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From: gs210@columbia edu
To: rruedy@giss.nasa.gov
Cc: jhansen@giss.nasa gov
Subject: Re: more mcintyre
Date: Fri, 03 Aug 2007 18:37.17 -0400

Thanks. That becomes clearer. I think that the suggestion you have
for fixing it is a better idea than what is being done now, though
possibly it might make more sense to correct the later GHCN data
rather than the earlier USHCN numbers (that doesn't make a
difference to the trend of course) .,

Gavin
Quoting Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>:
> Gavin,

>
> In 2000, USHCN provided us with a product in which the US data
> were
> adjusted for changes in procedure/instrumentation to get a
> consistent
> time record. According to the description on their current
> website, 1999 '
> was their last comprehensive update of those data. Unlike the
> GHCN data,
> the USHCN data are not routinely kept up-to-date (at this point
> the seem
> 1o end in 2002).
-
> Under the assumption that the adjustments made the older data
> consistent
> with future data, we are replacing the US part of the GHCN data
up to
1999 by the USHCN data that we got in 2000, thereby eliminating
some '
known systematic biases in the early part of the US records. i

>

>

.

-

g

> However, that assumption may not have been correct. I compared
> the 1999

> data in GHCN and USHCN. Indeed, in 490 of the 1057 stations the
> USHCN

> data were up to 1C colder than the Corresponding GHCN data, in 77
> stations the data were the same, and in the remaining 490

> stations the

> USHCN data were warmer than the GHCN data. The differences

> averaged out
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to 0.1 C, i.e. we may have introduced a +0.1C jump in 2000 over
the US
by our procedure,

A more careful method would have been to compare the last few
years of

the USHCN data and the corresponding years of the GHCN data and
adjust

the USHCN data to fit the GHCN data. I'll add this procedure as
an

alternate to see what effect it would have,

Reto

On Fri, 2007-98-83 at 13:21 -8480, gs210@columbia.edu wrote:
> if you didn't see it:

>

http://www.climateaudit.org/?p=1854

>

> There is something curiocus here though, why does 'GISS raw’ go
back

to "USHCN unadjusted' in 2000. Shouldn't it have stayed with

> USHCN+TOBS?

v

Gavin

PS. if this is all as it should be, we need to make clear the
reasons why very quickly. Otherwise, the myth of the 'Hansen
Y2k

> error’ will be all around the place and once it's out, it won't

VVV YV Yy
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> away.
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From: Gavin Schmidt <gschmidt@aiss nasa gov=>
Reply-To: i
To: Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>
Subject: Re: GISS Raw Data
Date: Mon, 6 Aug 2007 11:47:27 -0400 (EDT)

I would suggest being more specific about what was assumed and what you
Will do now. The stats you had for the number of stations which had
positive and negative offsets would be appropriate. You also might want
to

thank him for bringing this to our attention. The first because he'll ask
you anyway or work it out himself, the second since it doesn't hurt to be
gracious.

Gavin

e *

| Gavin Schmidt NASA/Goddard Institute for Space Studies |

| 2880 Broadway |
Tel: (212) 678 5627 New York, NY 10025

gschmidt@giss.nasa.gov http://www.giss.nasa.gov/~gavin

On Mon, 6 Aug 2007, Reto Ruedy wrote:

v

Jim,

Vv v

I've started to prepare a response to the email below. Steve is the
person who appointed himself the auditor of all web sites and
organizations that have to do with global warming in order to debunk
this "hoax". He is maintaining a blog - a website called
climate,audit.org, a site containing among justified concerns (caveats
that we stress in all our papers) obvious fabrications and vicious
attacks.

I't1 send you my suggestion for a response before mailing anything to
Steve,

Our simple combination of GHCN and USHCN data was based on the
assumption that the correction made the older data consistent with the
then current data. Unfortunately, that is not the case and an attempt to
compute an offset based on the common years within say the 1590-1999
period would have been more appropriate.

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV

I am re-processing our current data with that modification and wait with
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finishing my response until we can look at the changes caused by it. I

expect only a minor effect since the offsets average out to almost 0

over all USHCN stations,
Reto

On Sat, 20067-08-04 at 17:28 -0408, Steve McIntyre wrote:
Dear Sirs,

In your calculation of the GISS "raw" version of USHCN series, it
appears to me that, for series after January 2000, you use the USHCN
raw version whereas in the immediately prior period you used USHCN
time-of-observation or adjusted version. In some cases, this
introduces a seemingly unjustified step in January 2000.

I am unaware of any mention of this change in procedure in any
published methodological descriptions and am puzzled as to its
rationale. Can you clarify this for me?

In addition, could you provide me with any documentation (additional
to already published material) providing information on the
calculation of GISS raw and adjusted series from USHCN versions,

including relevant source code. Thank you for your attention, Stephen
McIntyre

Page 2 of 2

e A R s W




B S T o S o e S M

From: Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss nasa.goy>
Reply-To: rruedy@giss.nasa.gov
To: James E. Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>, gavin@giss.nasa.gov

Subject: Re: GISS Raw Data
Date: Tue, 07 Aug 2007 10:04:44 .0400

On Sat, 2007-08-04 at 17:28 -0400, Steve McIntyre wrote:
Dear Sirs,

In your calculation of the GISS "raw" version of USHCN series, it
appears to me that, for series after January 2060, you use the USHCN
raw version whereas in the immediately prior period you used USHCN
time-of-observation or adjusted version. In some cases, this
introduces a seemingly unjustified step in January 2000.

I am unaware of any mention of this change in procedure in any
published methodological descriptions and am puzzled as to its
rationale. Can you clarify this for me?

VVVV VY VYV VY Y

The basic "GISS Surface Temperature Analysis" page starts with a
"Background” section whose first paragraph contains the sentence:
“Input data for the analysis ,..., is the unadjusted data of GHCN,
except that the USHCN station records were replaced by a later corrected
version". A similar statement appears in the "Abstract" and the
"Introduction® section of our 2001 paper (JGR Vol 106, pg
23,947-23,948). The Introduction explains the above statement in more
detail.

When we got the USHCN data, they ended in 1999 and as far as I know,
no major corrections were implemented after that time. Unlike the GHCN
data, the USHCN data is not a product that is kept current on a regular

basis. Hence we used (as you noticed) the GHCN data to extend the USHCN
data.

I agree with you that this simple procedure creates an artificial step
in those cases where the correction was applied to the newest data,
rather than bringing the older data in s5ync with the latest measurements
- which would seem the natural way to go. Comparing the 1999 data in
both data sets showed that in about half the cases where the 1999 data
were changed, the GHCN data were higher than the USHCN data and in the
other half it was the other way round.

50 although an attempt to eliminate those artificial steps should have ;
Little impact even on the US temperature trend (much less the global |
trend - the so-called "Global Warming”), it seems a good idea to do <o
and I'd 1ike to thank you for bringing this to our attention.
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Starting with our next update (sometime later this week) an offset
based on the last 18 years of overlap in the two data sets will be
applied and our on-line documentation will be augmented
correspondingly.

I tested the modification with the data now on display:
The table data (section 3 on the basic temperature site) differed
occasionally by a 1 in the last digit (0.081 C). In the display most
sensitive to that change - the US-graph of annual means - the warming
decreased by about ©.15 C in the years 2000-2006, well within the margin
of error.

> In addition, could you provide me with any documentation (additional™
> to already published material) providing information on the

> calculation of GISS raw and adjusted series from USHCN versions,

> including relevant source code.

I had no idea what code you are referring to until I learned from your
article "Hansen's Y2K error" (which should really be "Reto's Y2K error")
that GISS is in possession of some magical software that is able to
“fix" the defects in surface data. No wonder you would like to get your
hands on that - so would I !

Unfortunately, your source totally misled you in that respect. I'm a
little amazed that you uncritically present it as a fact given that a
large part of your web site is devoted to cenvincingly prove that such
software cannot possibly exist.

All we do is try to make the best of imperfect data by converting
absolute temperatures to anomalies and averaging over large regions
(using circles of a diameter of 2400 km, the 506 km option was added for
debugging purposes only), the only responsible way to use those data.

The software we spend close to 100% of our time in developing and which
is the real basis or our work (in addition to general physics and
chemistry), is openly available (giss.nasa.gov/tools/modelE) to
anybody.

> Thank you for your attention, Stephen McIntyre
=

Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

NN
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From: Makiko Sato <makis@giss.nasa.gov=>
To: rruedy@yiss.nasa.gaoyv
Cc: jhansen@giss.nasa.goyv
Subject: Re: USHCN, GHCN matching
Bate: Tue, 07 Aug 2007 13:22:54 -0400

Yes, I will redo all graphs and tables on GISTEMP Graphs page,
Makiko

At 12:51 2007/08/07, you wrote:

>Makiko,

Y

>Thanks - I assume, you will also replace all affected graphs on the
>GISTEMP website.

>

>Reto

>

Tue, 2087-08-07 at 12:48 -0400, Makiko Sato wrote:
Jim, Reto, Ken,

Y
o
b=

I put a graph which shows the US and global mean temperature change
due to matching 1990-1999 mean USHCN and GHCN on
http://www.giss.nasa.govf~makis/GISS_Temp/

User ID = guest, Password = 1744,

V VV VYV YV VY
VVV VYV VY

> Makiko
o

>Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>
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From: Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>
Reply-To: rruedy@giss.nasa.goy
To: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.qoy>
Cc: Gavin Schmidt <gschmidt@giss.nasa.gov>

Subject: Re: GISS Raw Data
Date: Tue, 07 Aug 2007 13:39:41 -0400

Jim,

Thanks - with your suggested change we totally ignore his blogs and only
respond to relevant part of his email, as I should have done in the
first place.

I'11 show you my current version when you come in.

Reto

On Tue, 2007-08-67 at 13:11 -0400, James Hansen wrote:

> Reto, This is very good, but eliminate the last paragraph re

> Hansen-error, Reto error, as it looks like I am passing the buck
> - don't send the e-mail until I come in. Jim

On 8/7/87, Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov> wrote:
Gavin,

Thanks for setting me straight - I completely agree with you:
any

attempts to teach or outsmart Steve are counterproductive and
a total

waste of time.

