke, don’t fix it!
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1. Introduction

The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), along with its various
collaborators and contributors (IPCC et al.), forecast an impending climate crisis with cata-
strophic consequences for the Earth’s population. They predict an alarming increase in the fre-
quency of dangerous extreme weather events and other bad natural phenomena. This work pro-
vides a quantitative scientific review of their efforts. It is a whistle-blower report that exposes
serious scientific misconduct. It provides a quantitative audit of the IPCC et al.’s bad arithmetic
and scientific methodology regarding their claims of the Earth’s Energy Imbalance (EEI), global
warming, climate change, and an impending “climate-change crisis”. It shows that their claims
amount to quantitatively fraudulent bad science.

Importantly, it exposes a subtle but critical flaw in the design of the workhorse CERES Terra and
Agqua satellites. The satellites were effectively totally blind to specular reflection of sunlight from
the ocean surface — sun glare! After a decade of observation, the satellites yielded a ridiculous
result that was obviously flawed. “Aw [expletive] What do we do now?” The flaw was in the choice
of using a MODIS line-scan camera rather than using a panoramically-viewing pyranometer to
measure the Earth’s outgoing-radiation power flux. The scan-line is not parallel to the sun-glare’s
directional reflection-stripe. To cover up the flaw, the satellite data were literally overwritten with
data from a seriously flawed study of ocean-temperature-anomaly rate-of-increase measurements,
that, in turn, was badly and fatally skewed by time-varying Southern-Ocean-fraction composition
and by erroneous fabricated anomaly-offset corrections. Many data fudges were needed for the
satellite-flaw’s cover up. The data fudges and incriminating evidence are all published and hiding
in plain sight. The fraudulent assertions are fully documented herein by simply identifying and
displaying the flawed published arithmetic and methodology. This paper shows exactly where to
find the fudges for fact checking.

Conclusion: Global warming and climate change have not been proven. There is no proven crisis.
The world is wasting trillions of dollars by attempting to limit the extraction and use of fossil
fuels.

1.1 The IPCC et. al.’s plausible causal chain

The IPCC et al. start by assuming a highly plausible climate-change model that consists of a
causal linked chain. 1. Extraction and consumption of fossil fuels is assumed to cause increasing
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atmospheric CO.. Increasing CO: is actually observed via the Keeling curve from Mauna Loa. 2.
Increasing CO- is assumed to cause a positive Earth’s Energy Imbalance (EEI). Said positive
energy imbalance is claimed to be observed via satellite and rising ocean heat-content “anomaly”
observations. 3. A positive Earth’s Energy Imbalance, if present, is expected to cause global
warming. Global warming is claimed to be observed, based on observations of a rising global
average “temperature anomaly”, almost all of which is irregularly and sparsely recorded almost
exclusively in urban land areas. 4. Global warming is assumed to cause climate change. Said
change is claimed to be observed as an increasing frequency of extreme weather events. An in-
creasing frequency of extreme weather events is claimed to be well documented by NOAA'’s
historical weather data. 5. The claimed-observed increasing frequency of extreme weather events
then forebodes a predicted climate crisis and other bad stuff.

Break any one link of this chain, however, and the whole chain collapses.

Increasing atmospheric COg, is clearly observed via the Keeling curve. That observation is prob-
ably the only good science in the whole chain. Extraction and use of fossil fuels are claimed by
the IPCC et al. to cause the observed increase of the atmospheric greenhouse gas, CO,. While the
associated linked observation may indeed be valid, it doesn’t really matter, because the chain
thereafter is herein proven to be false. The IPCC et al. assume all links to be true but never actually
prove them to be true with observational data. This work breaks the remaining links, by requiring
observational proof of the claimed links, and by demonstrating that computer modelling, by itself,
provides insufficient proof.