As soon as I hear from Jim, I'll send it off - in the mean
time, Ken

updated the site including July 07 with the new modification.
So I'1l

change the end correspondingly.

Reto

On Tue, 2007-08-07 at 11:44 -04980, Gavin Schmidt wrote:

> I would not engage further than simply dealing with the
points at hand -

> it's just going to further the issue. Thus I would suggest
the following

> text alone (a couple of minor edits and one new line}:

VVV‘JVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV
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> The basic "GISS Surface Temperature Analysis" page starts
with a

> "Background" section whose first paragraph contains the
sentence:

> "Input data for the analysis ,..., is the unadjusted data of
GHCN,

> except that the USHCN station records were replaced by a
later corrected

> version". A similar statement appears in the "Abstract” and
the

> "Introduction" section of our 2001 paper (JGR Vol 186, pg
> 23,947-23,948). The Introduction explains the above
statement in more

> detail.

-3

> When we originally got the USHCN data, they ended in 1999
and as far as I know,

> no major corrections were implemented after that time.
Untike the GHCN

> data, the USHCN data is not a product that is kept current
on a regular

> basis. Hence we used (as you noticed) the GHCN data to
extend the USHCN

> data.

>

> I agree with you that this simple procedure creates an
artificial step

> in those cases where the correction was applied to the
newest data,

> rather than bringing the older data in sync with the latest
measurements

> - which would seem the natural way to go. Comparing the 1999
data in

> both data sets showed that in about half the cases where the
1899 data

> were changed, the GHCN data were higher than the USHCN data
and in the

> other half it was the other way round.

=

> Eliminating those artificial steps should have little
impact even

> on the US temperature trend (much less the global trend),
but it is a good

> idea to do so and I'd like to thank you for bringing this to
our attention.

-
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Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

e A A A R Vs,

>  Starting with our next update (sometime later this week)
an offset

> based on the last 18 years of overlap in the two data sets
will be

> applied and our on-line documentation will be augmented

> correspondingly.
>
>

I tested the modification with the data now on display:
The table data (section 3 on the basic temperature site)
differed
> occasionally by a 1 in the last digit { 8.81 C). In the
display most
> sensitive to that change - the US-graph of annual means -
the warming
> decreased by about ©.15 C in the years 2060-2006.
>
>  You should perhaps note that your post 'Hansen's Y2K
error' should
really be titled Reto's Y2K error.

¥

Vi

>

Respectfully,

>
T
> etc...
-3

S —

-
> Gavin

Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>
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From: James Hansen <jhapsen@giss.nasa.gov>
To: ] -
Cc: Makiko Sato <makis@giss.nasa.gov>
Subject: Re: your vacation
Date: Tue, 7 Aug 2007 14:54:59 -0400

BTW, your note to McIntyre perhaps should include a statement such as. This
change and its effect will be noted in our next paper on temperature analysis
submitted for publication and in our end-of-year temperature summary. Jim

On 8/7/07, Reto Ruedy <Iruedy@giss.nasa,gov> wrote:

Makiko.

Reto

On Tue, 2007-08-07 at 13:29 -0400, Makiko Sato wrote:
> Reto,

o

>

-

> Makiko

L2
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From: Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov=>
Reply-To: rruedy@giss.nasa.gov
To: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov=>
Cc: Reto Ruedy <cdrar@giss.nasa.gov>, Makiko Sato <makis@giss.nasa.gov>,
kKlo@giss.nasa.gov
Subject: Re: Fwd: GISS Raw Data
Date: Thu, 09 Aug 2007 11:03:11 -0400

Jim,

For our 2001 paper, which includes a discussion of the various USHCN
adjustments, we obtained from USHCN their various stages after each
adjustment. The first set we obtained in Feb 200@, a slightly corrected
version in Dec 2000. Since we did not adapt their filling in scheme and
their urban adjustment scheme, we have been using the "SHAP" version
obtained in Dec 20080.

>From the USHCN site, anybody can downtoad the TOBS and the FILNET
stages, i.e. the one immediately before and the one after "SHAP"; a
special request is needed to get SHAP. It seems that these data were
extended to 2002 in the mean time.

Is it ok to put our copy of the 12/2000 version of SHAP on our web site
or do we need to consult with NOAA before doing so 7

Alternatively, of course, we could go back to using GHCN data only. The
effect of that change is described in our 2001 paper as well as on
USHCN's website {on ‘
http://cdiac.ornl.gov/epubs/ndp/ushcn/ndp@l19. html#tempdata); it would
decrease the 1960-99 US temperature change by .3 C and have negligible
effect on any global trends.

Steve will keep asking me for our "software" and I'm tempted to ignore
those requests, since our description of what we do with the data
completely describes our procedures.

Reto

On Thu, 2607-08-09 at 05:51 -0400, James Hansen wrote:

> Reto, what is the source of data for the present analysis? Is it
> pratical to provide that? Jim

>

> e Forwarded message ----------

> From: Steve McIntyre <stephen.mcintyre@utoronto.ca>

Date: Aug 8, 2007 18:46 AM

v
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Subject: RE: GISS Raw Data
To: rruedy@giss.nasa.gov
Cc: "James E. Hansen" <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>

Dear Dr Ruedy,

Thank you for this information and for the courteous acknowledgement
at

your website. I can now see where your post-200€ data comes from, but
I

remain unable to identify a digital source for your data prior to 2000
from available information. I have compared GIS5 raw to all the
archived

USHCN versions and have been unable to find a match for US data. In
some

cases, the differences are substantial.

Can you provide me with (1) a URL from which the U.S. data prior to
2000

{in the version that you used) can be downloaded. (2} If this is no
longer possible due to the passage of time, could you please provide
me

with a copy of the data that you used (or upload it to an area of your
FTP site) and also provide its provenance and date of acquisition?
Obviously mere print citations are inadequate for this purpose.

I would like to assess the impact of these modifications on the US
and

global averages for myself. I would appreciate a copy of the source
code

used for these calculations.

Regards, Steve MclIntyre

««««« Original Message-----

From: Reto Ruedy [mailto:rruedy@giss.nasa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 2007 5:33 PM

To: Steve McIntyre

Cc: James E. Hansen; gavin@giss.nasa.gov
Subject: Re: GISS Raw Data

Dear Sir,
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As to the question about documentation, the basic "GISS Surface
Temperature Analysis" page starts with a "Background" section whose
first paragraph contains the sentence:"Input data for the

analysis ,...,

is the unadjusted data of GHCN, except that the USHCN station records
were replaced by a later corrected version". A similar statement
appears

in the "Abstract' and the "Introduction" section of our 2001 paper
{JGR

Vol 106, pg 23,947-23,948). The Introduction explains the above
statement in more detail.

In 2060, USHCN provided us with a file with corrections not contained
in the GHCN data. Unlike the GHCN data, that product is not kept
current

on a regular basis. Hence we used (as you noticed) the GHCN data to
extend those data in our further updates (200@-present).

I agree with you that this simple procedure creates an artificial step
if some new corrections were applied to the newest data, rather than
bringing the older data in sync with the latest measurements - as I
naively assumed. Comparing the 1999 data in both data sets showed that
in about half the cases where the 1999 data were changed, the GHCN
data

were higher than the USHCN data and in the other half it was the other
way round with the plus-corrections slightly outweighing the
minus-corrections,

Although trying to eliminate those steps should have little impact
on the US temperature trend (much less the global trend), it seems a
good idea to do so and I'd like to thank you for bringing this
oversight

to our attention.

When we did our monthly update this morning, an offset based on the
last 10 years of overlap in the two data sets was applied and our
on-line documentation was changed correspondingly with an
acknowledgment

of your contribution. This change and its effect will be noted in our
next paper on temperature analysis and in our end-of-year temperature
summary.

The effect on global means and all our tables was less than 0.81 C. In
the display most sensitive to that change - the US-graph of annual
means

- the anomalies decreased by about 8.15 C in the years 2000-2006.
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Respectfully,
Reto A Ruedy

On Sat, 2067-08-64 at 17:28 -0408, Steve McIntyre wrote:
Dear Sirs,

In your calculation of the GISS "raw" version of USHCN series, it
appears to me that, for series after January 2008, you use the USHCN
raw version whereas in the immediately prior period you used USHCN
time-of-observation or adjusted version. In some cases, this
introduces a seemingly unjustified step in January 2000.

T am unaware of any mention of this change in procedure in any
published methodological descriptions and am puzzled as to its
rationale. Can you clarify this for me?

In addition, could you provide me with any documentation (additional
to already published material) providing information on the
calculation of GISS raw and adjusted series from USHCN versions,
including relevant source code. Thank you for your attention,
Stephen

> McIntyre

>

V VVV VY VY VV VY VYV VY

Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

RTINS
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From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.goyv>
To: Reto Ruedy <cdrar@giss.nasa.gov>, Makiko Sato <makis@giss.nasa.gov>

Subject: temperature data
Date: Thu, 9 Aug 2007 10:01:02 -0400

As an alternative to attempting to reconstruct the origins of all station records in
the present analysis, is it easier to use current GHCN data per se and show that the

difference that causes in global result is negligible? Jim
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From: Robert B. Schmunk <Robert. B.Schmunk@unasa.gov>

To: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.goy>
Cc: Makiko Sato <makis@giss.nasa.gov>, Reto Ruedy <cdrar@giss.nasa.gov>,

Darnell Cain <dcain@giss.nasa.gov>

Subject: Re: New Email
Date: Fri, 10 Aug 2007 16:04:20 -0400

Not sure which 2001 paper you are referring to:

Hansen, J.E., et al. 2001: A closer look at United States and gtobal

surface temperature change. J. Geophys. Res.
is at http://pubs.giss,nasatgav/abstrattsf2@01fﬁansenmeta1.html

Hansen, J.E., and Mki. Sato, 2001: Trends of measured climate forcing

agents. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
is at http://pubs.giss.nasa‘gov/abstracts/ZGOl/HansenﬁSato.html

I assume the 1981 paper is Hansen et al. rather than Lacis et al.