The IPCC and its contributors were tasked with determining the Earth’s climactic parameters and
ascertaining the magnitude of the threat that its predicted warming has to society. To accomplish
these tasks, they use computer modelling and observational data from satellites, ocean bathyme-
try, and a global network of surface radiation and temperature measurements to determine im-
portant parameters for the Earth’s climate. From these calculations and measurements, they have
attempted to determine the so-called Earth’s Energy Imbalance (EEI), along with other climatic
parameters, including the Earth’s associated global average surface-temperature history, and the
Earth’s natural power-balance feedback-stability strength.

1.2 Purpose

It is the purpose of this paper to show that, contrary to claims by the IPCC et al., global warming
and climate change have not been proven, and that there is no proven climate crisis. Importantly,
this work exposes a subtle but critical design flaw of the CERES Terra and Aqua workhorse
satellites. The satellites were effectively blind to specular reflection — sun glare — reflected from
the ocean surface. The flaw’s existence was admittedly known by IPCC et al. scientists. Herein
exposed data fudges were then used to cover up the flaw, once it was recognized. Seriously flawed
pseudoscience and fudged data are then employed in a massive attempt to bolster the original
global-warming crisis prediction using fudged ocean-temperature-anomaly data.

Unfortunately, with missing crucial satellite data, the IPCC et al.’s remaining assembled data, as
referenced in the IPCC’s Sixth Assessment Report (2021), are woefully insufficient to prove the
existence of global warming. Neither do remaining data clearly prove a positive Earth’s Energy
Imbalance (EEI), nor do they prove climate change. Available data do not prove an impending
“climate change crisis”. Importantly, the tabulated audited EEI data, shown in Section 9.1 of this
work, are shown to be mostly fudged. Moreover, Section 9.2 shows that when these fudged data
are restored to their original un-fudged values, there is no evident proven energy imbalance, no
proven global warming, and hence no proven climate change. To the contrary, all available ob-
servational data are fully consistent with no energy imbalance and no global warming.

Additionally, this work also shows that Al Gore’s alarmist claim of a “scientific consensus” al-
leging a proven impending climate-change crisis is a total fantasy. Independent climate scientists
at 20 different laboratories worldwide used the CMIP5 computer code to perform climate simu-
lations using 43 different climate simulation models. There is vast quantitative disagreement
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among their variously assumed climate simulation parameters and their calculated predictions.
Huge disagreement is both with each other and with observational data. Worse yet, the CMIP5
code, itself, is shown in Sections 8.2 — 8.6 to exhibit bad physics. It is totally incapable of simu-
lating, even closely, the observed Earth’s temperature anomaly history, let alone its observed an-
nually oscillating albedo history. Despite these huge discrepancies, the various simulation results
all suspiciously concur on an extremely precise value for their “best-guess” EEI value.

The paper’s demonstrated overall conclusion is that contrary to claims by the IPCC et al., global
warming and climate change have not been proven, and there is no proven climate crisis! Indeed,
the half-century-long IPCC program has shown itself to be dishonest and incapable of demon-
strating any such proof. The world is correspondingly wasting trillions of dollars by attempting
to limit the extraction and use of fossil fuels. If it ain’t been proved broke, don’t fix it!

1.3 Foreword

In what follows, Section 2 first dispatches NOAA’s claims that there is an observed increasing
frequency of extreme weather events. Those claims are demonstrated to be false.

Section 3 provides some needed important preliminary comments along with a more detailed
introduction to the IPCC program. First, it asks and answers the basic question - What is needed
scientifically to define global annual average temperature and global warming? It shows that
measurements of global temperature for use as a global warming metric are impossible, let alone
totally impractical. It also gives a highly critical discussion of the IPCC et al.’s repeated use of
and reliance upon so-called “anomaly measurements”, particularly the various measurements of
temperature anomalies, and especially of ocean temperature anomalies. Fortunately, given that a
better global warming metric is clearly needed for scientific purposes, one was actually adopted
by the IPCC et al. That metric is the Earth’s Energy Imbalance, of EEI. Unfortunately, it is not
always used by much of the work done by the IPCC et al. Section 3 ends withs a clarification of
some standard scientific terminology and conventions. It also translates some IPCC et al. jargon
that is frequently confusing, misleading, vague, and/or pedantic.