Hansen, J., et al. 1981: Climate impact of increasing atmospheric
carbon dioxide. Science

is at http://pubs.giss.nasa.gov/abstracts/1981/Hansenmetal.html

rbs

On Aug 16, 2007, at 15:54, James Hansen wrote:

> 0.k., here is the draft e-mail, which needs the figures and links
> -- T am so it is hard to read

> right now. Jim<LightUpstairs.10Aug2007.doc>

Robert B. Schmunk, Robert.B.Schmunk@nasa.gov
NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies, 2886 Broadway, New York, NY

16025
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A Light On Upstamrs?

Sorry to send another ¢-mail s0 soon. No need to read further unless vou are interested in
femperature changes 1o a tenth of a degree over the U.S. and a thousandth of 1 degree over the
world.

Recently it was realized that the monthly more-or-less-automatic updates of our global
temperature analysis (o nub ; iy had a flaw in
the U.S. data. In that (2001) update of the analysis method (originally published in our 1981
SCIenee paper ~ Wiy b oiss s, macts 11 Honsen otal hon') we included
improvements that NOAA had made in station records in the U.S., their corrections being based
mainly on station-by-station information about station movement, change of time-of-day at
which max-min are recorded, ete,

Unfortunately, we didn't realize that these corrections would not continue to be readily
avaitable in the near-real-time data streams. The same stations are m the GHON (Global
Historical Climatology Network) data stream, however, and thus what our analysis picked up in
subsequent years was station data without the NOAA correction. Obviously, combining the
urcorrccted GHCN with the NOAA-corrected records for carlicr years caused jumps in 2001 in
the records at those stations, some up, some down (over U.S. only). This problem is casy to fix,
by matching the 1990s decadal-mean temperatures for the NOAA-corrected and GHON records,
and we have made that correction.

The flaw did have a noticeable effect on mean U.S, temperature anomalies, as much as
0.15°C, as shown in F tgure 1 below (for years 2001 and fater, and § year mean for 1999 and
later). The effect on global temperature (Figure 2) was of order one-thousandth of a degree, so
the corrected and uncorrected curves are indistinguishable.
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Contrary to some of the statements flying around the internet, there is no effect on the
rankings of global temperature. Also our prior analysis had 1934 as the warmest vear in the U.S.
{sce the 2001 paper above), and it continues to be the warmest year, both before and afier the
correction to post 2000 temperatures. However, as we note in that paper, the 1934 and 1998
temperature are practically the same, the difference being much smaller than the uncertainty.

Somehow the flaw in 2001-2007 U.S. data was advertised on the internet and for two
days I have been besicged by rants that 1 have wronged the President, that 1 must “step down”, or
that 1 must “vanish”. Hmm, I am not very good at magic tricks.

My apologies if the quick response that I sent to Andy Revkin and several other
journalists, including the suggestion that it was a tempest inside somebody's teapot dome, and
that perhaps a light was not on upstairs, was immoderate. It was not ad hominem, though.

Iim
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annrMﬂhkoSau)<RmkmﬁxmﬁJﬁﬁ&gﬂx>
To: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>, Robert B, Schmunk
< >
Cc: Darnell Cain <dgain@giss.nasa gov>, Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.goy>
Subject: Re: New FEmail
Date: Fri, 10 Aug 2007 18:36:58 -0400

It's not us. NOAA has T(2006) > T(1998) >

T(1934) for the US, of course very

slightly.
http:i/www.neaanews.noaa.gov/storiesZBB?/images/usa-temps~1895-2096b‘jpg
Why do people want to make ranking among 1934, 1998 and 2006 US temp?

Makiko

At 18:22 2007/08/10, James Hansen wrote:

>Thanks to all of you for the rush job! -- T think that it is very clear,
Jim

>

>0n 8/10/67, Robert B. Schmunk
><<mailto:Robert,B.Schmunk@nasa.gov>Robert.B,Schmunk@nasa‘gov> wrote:

>

>Darnell,

o

>I am putting the PDF on the CU website at

-
><http:/fwww.coiumbia.edu/»jehl/distrcﬁLightUpstairsH7@810.pdf>http://www.co'

On Aug 10, 2007, at 17:55, Robert B, Schmunk wrote:

v

Attached is the Word DOC and PDF with a few corrections
> that Makiko had made to her copy but which were not in
Jim's copy:

MR,

1) replaced the URLs with pointers tgo HTML pages
2) put the degree symbol in 0.15°C
3) changed one-thousandths to one-thousandth

VVVV VYV VY VvV Yy y

V V.V V Vv v
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rbs

-<LightUpstairs.10Aug2087-x.doc>

<LightUpstairs.10Aug2007-x.pdf>

On Aug 19, 2007, at 17:43, James Hansen wrote:

VV VYV VV VYV YV VYV Y

>> On 8/18/67, James Hansen
<<mailtv:jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>jhansen@giss.nasa.gov> wrote:

o>

>>> Here is a version including two more clarifications. Makiko said
>>> that she

>>> could not open the last one?? lim

-

>>> On 8/10/07, Makiko Sato
<<mailto:makis@giss.nasa.gov>makis@giss.nasa.gov> wrote:

e o]

>>>> 1 made all changes Robert pointed out (I think) and converted to a
>>>> PDF and put it on

<http://www.giss.nasa gov/~jhansen/preprints/>http://www giss.nasa.gov/~jhan:
> .

2> DTl

> »>>>> Jim, Please check if everything is fine.

> >»>> Robert, Please move to CU site and hide this after Jim checks it.
> »>»>> Darnell, Please send it out to Jim's e-mail list. Jinm said if I
> >>>> don't want to, you should do, but it is not a matter of I WANT

> »»>»> To or

> »>»> NOT WANT TO. I don't know how to.

B IIele

> >»>> Makiko

> D>

> eI

> >>>> At 17:09 2007/08/10, James Hansen wrote: ,

> >>>>> | made two additional changes: adding "in 2001" after jump, and
> >>>>> moving the paragraph just before Figure 2 to just after Figure

> >»>>> 2, Note that I removed the line

> >>>>> To be removed from Jim Hansen's e-mail list respond to sender with
> >>>>> REMOVE as subject

> >»>>>> put this line should be included in the e-mail.

P e e - 3
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> »»»>> 0n 8/10/07, James Hansen
> mmm

p-

<<mailto:jhansen@giss.nasa.gov><mailto: jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>jhansen@giss.nat

VVVVV YV VV Y VYV VY YV VY Y Y VY Y VVYYYVYY VY Y Y YV VYV VYV VYV Y VY

> wrote:
>>>>> These changes are fine, but they need 1o be made to the attached
>>>>> version. We need to send it to the media list soon, Jim
P g -
D

>>>>> On 8/10/07, Makiko Sato

>>>>> <<mailto:makis@giss.nasa.gov>
<mailto:makis@giss.nasa.gov>makis@giss.nasa.gov > wrote:

»>>>> Robert,

e e 3 3

>>>>> At 16:43 2007/08/10, Robert B. Schmunk wrote:

e -]

>>>>>> Makiko,

DT

>»>>>»>> [ generally prefer that when people link to docs on the website
>»>>>> that you use the HTML page which has the "Download PDF" link
>>>>>> rather than point directly at the PDF file itself.

S e

>>»>> 1 don't understand this part. This is a Word file not HTML.
P

>>>>>> The word "are” all caps in the third paragraph out to be changes
>>>>>> t0 lower case and put in bold. Being in all caps right now and
>>>>>> close to the abberviation GHCN, it almost looks like it too is an
>»>>>> abbrevaation.

e

>>>>> Jim,

DT

>>>>> Please read this remark of Robert's and make the change unless you
>>>>> really want it to be ARE.

e

e el

>>>>>> When I view the Word DOC there is no degree sign in 0.15 deg-C.
>>»»>» [s that intentional?

e e g

>>>>> 1 think S5I unit doesn't have degree symbol, so just 0.15C, but I
>>>>> think it is clearer to have the usual small circle high up or
»>rems Write

>>>>> down deg. Jim made it 0.15C, so maybe he is using the SI unit.
e o d

S

>>>>>> The phrase "order one-thousands" should be "order one-

>>>»»> thousandth",

o e e

Page 3 of 6
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> »»>>>> Yes, you are right.

B o B M S e S e T o e,

I will make the change. (By the way, now in

> >»>>>> Japan a song called "I am a thousand winds" is very popular.)

R 3

> »um»>m> Fhs

e e e e
e o e e e
> DO
> DD
e i
Dn DD

On Aug 10, 2007, at 16:35, Reto Ruedy wrote:

> »»>»»>> Makiko,

> DI

> s=>»>>> In the second to the last paragraph a "w" seems to be missing;
> >>>> 'global

> »>>>>>> arming' is bad also,

> DRI

put I think it meant to be global warming.

= >p»o>m»>> Ret)d

il e o -

> »»»>>>> 0n Fri, 2007-08-10 at 16:26 -0400, Makiko Sato wrote:

> DB
B DI
> DD
Rl o e e
Tl e o e o
> DI
> DRI
- e
> DB

Rohert,

1 sent this to Jim and he said he would read it once more,

Do you
want to change the links? If I hear from him, I will

convert to a
pdf and give it to you.

Makiko g

b S s o e
e o v e e
> »m>>>>>>»> Date: Fri, 10 Aug 2007 16:18:16 -0400

5 s»ee»>>»> To: ‘James Hansen" <<mailto: jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>

> >»>>»> <mailto:jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>jhansen@giss.nasa.gov >

> >»»>e»»>» From: Makiko Sato

I DRI

-~
<<mailto:makis@giss.nasa.gov><mailto:makis@giss.nasa.gcv>makis@giss.nasa.gov
e - g

>>>>>>>>> Subject: Re: New Email

DD
e e = - e
DI I
e e e g
IR AT D
e e e e e
b e e e
I I I e I D

Are the figures too large or too small? If I make them

stightly
larger, the US one gets onto the Z2nd page.

R MR

Makiko

VOV Y VYV VYV VYV Y
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=>>>>>>>> AU 15:54 2007/08/10, you wrote:
F>>>>>>>>> 0.k., here is the draft e-mail, which needs the figures and
>>>> links

SDIIBIIDB> -~ [ an so it is hard
>»>>>emey» to read
S>>

>>>>>>>>>> right now. Jim

>>>>>>>>>> (ontent-Type: application/msword: name="LightUpstairs.
>>>> 10Aug2007.doc"

>>>>>>>>>> Content-Disposition: attachment; filename="LightUpstairs.
>>>> 10Aug2007.doc"

>>>>>>>>>> X-Attachment-Id: f_f573171lw

DT -

>>>>>>> Reto Ruedy

<<mailto:rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>
<mailt0:rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>rruedy@giss.nasa.gav >

e e

e - e Je R

>>>>>> Robert B. Schmunk,

P E S <mailta:Robert.B.Schmunk@nasa.gov>
<mailto:Robert.B.Schmunk@nasa.gov>Robert.B.Schmunk@nasa.gov
>>>>>> NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies, 2880 Broadway, New
>>>>>> York, NY

»>>>> 10025

g = e

pr e e Jpe

IR

e

P g e

e

>>> <LightUpstairs.10Aug2007.doc>

-2

> -

> Robert B, Schmunk,
<mailto:Robert.B.Schmunk@nasa.gov>Robert.B,Schmunk@nasa.gov

> NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies, 2830 Broadway, New York,
> NY 10025

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV
v

Do
>Robert B. Schmunk,
<mai1to:Robert.B,Schmunk@nasa.gov>ﬂobert.B.Schmunk@nasa.gav

>NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies, 2880 Broadway, New York, NY
>16025

o

RN A
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From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>

To: Robert B. Schmunk <rschmunk@giss.nasa.gov>, Reto Ruedy
<¢drar@giss.nasa.gov>, Makiko Sato <makis@giss.nasa.gov>, Darnell Cain
<dcain@giss.nasa.goy>

Subject: Final Version?
Date: Fri, 10 Aug 2007 16:29:26 -0500 (17:29 EDT)

This should have all corrections and hyperlinks -- but if you see anything

nnuestionahle, let me knmow Iim
| ;Word document attachment (nghtlfi)stmrs 10Aug2007.doc)
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A Light On Upstairs?

Sorry te send another ¢-mail so soon. No need to read further unless vou are interested in
temperature changes to a tenth of a degree over the U.S. and a thousandth of a degree over the
world,

Recently it was realized that the monthly more-or-less-automatic updates of our global
temperature analysis (hitp; “pubs.giss nasa,vov.: thatraets 2001 Hansen_ctal hrm!) had a flaw in
the U.S. data, Int that (2001) update of the analysis method (originally published in our 1981
Seience paper — Iitp: pubs, viss.na stgoy absteuets 1981 Hansen_ etal ) we included
improvements that NOAA had made in station records in the U.S,, their corrections being based
mainly on station-by-station information about station movement, change of time-of-day at
which max-min are recorded, ete.

Unfortunately, we didn't realize that these corrections would not continue to be readily
available in the near-real-time data strcams. The same stations are in the GHON {CHlobal
Historical Climatology Network) data stream, however, and thus what our analysis picked up in
subsequent years was station data without the NOAA correction, Obviously, combining the
uncorrected GHCN with the NOAA-corrected records for earlier years caused jumps in 2001 in
the records at those stations, some up, some down (over U.S. only). This problem is easy to fix,
by matching the 1990s decadal-mean temperatures for the NOAA-corrected and GHON records,
and we have made that correction.

The flaw did have a noticeable effect on mean U8, temperature anomalies, as much as
0.15°C, as shown in Figure 1 below (for years 2001 and later, and § year mean for 1999 and
later). The effect on global temperature (Figure 2) was of order one-thousandth of a degree, so
the corrected and uncorrected curves are indistinguishable.
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Contrary to some of the statements flving around the internet, there is no effect on the
rankings of global temperature. Also our prior analysis had 1934 as the warmest year in the [U.S,
(see the 2001 paper above), and it continues to be the warmest year, both before and after the
correction o post 2000 temperatures. However, as we note in that paper, the 1934 and 1998
temperature are practically the same, the difference being much smaller than the uncertainty.

Somehow the flaw in 2001-2007 U S. data was advertised on the internet and for two
days I have been besieged by rants that [ have wronged the President, that I must “step down”, or
that I must “vanish”. Hmm, { am not very good at magic tricks.

My apologies if the quick response that I sent to Andy Revkin and several other
Journalists, including the suggestion that it was a tempest inside somebody's teapot dome, and
that perhaps a light was not on upstairs, was immoderate. It was not ad hominem, though,

Jim

T T N
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From: James Hansen <jhansenfgiss.nasa.gov>
To: jhansen@giss.nasa.gov
Cc: jhansen@giss.nasa.gov
Subject: A Light On Upstairs?
Date: Fri, 10 Aug 2007 18:27:31 -0400
' To be removed from Jim Hansen's e-mail list respond to sender with REMQVE
, as suhject hut this line shonld he included in the e-mail.
! ! M’nfd document attachment (LightUpstairs. 10Aug2007-x.dac)|

§ ;PDF document attachment (LightUpstajzs.10Aug2007~x.pduﬂi

Ay
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A Light On Upstairs?

Sotry to send another ¢-mail so soon. No need to read further unless you are interested in
temperature changes to a tenth of a degree over the U.S, and a thousandth of degree over the
world,

Recently it was realized that the monthly more-or-less-automatic updates of our global
temperature analysis (hitp: pubs.aiss msa. oy ahstracts: 2001 Hansen_etal.tm 1y had a flaw in
the U.S. data. In that (2001) update of the analysis method (originally published in our 1981
Science paper — hitp: pubs, giss, nasiLgoy. abstracts: 1981 Hansen_etal html) we included
itnprovements that NOAA had made in station records in the U.S,, their corrections being based
mainly on station-by-station information about station movement, change of ime-of-day at
which max-min are recorded, ote,

Unfortunately, we didn't realize that these corrections would not continue to be readily
available in the near-rcal-time data streams. The same stations are in the GHCN (Global
Historical Climatology Network) data stream, however, and thus what our analysis picked up in
subsequent years was station data without the NOAA correction. Obviously, combining the
uncorrected GHON with the NOAA -corrected records for carlier years caused jumps in 2001 in
the records at those stations, some up, some down {over U.S. only). This problem is casy to fix,
by matching the 1990s decadal-mean temperatures for the NOAA-comreeted and GHCON records,
and we have made that correction.

The flaw did have a noticeable effect on mean U S, temperature anomalies, as much ag
0.15°C, as shown in Figure 1 below (for years 2001 and later, and 5 year mean for 1999 and
later). The effect on global temperature {Figure 2} was of order one-thousandth of a degree, so
the corrected and uncorrected curves are indistinguishable,
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Contrary to some of the statements flying around the internet, there is no effect on the
rankings of global temperature. Also our prior analysis had 1934 as the warmest year in the U.S.
(see the 2001 paper above), and it continues to be the warmest year, both hefore and after the
correction to post 2000 temperatures. However, as we note in that paper, the 1934 and 1998
temperature are practically the same, the difference being much smailer than the uncertainty,

Somehow the flaw in 2001-2007 U.S. data was advertised on the internet and for two
days 1 have been besieged by rants that I have wronged the President, that 1 must “step down”, or
that I must “vanish”. Hmm, I am not very good at magic tricks.

My apologies if the quick response that I sent to Andy Revkin and several other
journalists, including the suggestion that it was a tempest inside somebody’s teapot dome, and
that perhaps a light was not on upsiairs, was immoderate. It was not ad hominem, though.

Jim
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From: Makiko Sato <makis@giss.nasa.gov>
To: il - lv@qi I ,
Subject: Fwd: Re: Usufruct and the Gorilla
Date: Wed, 15 Aug 20067 18:06:36 -0400

The font for Fig. 1 and Fig 2&3 are not matched. What should I do?

Makiko

>>The Real Deal: Usufruct & the Gorilla
Im
o
p- g3
>> Fox, Washington Times, and their
>> like have gone bananas over a flaw discovered
>> in the computer program that produces a globatl
>> temperature map at GISS each month. They
>> have even managed to get Congress and NASA
>> Headquarters involved. Now we know what mom
>> meant when she said "don't make a federal case
>> out of it". Hey, what is really going on here?
e
> The said computer program is rerun
>> every month as new meteorological station data
>> and new satellite sea surface temperature data
>> are reported. The program produces a global
>> surface temperature field using an analysis
>> scheme documented by Hansen et al.
>> (2081). The flaw affected temperatures only
>> in the United States (by just over a tenth of
>> a degree) and only after 2000. We made the
>> adjustment to the program, thanked the fellow
>> who pointed it out, and thought that was the end of it
>
> [The correction: As explained in
>> the e-mail sent last week, one improvement
>> made in the 2001 analysis was to use the USHCN
>> ( U.S. Historical (limatology Network) station
>> records in the U.S. as adjusted by Tom Karl
>> and NOAA colleagues, who used available
>> descriptive data to correct for effects of
>> station moves, changes in time-of-day of
>> temperature measurements, etc. Qur computer
>> program was written with the assumption that
>> this (adjusted) USHCN data would also be used
>> in future years. Unfortunately, adjusted

Page 1 of 5
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>> USHCN data have not been available in
>> near-real-time, and our program instead picked
>> up the data for these same stations reported
>> in the WMO GHCN (Global Historical Climatology
>> Network) data stream. Because the GHCN data
>> do not include the NOAA adjustments, this

>> introduced a discontinuity in temperature

>> anomalies in 2000, This discontinuity can be
>> removed by comparing USHCH and GHCN records

>> just before 2000, and this Ccorrection was made
>> to the GISS computer program on XX July 2007
>> with a note to that effect made on the GISTEMP web page. ]
>>

> How big an error did this flaw

>> cause? That is shown by the before and after
>> results in Figure 1. The effect on the

>> global temperature record is invisible. The
>> effect on U.S, average temperature is about

>> 0.15°C beginning in 2000. Does this change
>> have any affect whatever on the global warming
>> issue? Certainly not, as discussed below,

e g

-

>>Emacs!

e

e

>>Figure 1. Global (a) and U.S. (b) before and
>>after correction of flaw in computer program.
-

e

p=t- ]

> What we have here is a case of

>> dogged contrarians who present results in ways
>> intended to deceive the public into believing
>> that the changes have greater significance

>> than reality, They aim to make a mountain out
>> of a mole hill. I believe that these people
> are not stupid, instead they are seeking to

>> create a brouhaha and muddy the waters in the
>> climate change stary.  They seem to know