Section 4 provides detailed definitions of “net global power/energy imbalance” or Earth’s Energy
Imbalance (EEI). It shows how the use of assumed conservation of energy, the continuity equa-
tion, and energy flow through a Gaussian surface is applied to measurements of the Earth’s energy
flow at the Top-of-Atmosphere to and from outer space. It shows how EEI is calculated and con-
ventionally reported (and frequently misreported) using power-flow diagrams. Unfortunately, the
same arguments do not work for power-flows measured at the Bottom-of- Atmosphere that use
only Gaussian-surface segments.

Section 5 describes the satellite-data collection program. The original program to measure EEI
was to use satellite observation of energy flow at the so-called Top-of-Atmosphere. Initial data
from the ERBE satellite gave promising results for that pursuit. Unfortunately, after many years
of observation using the Terra and Aqua satellites, their data are found to be insufficiently accu-
rate to determine EEI so as to prove or disprove the global-warming hypothesis. Actually, they
measured a hugely positive value for EEI, which is obviously very wrong! While the random
errors were small enough, the problem was traced to a systematic flaw in the design of Terra and
Aqua. The satellites were effectively blind to specular reflection of sunlight from the ocean sur-
face — sun glare — that is radiated back out into space!

The program’s dark side began when the TOA satellite data were finally recognized to be inca-
pable of proving the existence (or non-existence) of global warming. Hansen et al. (2011) and
Loeb et al. (2009) proposed the use of ocean-temperature-anomaly data as a weak substitute for
the missing satellite data. To cover up the flaw, the satellite data were literally overwritten with
data from a seriously flawed study of ocean temperature anomaly rate-of-increase measurements,
that, in turn, was badly fatally skewed by time-varying Southern-Ocean-fraction composition, and
by erroneous fabricated anomaly-offset corrections. A time-derivative of the results was fatally
flawed because of this added extraneous time dependence.
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Working definitions of the words fudge, “constrainment”, and scientific misconduct, are given in
Section 6. Section 7 then describes the fudging of ocean temperature anomaly data via its presen-
tation as fudged ocean-heat-content anomaly data, all taken at the Bottom-of-Atmosphere with a
highly questionable linkage to the Earth’s Top-of-Atmosphere Energy Imbalance. The fudged
results then form the basis for the IPCC’s Fifth Assessment Report, AR5 (2013). Section 8 details
the progressively massive data fudging used in the progression from AR5 (2013) to the IPCC’s
Sixth Assessment Report, AR6 (2021).

Reporting data that is measured at Bottom-of-Atmosphere and claiming without proof that it is
the same as Top-of-Atmosphere data, as is done by Loeb et al. (2012) (see Sect. 7.4), and then
overwriting the Top-of-Atmosphere data in the EBAF satellite public database with different data
values chosen to match data that is measured at Bottom-of-Atmosphere, as is done by Loeb et al.
(2018) (see Sect. 8.9), clearly qualifies as a “bait and switch” hoax!

Section 9 summarizes just how badly the IPCC et al.’s books have been cooked. It first tabulates
the results of this work’s audit of published EEI values. It goes on to show how the resulting
conclusions regarding global warming are actually reversed when corrected values are used in-
stead. It proceeds to list details of the various dishonest fudging methods that were employed.
Finally, it provides a summary of six cases of scientific misconduct that are exposed by this work.
The paper’s conclusions are given in Section 10.

A second forthcoming paper addresses the net result of these data fudges. It shows that because
of these fudges the IPCC et al. have clearly misidentified the dominant process that controls the
Earth’s climate. They have ignored the big numbers of the problem and focused on the small
numbers that are associated with rising atmospheric CO, concentration. That paper shows that
the actual dominant process is the cloud-variation-thermostatic feedback mechanism. The process
provides a highly stable atmosphere and temperature, and it fully cancels the negligible destabi-
lizing effects of CO,. It also shows confirmatory experimental evidence for this process and
shows that it is fully consistent with existing observational data.