>> exactly what they are doing and believe they
>> can get away with it, because the public does
>> not have the time, inclination, and training
>> 1o discern what is a significant change with
>> regard to the global warming issue,

=

>> The proclamations of the

;‘V’mA‘S‘.,‘-?’a‘\‘;‘%‘a’;&\‘;\m‘wﬁsr«n\awmmvnvm.m’wmsmmusmw"wx LR LD I
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>> contrarians are a deceit, but their story
>> raises a much more important matter,
>> usufruct. It is the most important issue in
>> the entire global warming story, in my
>> gpinion. The players in the present U.S.
>> temperature story, we scientists included, are
>> just bit players. The characters in the main
>> drama are big fish, really big fish. But
>> bhefore we get to that crucial matter, I need
>> to make clear how the deceit of the little fish works, to expose their
sham.
>
> Instead of showing the impact of
>> the flaw in our analysis program via a graph
>> guch as Figure 1, as a scientist would do {and
>> as would immediately reveal how significant
>> the flaw was}, they instead choose to discuss
>> the ranking of temperature in different
>> years. We have thus been besieged by
>> journalists saying “they say that correcting
>> your error caused the warmest year to become
>> 1934 rather than a recent year, is that right!?”
e
>> Hardly. First of all, many
>> journalists had the impression that they were
>> talking about global temperature. As you can
>> see from Figure la, global warming is
>> unaffected by the flaw. This realization
>> should be enough to make most journalists lose
>> interest, as global warming refers to global temperature.
-]
>> But what if you are a chauvinist ;
>> and only care about temperature in the Untied |
>> States? Did correcting the flaw in the !
>> program change the time of calculated maximum
>> temperature to 19347 No. If you look at our
>> 2001 paper, and get out your micrometer, you
>> will see that we found 1934 to be the warmest i
>> year in the United States, by a hair, of the §
>> order of 0.01°C warmer than 1998, the same as §
>> the result that we find now. OF course the §
>> difference in the 1934 and 1998 temperatures
>> is not significant, and we made clear in our
>> paper that such years have to be declared as being practically a
dead-heat.
>> Indeed, when we receive new data
>> each month, which often adds in new stations,
Page 3 of 5

AW W W W Y S U W e



020 L I R S o P P R AT P R R

>> or modifies the results at a small number of

>> stations, the results for a given year can

>> fluctuate as much as a few hundredths of a

>> degree. Also the GISS ranking is commonly

>> different than that obtained in the NOAA or

>> British analyses. This is expected, as there

>>» are significant differences in the

>> methods.  For example, the urban warming that

>> we estimate (and remove) is larger than that used by the other groups.

Fmacs!

Emacs!

| |JPEG image attachment (18a5d75.jpg)
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From: James Hansen <jhansen®@giss.nasa.gov>
To: Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1@nasa.gov=>, Jack Kaye
<jack.a kaye@nasa.goy>
Co: Leslie McCarthy <lnolan@giss.nasa.gov>
Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>
Date: Tue, 14 Aug 2007 02:52:28 -0400

Don,

These are some desperate characters trying to make a mountain out of a mole hill. I
presume that my note "A Light on Upstairs?" should have clarified things for
scientists (Leslie, you can send it to anybody), but perhaps a few of additional
comments are warranted.

In summary: There was indeed a flaw* in our program that automatically updates
our global temperature analysis each month. The flaw affected only 2001 and later,

and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2001-2006, in the U.S.) was minor, at most a few
thousandths of a degree on global mean and about 0.15C in the U.S. Contrary

to some press reports, this did not change the rankings of global temperatures. Nor
did it change our rankings of the top few years in the U.S., with 1934 the warmest in
our record and 1998 practically tied with it. The claim in the news reports that
suddenly 1934 has become the warmest U.S. year is nonsense. As you can see in our
2001 paper, 1934 was the warmest in our record then, and it is now, with and
without the programming flaw. We also point out in that paper that the differences
among these different years are negligible, less than the uncertainty. g

Finally, if one wished to be scientific, instead of trying to confuse the public, as is
the obvious intend of these critics/contrarians, one should note that single year
temperatures for an area as small as the U.S. (2% of the globe) are extremely noisy.
If one instead looks at the temperature averaged over several years, it is apparent
that the U.S. as well as the world has been quite warm in the past decade. Indeed,
averaged over several years, the U.S. is at its warmest point in the period of record,
about 0.8C warmer than at the beginning of the 20th century, similar to the global
mean warming.

Jim

*“The flaw was caused by the fact that in our 2001 update of our analysis we
included Tom Karl's adjustments to USHCN station records, which they based on
metadata available station by station for station moves, time-of-observation bias,
etc. However, the only available data stream that included these stations after 2000
was the GHCN (WMO), which did not include the Karl adjustments, a fact not
recognized by our program, thus causing a discontinuity in these station records.
Because the effect was small, we did not notice it. This programming flaw is easily

corrected by adding the NOAA/NCDC adjustment near the end of the record to the
Page 1 of 4

D B N A A A T A



2003~2£}()7data and it has been S0 corrected,

On §/13/07, Donald Anderson <donald. anderson-1®nasa. govs wrote:
Any comment?.
Don. = =

Don Anderson .~
Modeling, Analysis and Prediction ( MAP)
Earth Science Division .~ .

Washington, DC, 20546-0001
202-358-1432 Fax; x2770
em’aﬂ:_f*. ddiAndercon-1mnac

nald.Ander:

----- Forwarded Message _
From: "Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DK000)" <svolz@npasa.goy>
Date: Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400

To: "Anderson, Donald (HQ-DK000)"

Hal (HQ-DKO000)" <hal. maris ;

>

Cc: "Kaye, jackA.__{HQ-DKO{}O)‘_‘ <ﬁmmas.a.ggz> "Brown, Dwayne C.

(HQ»NBG(?;{)_)“ < dwayne.c.brown@nasa.goy
Conversation: <no subject>
Subject: <no subject>

Don et al.,

- I .saw this on the NASA news summary today.

Columnist Notes Changes In NASA's Temperature Data. [n an op-ed

for the Washington Times (8/13, 87K} Mark Steyn, a syndicated columnist

who is alse senior contrib uting editor for Hollinger Inc. Publications, senior
North American columnist for Britain's Telegraph Group, North American
editor for the Spectator, writes, " Something rather odd happened the other

day. If you go to NASA's Web site and look at the " U.S. surface gir

temperature® rankings for the Lower 48 states, you might notice something

has changed.

Then again, you might not. They're not issuing any press releases about it.

But they have quietly revised their All-Time Hit Parade for U.S.
temperatures,
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The “hottest year on record" Is no longer 1998, but 1934. Another alleged
swelterer, the year 2001, has now dropped out of the Top 10 altogether, and
most of the rest of the 21st centu ry — 2000, 2002, 2003, 2004 — plummeted
even lower down the Hot I 00. In fact, every supposedly hot year from the
‘90s and Oughts has had its temperature rating reduced. Four of America's
Top 10 hottest years turn out to be from the 1 930s, that notorious decade
when we all drove around in huge SUVs with the air-conditioning on
full-blast. If climate change is, as Al Gore says, the most important issue
anyone's ever fuced in the history of an Vthing ever, then Franklin Roosevelt
didn't have a word to say about it. And yet we survived.

So why is 1998 no longer America's record-breaker? Because q very diligent
fellow called Steve Mcintyre of climateaudit.com labored long and hard to
prove there was g bug in NASA's handling of the raw data. He then notified

mistake was an "oversight" that would be corrected in the next "data
refresh." The reply was almost as cool as the revised chart listings.

Who is this man who understands American climate data so much better
than the National Aeronautics and Space Administration? Well, he's not
even America: He's Canadian. Just another Immigrant doing the jobs
Americans won't do, even when they're federal public servants with

And he goes on and on.._.

Does anyone know what this guy is talking about? checked the NASA
website

http://www.nasa govicen ters/goddard/mews/to RsLoTy/2006/2006 warm. html

dated Feb 8, 2007 and it shows the top five years as: 2005 (1st), 1998, 2002,
2003, and 2006.

Stephen Volz, Ph.D.

Program Executive, Science Mission Directorate
Suite 3874

NASA Headquarters

"Try not. Do, or do not. There isno try.®
- Yoda, Jedi Master

------ End of Forwarded Message

N(J\“’mw\?\"am\.\‘u‘fm\v‘mmmvnmwm-wv
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From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>
To: lesgiss@verizon.net
Ce: rruedy@giss.nasa.gov, ltravis@aiss.nasa gov, robert j gutro@nasa.qoy.

Subject: Re: FW: Per our Discussion - Note for Web Site
Date: Wed, 15 Aug 2007 16:42:32 -0400

there must be something wrong with the second sentence -- please reread it Reto,
Jim

On 8/15/07, lesgiss@verizon.net <lesgiss@verizon.net> wrote:

Thanks, Reto.

I spoke with Tabatha again..she said Jack Kaye suggested adding the details
that the changes were to US stations only, and only post-2000...

Jim--if Reto's revisions, and Jack's are okay, please let me know.

Leslie

Original Message:

From: Reto Ruedy

Date: Wed, 15 Aug 2007 15:24:29 -0400

To: ;’hansgn@glss.nasa.gux. lesgiss@verizon.net. ltravis@giss.nasa gov I

Subject: Re: FW: Per our Discussion - Note for Web Site

Here is my suggested revision:

corrected data. The program that replaced for some US stations the
1880-1999 record by records that were adjusted for instrumentation and
procedural changes, used the original source for the later years without
modifying them to fit the adjusted data. The result was a discontinuity
in year 2000 for the US stations involved. Since the necessary
adjustment was positive for about half the stations and negative for the
other half, the effect on US means was a discontinuity of +.15C, and

of .003C for the global mean series. The researchers

Reto

On Wed, 2007-08-15 at 14:42 -0400, James Hansen wrote:

> This seems fine to me. Reto or Makiko may want to comment. Jim
-

> On 8/15/07, lesgiss@verizon net <lesgiss@verizon net = wrote:
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Hi Jim:

This is the draft statement prepared by Tabatha Thompson, of
HQ PAO, and

submitted to Jack Kaye....is this okay with you?

Thanks.

Leslie

Original Message:

From: Thompson, Tabatha (HQ-NB000) Tabatha.Thompson-1@nasa.gov
Date: Wed, 15 Aug 2007 14:24:47 -0400

To: i

Subject: FW: Per our Discussion - Note for Web Site

How does this look to you?

>

> From: Thompson, Tabatha (HQ-NB0QO0O)

> Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2007 11:57 AM

> To: Kaye, Jack A. {HQ-DKO0GC0}

> Subject: Per our Discussion - Note for Web Site

>

> Jack,

> Per our discussion, please review the following statement,

Once | hear

> from you, I'll send it to our web people.

> tit

> Researchers at NASA's Goddard Institute for Space Studies in

New York

> recently revised information on their global temperature

record based

> on corrected data. The computer modeling program that

generated the

> temperature record was produced with the assumption that

data from

> monitoring stations would be adjusted to account for changes

such as

> the time of day at which measurements were made. However,

the adjusted

> data were not always readily available and the program used

data from

> monitoring stations that had not been adjusted. The result
Page 2 of 3
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was a

> discontinuity in temperature variance in 2000. The
researchers have

> corrected the computer program and posted their revised
data. More

> information is available here: (LINK TO GISS SITE).
>

>
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- What can On Demand Business Solutions do for you?

hitp:/Aink.mail2web.com/Business/SharePoint
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From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss. nasa qov>>
To: Robert Cahalan <Rghert F Cahalan@nasa govs>

Cc: Gavin Schmidt <gschmidi@giss.nasa.gov>, Franco Einaudi
<franco.einaudi@nasa.gov>, David Herring
<d hgx;n’ng@gijmam,gsfc 1asa.gov>, rruedy@giss.nasa gov
kis@gi
Subject: Re: Possible story about the temp record
Date: Tue, 14 Aug 2007 14:16:12 -0400

Thanks, Bob, I am writing something -- perhaps it can be used there, or modified to

be used there. Jim

At 01:52 PM 8/14/2007, Robert Cahalan wrote:
Jim,
Farlier I sent the following to Gavin -- and I realize that these

are points you've been repeating for many years, Jjust want to add
that EarthObservatory could be helpful to get the word out:

Yes, I agree that this could be an educational opening for
mainstream media.

My feeling is we need to lead with some of the faulty claims, and
then illustrate that:

(1) the data is all freely available and widely used for scientific
study;

(2) scientists use extensive statistical testing to determine
whether observed differences can be ignored as being within the
observational uncertainty or natural year-to-year variations;

(3) changes of a given magnitude at a station or in a limited area
average like the lower 48 contiguous United States, which covers
about 2% Earth's surface, are less likely to be significant than a
change of similar magnitude in averages over the full surface area
of the Earth, which is less affected by many local influences
(mention corrections to minimize urban effects too); and

{(4) changes in individual years, even ones that change the ranking
of years, are less likely to be associated with sustained climate
change than changes averaged over several successive years. On
this last point we might quote the CCSP temperature synthesis and
assessment product 1.1, which emphasized this point.

Of course these are all basic points that any of us climatologists
know, but the public needs reminding, and this brouhaha could give

a good opportunity to educate any "fence-sitters” who might be
listening...

.Bob.
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On Aug 14, 2007, at 12:09 PM, David Herring wrote:

Thank you for clarifying, Gavin.
Dear Jim,

I know you're extremely busy, but I'm writing to request a little

of your time in the near future to interview you for a short

feature article on NASA's Earth Observatory that we would like to
do about this issue. I'd like a little help in understanding more
clearly how you conduct your analyses, what the nature of the "bug"
was, and the fix that you put into place.

' have time late today (after 4 p.m.); any time after 11 a.m.

tomorrow; any time before 3 p.m. on Thursday; and all day Friday.
What could work for you? Also, any background reading material you
Care to send me / direct me to will help me to come better prepared
with questions,

Best regards,

David Herring

At 11:56 AM -0400 8/14/07, Gavin Schmidt wrote:

If you like, but you need to discuss this with Jim - This is his
analysis, and he is the lead author. It actually doesn't have much
to do with me at all - I'm Just commenting....

gavin

* e o e —— ¥

| Gavin Schmidt NASA/Goddard Institute for Space
Studies |

| 2880

Broadway |
| Tel: (212) 678 5627  New York, NY ?
10025 | *
I

|

!

gschmidt@giss.nasa.gov btto:/lwwwgiss. nasa.qov/ ~gavin ]
*

On Tue, 14 Aug 2007, David Herring wrote: :

ey

Hey Gavin,

P TR A e
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[ just left you voicemail, but also wanted to write to explore
record. Bob Cahalan feels, and [ agree, that given the recent

turn of events it might be a good idea to educate the public

than it is for the whole globe.

of the hot air out of their collective balloon, eh?

best regards,

David Herring

David Herring

Project Manager for Education & Outreach
Earth Sciences Division, Code 610.3
NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center
Greenbelt, MD 20771

ph: 301-614-6219

fax: 301-614-6307

cell:

Bob Cahalan, Head | Climate and Radiation Branch

NASA/Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, MD 20771
robert.f,cahalan@nasa,gov | office: 301-614-5390 - FAX: 301-614-6307
- cell:

your availability to speak with me about the GISS temperature

Anyway, I can see the rightwing blogosphere is revving up into
high gear now and so perhaps a report on NASA's Farth Obse
and seizing this opportunity to inform the public will steal most

Please advise me on your availability to bring me up to speed.
I think Bob C. would like to Jjoin us in that conversation as well.

about how these data are gathered, and why it's actually harder
to calculate average temperature for, say, the continental U.S,

Tvatory

Page 3 of 3
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From: Robert Cahalan <Rgbert. ECahalan@nasa.gov>
To: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>
Cc: Gavin Schmidt <gschmidt@giss.nasa.gov>, Franco Einaudi
<rancoe.einaudi@nasa.gov>, David Herring
< ) : >, .
MM@QW s@gi Iruedy@giss.nasa.goy,
Subject: Re: Possible story about the temp record
Date: Fri, 24 Aug 2007 08:45:38 -0400

Jim,

Please give an estimated completion date for your writeup on the temperature data

adjustment, so Earth Observatory can make plans to support it.
.Bob.

On Aug 14, 2007, at 2:16 PM, James Hansen wrote:

to be used there. Jim

At 01:52 PM 8/14/2007, Robert Cahalan wrote:
{im,
Earlier I sent the following to Gavin -- and I realize that these

are points you've been repeating for many years, just want to add
that EarthObservatory could be helpful to get the word out:

Yes, I agree that this could be an educational opening for
mainstream media.

My feeling is we need to lead with some of the faulty claims, and
then illustrate that:

(1) the data is all freely available and widely used for scientific
study;

(2) scientists use extensive statistical testing to determine
whether observed differences can be ignored as being within the
observational uncertainty or natural year-to-year variations;

(3) changes of a given magnitude at a station or in a limited area
average like the lower 48 contiguous United States, which covers
about 2% Earth's surface, are less likely to be significant than a
change of similar magnitude in averages over the full surface area
of the Earth, which is less affected by many local influences
(mention corrections to minimize urban effects too); and

(4) changes in individual years, even ones that change the ranking
of years, are less likely to be associated with sustained climate
change than changes averaged over several successive years. On
this last point we might quote the CCSP temperature synthesis and
assessment product 1.1, which emphasized this point.
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Of course these are all basic points that any of us climatologists
know, but the public needs reminding, and this brouhaha could give
a good opportunity to educate any "fence-sitters" who might be
listening...

.Babh.

On Aug 14, 2007, at 12:09 PM, David Herring wrote:

Thank you for clarifying, Gavin.
Dear Jim,

I know you're extremely busy, but I'm writing to request a little

of your time in the near future to interview you for a short

feature article on NASA's Earth Observatory that we would like to
do about this issue. I'd like a little help in understanding more
clearly how you conduct your analyses, what the nature of the "bug"
was, and the fix that you put into place.

I have time late today (after 4 p.m.); any time after 11 a.m.

tomorrow; any time before 3 p.m. on Thursday; and all day Friday.
What could work for you? Also, any background reading material you
care to send me / direct me to will help me to come better prepared
with questions.

Best regards,

David Herring

At 11:56 AM -0400 8/14/07, Gavin Schmidt wrote:

If you like, but you need to discuss this with Jim - This is his
analysis, and he is the lead author. It actually doesn't have much
to do with me at all - I'm just commenting....

gavin

*®

| Gavin Schmidt NASA/Goddard Institute for Space
Studies |

| 2880

Broadway |

| Tel: (212) 678 5627 New York, NY

10025 |

|
l
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gschmidi@giss.nasa.goy  hitp:/wwwgiss.pasa.gov/ ~gavin

| "

On Tue, 14 Aug 2007, David Herring wrote:

Hey Gavin,

I just left you voicemail, but also wanted to write to explore
your availability to speak with me about the GISS temperature
record. Bob Cahalan feels, and I agree, that given the recent
turn of events it might be a good idea to educate the public
about how these data are gathered, and why it's actually harder
to calculate average temperature for, say, the continental U.S.
than it is for the whole globe.

Anyway, | can see the rightwing blogosphere is revving up into

high gear now and so perhaps a report on NASA's Earth Observatory
and seizing this opportunity to inform the public will steal most

of the hot air out of their collective balloon, eh?