10. Conclusions

There is no positive Earth’s Energy Imbalance (EEI) that has been observably proven. There is
no proven global warming. There is no proven long-term climate change. There is no observed
increased frequency of extreme weather events. There is no climate-change crisis!

There is clearly no quantitative consensus regarding the Earth’s climactic parameters among cli-
mate scientists in at least 20 different laboratories worldwide. Instead, there is huge disagreement
among them. A (more than) factor-of-2 disagreement among the various EEI estimates based on
different investigators OHCA data analyses is also a clear repudiation of Al Gore’s misplaced
claims of “consensus”.

The world is wasting trillions of dollars with its vain attempts to limit production and use of fossil
fuels. If it ain’t been proved broke, don’t fix it!

The IPCC and its contributors have fraudulently fudged observational data and have committed
fraudulent scientific misconduct on multiple occasions in order to claim falsely and dishonestly
that there is a positive Earth’s Energy Imbalance and an associated impending climate crisis.

There is a design flaw in the CERES Terra and Aqua satellites that prevents them from measuring
the Earth’s Energy Imbalance with an accuracy sufficient to assert the existence of global warm-
ing. The satellites are nearly totally blind to strong sun glare from the ocean surface at shallow
angles of sunlight incidence. They correspondingly very-significantly underestimate the Earth’s
reflected sunlight intensity. The presence of this flaw has been knowingly covered up by IPCC
et al. climate scientists by their use of fudged ocean-heat-content-anomaly data.

Experimental measurements of the Earth’s Energy Imbalance (EEI), made by the IPCC and its
contributors using satellite radiometry and ocean-heat-content anomalies, are all fully consistent
with zero energy imbalance and with zero global warming.
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The analysis by Lyman et al. (2010) of ocean-heat-content anomaly (OHCA) data is seriously
flawed. It claims the widely quoted value, EEI = 0.64 + 0.11 W/m?, subsequently revised to EEI
= 0.6 + 0.4 W/m?. However, a corrected analysis using only homogeneous OHCA datasets is
consistent with the result EEI = 0. It is also consistent with their reported heat-content variation
being solely due to the temporal fractional change in ocean sampling that, in turn, is due solely
to a significant extension of the ocean-temperature anomaly sampling activity into more South-
ern-Ocean areas.

The 45-year history of OHCA data presented by Levitus et al. (2000) clearly reveals strong tem-
perature oscillations that are presumably due to ENSO (EI Nifio) current variations, but no obvi-
ous long-term increasing global-warming trend. That is, the OHCA data presented by Levitus et
al. (2000) are fully consistent with EEI = 0. Their results are in sharp contrast to the results by
Lyman et al. (2010) using a shorter 16-year history of highly flawed ocean-heat-content-anomaly
(OHCA) data.

Archived satellite based EEI measurements by Loeb et al. (2018) have been fudged to match the
ocean heat-content anomaly based fudged EEI measurements so that their noted agreement can-
not be used as validation of either one, as has been done by the recent review by the National
Academies.

Climate modelling predictions by GISS computer simulations are demonstrably unreliable. The
IPCC now agrees and further admits that the RCP 8.5 scenario “is unrealistic and should be
scrapped.”

There are serious admitted flaws in the theoretical basis behind the CMIP5 computer atmospheric
simulation codes and serious structural flaws in their included physics. There is virtually no reli-
able agreement between CMIP5 simulation and observation. It should be noted further that so-
called attribution studied that rely on these computer predictions are also totally unreliable.

Greenhouse gases, including CO2 have negligible observed influence on the Earth’s Energy Im-
balance. (See Appendix B.)

The best measured EEI values are undoubtedly those offered by Stephens and I’ Ecuyer (2015),
equal for both measurement sets, at EEI = 0 + 5.6 W/m?, and from I’ Ecuyer et al. (2015), EEl =
0 + 5.0 W/m? for both satellite and OHCA data sets combined. Also, the National Academies of
Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine recent 2025 report misquote I’ Ecuyer et al. (2015). They
incorrectly cite them as confirming positive EEI and global warming. (See Appendix F.)
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