Please advise me on your availability to bring me up to speed.
I think Bob C. would like to join us in that conversation as well.

best regards,

-

David Herring

David Herring

Project Manager for Education & Outreach
Earth Sciences Division, Code 610.3
NASA's Geddard Space Flight Center
Greenbelt, MD 20771

ph: 301-614-6219

fax: 301-614-6307

cell: :

Bob Cahalan, Head | Climate and Radiation Branch
NASA/Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, MD 20771

robert.fcahalan@nasa.gov | office: 301-614-5390 - FAX: 301-614-6307

- cell:
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Bob Cahalan, Head | Climate and Radiation Branch

NASA/Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, MD 20771
| office: 301-614-5390 - FAX: 301-614-6307 - cell:
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From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss nasa. qovs>

To: rruedy@giss.nasa.goy makis@giss.nasa.goy

Subject: Fwd: US temperatures
Date: Tue, 14 Aug 2007 14:11:21 -0400

Date: Tue, 14 Aug 2007 14.04:42 -0460

From: "Thomas.R.Karl” <Thomas. R.Karl@noaa.gov>

Subject: US temperatures

To: James Hansen <jhaﬂsen@giss.nasa,gov>

User-Agent: Thunderbird 1.5.0.10 (Windows/20070221)

Hi Jim,

I heard that GISS revised the US average temperatures based on the email below:

Columnist Notes Changes In NASA's Temperature Data. In an op-ed for the

http:/fwww. washingtontimes.com/article/ 20070813/COMME NTARY08/108130024/ 1012/
(8/13, 87K) Mark Steyn, a syndicated columnist who is also senior contributing
editor for Hollinger Inc. Publications, senior North American columnist for

Britain's Telegraph Group, North American editor for the Spectator, writes,

issuing any press releases about it. But they have quietly revised their All-Time g
Hit Parade for U.S. temperatures. The ‘hottest year on record' is no longer 1998,
but 1934. Another alleged swelterer, the year 2001, has now dropped out of the :

Top 10 hottest years turn out to be from the 1930s, that netorious decade when we
all drove around in huge SUVs with the air-conditioning on full-blast. If climate
change is, as Al Gore says, the most important issye anyone's ever faced in the

history of anything ever, then Franklin Roosevelt didn't have a word to say about
it. And yet we survived."

I have attached a short write-up related to NOAA's revised stats for contiguous US
temperatures. We would be curious to know what the basis is for your revisions.

TREN AN

Cheers, Tom

R B R

Dr. Thomas R. Karl, L.H.D.
Director

NOAA’s National Climatic Data Center
Veach-Baley Federal Building

151 Patton Avenue

R R Ry
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Asheville, NC 28801-5001
Tel: (828) 271-4476
Fax: (828) 271-4246

Thomas. R.Karl@noaa.goy

Dr. Thomas R. Karl, L.H.D.
Director

NOAA'’s National Climatic Data Center
Veach-Baley Federal Building

151 Patton Avenue

Asheville, NC 28801-5001

Tel: (828) 271-4476

Fax: (B28) 271-4246

Thomas R Karl@nnan rr?v
[Word document attachment (U CN-trends»ZPagendac}’
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National temperature trends: The science behind the cak uhtions

On January 9 2007 NOAA provided a press release stating tha preliminary tempearatures
for the United States indicated 2006 was warmest year on record. Included in the press
release was reference to a new method for correcting biases in observations {Version 2)
that had a preliminary rank for 2006 as the M warmest on record. Afler receipt of
additional observations for 2006 temperature statistics were updated on May 1, 2007,
The late data changed the rank for 2006 to the 3 warmest on record for the old ma hod
(Version 1) and therank remained ag 20 warmest for the new dat a correction method
(Version 2).

Why such changes oceur is rooted both it the way the observations are processed for

quality and the defay in receipt of data on paper records from many stations. The

observations come from the U.S, Historical Climatology Network (USHCN), a netw ork of

1221 climate observing stations in the continental United States (http/’www.ncde.noaa.
gov/oa/climate/research/ ushen/). These data areextensively quality controlled for errors

and for small biases that may have occurred through time due to artificial changes at each

observing station. These artificial changes include station relocations, diffarent

instrumentation, amd changes in the landscape surrounding the station (e.g urbanization,

removal or planting of vegetation, ete.). Some of these changes may result in “random™

changes to the data. For example, even small station relocat ions can result in femperature ;
readings that are cither slightly cooler or slight ly warmer than what would have occurred
at the former site. Other changes, such changes in urbanization in the vicinity of the 1
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Methods that have been used to correct temperature data is described in more than a
dozen peer-reviewed scientific papers by NOAA’s National Climatic Data Center
(NCDC). A series of data corrections were developed to specifically address potential

problems in trend estimation of the rates of warming or cooling in the USHCN. They
include:

14, Station moves and instrumentation changes (Karl and Williams 1987, Quayle ot
al. 19913,

24, changes in observing practices, such as observing time changes (Karl et al, 1986),
and

34, urbanization (Karl et al. 1588

These data correction schemes have been applied to the USHON to determine temperature
trends across the United States up until the end of 2006, Beginning in 2007 improved
correction sehemes for items 1 and 3 above have been pplied to the USHON

observations (Menne and Williams 2005, Menne and Williams 2007). They have been
shown to improve our ability to monitor climate change and variations. Because different
algorithms were used in making corrections to the station data in 2007 there are s mal}
differences in annual average tamperatures between the older wrrections (Version 1) and
newer Version 2 corrections. These small differences in average temperatures result in

K A K A A S A A
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minor differences in annual rankings for some vears, The new correction scheme has
virtually no impact on the long-term temperature trend as annual temperature trends in
Version 1 from 1895-2006 were 0.112°F decade and in Version 2 the t rends ware (0,
F10°F /decade.

NOAA continues to work to improve the quality and representativeness of climate data
provided to the public and scientific communities. In addition to advanced quality control
procedures, these efforts include modernization of the USHCN by installing new, nore
accurate instrumentation and ensuring proper station siting in the process. In addition by
the end of next year NOAA should have in place a US, Climate Re ference Network, a set
of 114 very high quality stations optimized for menitoring climate (http/www nede.
noaa.gov/oaclimate/usern/).  The operation of the US Climate Reference Network will
cventually virtually eliminate the need for the ty pes of corrections that have to be ap plied
to data available today. The ongoing modernization of the US H tstorical Climate
Reference Network will enable trends of regional temperature to be estimated with far
fewer data corrections.
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From: Gavin Schmidt <gschmidt@giss.nasa qov >
Tb:rruedvﬁxﬁs&naaxggg
Subject: Re: {Fud. Fwd: Question]
Date: 09 Aug 2007 19:24.22 0400

agreed,

On Thu, 2007-08-99 at 19:12, Reto Ruedy wrote:

> Gavin,

o)

> Jim gets many of these kinds of responses - 3 change whose effect we
> described as well within the margin of error has become an "astonishing
> change".

>

> I guess the best thing is to ignore it and - if at all - set matters
> straight in a place like RealClimate .,

>

> Reto

-

> eeeeaa. Forwarded Message ---.....

> From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>

> To: rruedy@giss.nasa.gov, makis@giss.nasa.gov

> Subject: Fwd: Question

> Date: Thu, 069 Aug 2007 18:13:23 -0400

>

=

> > DomainKey-Signature: a=rsa-shal; g=dns: c=nofws; 5=51024;

> > d=yahoo.com:

> >

theceived:X—YMaiI~DSG:From:?o:Subject&Date:Message-ID:MIME~Version:Content«'

bszkHZtg2t1524nC6MwTIbeBNEagSXyOS+Mr4wPMswaJdfchkU+64GU3se8vtx
+016KFQNCldngszSPDkotaOObﬂch

+Usn1/@ug6m7gw8KnFEjITxLy9cc10AIhnq4sSMIZijf600491G9jZuGtSbURthQuszCBkoGi\
> > X-YMail-0sG:

>
kEothsVM111f1VCququwtlokpRSHYVAPxQCuUAnonszl)2A3q72k QULCYAW]5E. mbIWXbet
> > From @yahoo. com>

> > To: <James.E.Hansen@nasa.gov>

> > Subject: Question

> > Date: Thu, 9 Aug 2007 18:55:53 -0306

> > X-Mailer: Microsoft Office OQutlook 11

> > Thread-Index: Acfaz/NMEFUhL8W1T7+005t4TLtH80::

> >

> > Dr. Hansen,

> =

> > Below is a link to 3 POsting today that I was hoping you could comment
> > 0n.

Para ¥ owf "

A

A Y AW R K XA o




VVVVVVVVVVV
VVVVVVVVVVV

AR
A N O S D

It is dispiriting that questions regarding climate change have been

politicized, but I was hoping you could shed some light on this
posting,

http://www.dailytech.com/Blogger+finds+Y2K+bug+in+NASA+C1imate
+Data/article8383. htm

Thank you very much for any clarification You can provide.

%('«-:Q‘('v:.\*«:ixﬁ‘c\‘M(\“«?ﬁmmmimmm‘mxmn
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From: lesgiss@verizon.net <lesgiss@verizon net=
Repthb lesgiss@verizon.net
o: jhansen@giss.nasa.gov, rruedy@giss.nasa. qoy

Subject: FW: top ten hottest years on record
Date: Fri, 10 Aug 2007 11:08:57 -0400

Jim and Reto:
How do you want to reply to this?
Thanks.

Leslie

Original Message:

From: @stlcc.edu
Date: inu, ©9 Aug 2007 18:45:48 -0580
To: Leslie.M.McCarthy@nasa.gov

Subject: top ten hottest years on record

Mr. McCarthy,

I read today that previous reports of the hottest years on record'were
not accurately reported and that

four of the top ten hottest years on record are from the 30s with 1934
as the hottest. Is this correct information and if so why isn't that
noted on the web site?

Thanks for your help.

Email: @stlcc.edu <mailto: @stlcc. edu> §
Phone: * Fax 3

Page 1 of 2
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mail2web.com — Enhanced
Microsoft®
Exchange -

email for the mobile individual based on

http://tink‘m3112web.com/Personal/EnhancedEmail
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From: Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.goy>

Reply-To: rruedy@giss.nasa.gov

To: James Hansen <jhansen(@giss.nasa.gov>

Cc: Makiko Sato < ] i gov>, Reto Ruedy <cdrar@giss.pasa.gov>

Subject: Re: Fwd: FW: GISS - Truth driven vs agenda driven

Date: Fri, 10 Aug 2007 13:09:56 -0400

Jim,

Nothing was thrown out - I made the corresponding graphs.

Reto

On Fri, 2007-68-19 at 11:59 -05060, James Hansen wrote:

VVVVVVVVVYVYVYVYVYVYVYY
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Makiko, Reto,

I am being beseiged by these (see below). The appropriate response is
to show the curves for U.S. and global temperatures before and after
(before and after McIntyre's correction). Makiko doubts that this is
possible because the earlier result has been "thrown away". We will
never live this down if we give such a statement. It must be possible
to reconstruct the "before” result, Unfortunately, this needs to be
done soon, as there are various writers with deadlines this afternoon.
I hope that is possible -- this should have a higher priority that the
calculation that we mentioned yesterday.

Jim

By the way, I think that we should save the results of the analyses at
least once per year, so we will have a record of how they change.

~~~~~~~~~~ Forwarded message -------...

From: lesgiss@verizon.net <lesgiss@verizon.nets
Date: Aug 10, 2867 11:44 AM

Subject: FW: GISS - Truth driven vs agenda driven
To: jhansen@giss.nasa.gov, rruedy@giss.nasa.gov,
gschmidt@giss.nasa.gov

Original Message:

From: @shaw.ca

Date: Fri, 10 Aug 2uus v4Y:34:53 -0706

To: Leslie.M.McCarthy@nasa.gov

Subject: GISS - Truth driven vs agenda driven

Page 1 of 3
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Dear Leslie,

My fellow Canadians have unveiled another Global warming scam -
yours!

Now that we know Mr. Hansen used incorrect data or procedures in
determining the "hottest years", concluding that the top 5 warmest
yeats

since the 1890s are : 2005, 1998, 2002, 2003, 2006.

Yet, there on your website
(http://www.giss.nasa.gov/research/news/2@@79298/) is the information
still

making what is now known to be 3 bogus claim.

Yes we are at a tipping point all right. And the truth ig spilling all
over
your pro-AGW agenda.

Just 1ike Mr. Manns infamous Hockey Stick graph, which was proven
fraudulent by the same people who found your glaring errors, another
lie

bites the dust. Funny thing is, when they determined Mr. Mann was
fudging

things, they found that Mr, Mann's “peer reviewed" work was reviewed
but

not put through a rigourous, truth seeking, audit. That led to them
forming

climateaudit.org, to apply the audits that are 50 obviously missing
from

the process. And BINGO - Mr. Hansen is unmasked as a zealot.

Now, are you honestly a scientific driven institution, or will you
admit to

being an agenda driven one? I await the press conference to announce
that

you have had to revise the hottest years list. T await the update to
your

website to reflect the new, peer-audited, results. I await the
confession

that you made a huge mistake. T awalt the firing of those who created
and

flogged this 1lie.

Will you do the right thing?

Sincerely
Page 2 of 3
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mail2web - Check your emajl from the web at
http://link.mailZweb.comimailZweb

VVVVVY VYV VY Yy

Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>
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From: Makiko Sato <makis@giss. nasa.goy>
To: jhansen@giss.nasa gov, rruedy@giss.nasa gov
Subject: US and global temperature graphs
Date: Fri, 10 Aug 2007 15:00:27 -0400

Jim, Reto

I made the graphs and put them on

http:f/www.giss.nasa.gov/~makis/GISS_Temp/. If you have corrections
or suggestions, please let me know,

Makiko

Page 1 of 1
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From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa qov>
To: @fairmontstate edy>
Subject: Fwd: A Light On Upstairs?
Date: Sat, 11 Aug 2007 04:25:00 -0500 (05:25 EDT)

Your e-mail should be framed, as a counterweight to the all the viscous ad
hominem e-mails that have descended through the ethernet.

The answer to your first question is in the attachment. You will see that the flaw in
the analysis was of a sort that might occasionally happen, without heing detected
for a while because the effect is so small. (The large effect claimed in some of the
hate-mails was apparently due to some people confusing conclusions about which
year was warmest in the United States and which year was warmest on the global
average.)

The answer to your second question is that this matter has no effect whatever on
climate models or the interpretation of results from climate models, as you can infer
yourself once you have looked at the response to your first question.

Jim Hansen

---------- Forwarded message --------.- _
From: James Hansen <:J.hansml@gis&mg_u>
Date: Aug 10, 2007 5:16 PM

Subject: A Light On Upstairs?

To: j i

Cc: jhansen®@qiss nasa gov

To be removed from Jim Hansen's e-mail list respond to sender with REMOVE as
subject but this line should be included in the e-mail.

| [Word document attachment gLight_ﬂHWIfg2907~x~d09]
; ilfpnfﬂgﬂcument attaﬂhm?f}fi (L;’_gpt[;pstajm.10Aug2097—i.§;&f}§

N .y aderd
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A Light On Upstairs?

Sorry ta send another ¢-mail so soon. No need to read further unless you are interested in
femperature changes to a tenth of a degree over the U.S. and a thousandth of a degree over the
world.
Recently it was realized that the monthiy more-or-less-automatic updates of our global
temperature analysis (http: pubs giss nusa. guviabsiracts 2001 Hansen ctal html) had a flaw in
the U.S. data. In that (2001) update of the analysis method {originally published in our [981
Science paper — hitp:/, pubs. iiss, nasa.gov-abstracts 198 Fhlansen ctal.htind} we included
improvements that NOAA had made in station records in the U.S., their corrections being based
mainly on station-by-station information about station movement, change of time-of-day at
which max-min are recorded, etc,
Unfortunately, we didn't realize that these corrections would not continue to be readily
available in the near-real-time data streams. The samie stations arg in the GHCN (Global
Historical Climatology Network) data stream, however, and thus what our analysis picked up in
subsequent years was station data without the NOAA correction. Obviously, combining the
uncorrected GHCN with the NOAA-corrected records for earlier years caused jumps in 2001 in :
the records at those stations, some up, some down (over U.S. only). This problem is easy fo fix, ;
by matching the 1990s decadal-mean temperatures for the NOAA-corrected and GHON records, j
and we have made that correction,
The flaw did have a noticeable effect on mean U.S. lemperature anomalies, as much as
0.15°C, as shown in Figure 1 below (for years 2001 and later, and 5 year mean for 1999 and
later). The effect on global temperature (Figure 2) was of order one-thousandth of a degree, so
the corrected and uncorrected curves are indistinguishable. »

U.S. Temperature
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Global Temperature (Land-Ocean Index)
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Contrary to some of the statements flying around the internet, there is no effect on the
rankings of global temperature. Also our prior analysis had 1934 as the warmest year in the U.S.
(see the 2001 paper above), and it continues to be the warmest year, both before and after the
correction to post 2000 temperatures. However, as we note in that paper, the 1934 and 1998
temperature are practically the same, the difference being much smaller than the uncertainty.

Somehow the flaw in 2001-2007 U.S. data was advertised on the internet and for two
days [ have been besieged by rants that | have wronged the President, that [ must “step down”, or
that I must “vanish”. Fmm, [ am not very good at magic tricks,

My apologies if the quick response that I sent to Andy Revkin and several other
Jjournalists, including the suggestion that it was a tempest inside somebody's teapot dome, and
that perhaps a light was not on upstairs, was immaoderate, It was not ad honrinerm, though.

Hm

.-
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From: @fairmontstate.edu>

Date: Aug 10, 2007 11:45 PM

Subject: Changes to SAT measurements tracking down the truth for a
change

To: James.E.Hansen@nasa.gov

Dr. Hansen,

I am a student at Fairmont State University. Today FOX news reported
that a change in temperature modeling by GISS seriously undermines
global warming claims. Rather than duke it out in the streets with
people who watch FOX religiously, | decided my best course of action was
to contact you directly.

Could you please answer two questions for me. First, in layman-dummy
talk, what were the recent changes, and second, what does it mean for
global climate modeling, especially global warming modeling?

Thank you in advance for your kind patience and reasoned response.

Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

A R R R
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From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>
To: rruedy@giss.nasa.goyv, Makiko Sato <makis@giss.nasa.goy>

Subject: Re: Fwd: US temperature correction graphic and file
Date: Sun, 12 Aug 2007 12:02:10 -0500 (13:02 EDT)

Yes, the brouhaha is surely not over. So it is important to do the calculation that we
discussed the last time we met. Jim

On 8/12/07, Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov> wrote:

It's probably not worth mentioning that some of the differences are due
to the fact that the original map was created on January 12, 2007, when
some December 2006 and earlier data may not have been reported yet.

Your display shows the effect of the correction only, hence may differ a
little from Robert's. I'm bracing myself against accusations of white
wash attempts.

Reto

On Sun, 2007-08-12 at 09:54 -0500, James Hansen wrote:

> From: @herkeley.edu>
> Date: Aug 12, 2007 6:56 AM
> Subject: US temperature correction graphic and file

> To: Gavin Schmidt <gschmidl@giss nasa.gov>, Stephen McIntyre

> < dvahon.ca>, ’ @mQrks,mm>
> @gmail.com>, James Hansen <j >
>

> In light of the recent fuss over the significance of the correction to

> the United States temperature record, I tracked down a copy of the

> data as it existed on August 1 st {from MSN's search engine cache) and
> made a direct comparison (something that was largely lacking in much
> of the coverage of this issue).

I am distributing the comparison numbers and a graphic made from them
to many of the principle commentators on this issue. Feel free to use

and redistribute this at will, though I would appreciate an
acknowledgment if you do so.

VVVVVVYVVVVYVY
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> http:/fwww.globalwarmingart.com/

AAAANANAMNANAA
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From: lames Hansen <jhapsen@giss. nasadgov>

To: @aocl.com>, Makiko Sato
<makis@giss.nasa.goy>, Reto Ruedy <cdrar@giss.nasa.gov>

Cc: Iames. E. Hansen@
Subject: Re: The 1934 flap
Date: Sun, 26 Aug 2007 19:06:34 -0400

Makiko or Reto, I presume that the numbers is referring to are from our

global temperature analysis, is that right?

the exaggerated flap refers to the estimated mean temperature for the area
covered by the 48 contiguous states, covering 2% of the globe. 1934 and 1998 (for
the U.S.) have long been indistinguishable in our analysis, differing by an
insignificant few hundredths of a degree. There was a flaw in our computer
program that affected temperatures over the U.S. after 2000 (which affected global
temperatures by an imperceptible amount, in the third decimal); the global
temperature was of course much higher in 1998 than in 1934. We described 1934
and 1998 over the U.S. as a statistical dead-heat, but it has flipped from one to the
other when additional stations are added or corrections are provided for existing
stations, analogous to election results changing with recounts or addition of late
ballots. Unlike an election, though the flip really doesn't matter as you should just
say they are practically the same. It does give fodder to bloggers and Rush,

though.

Note also, although the year to year fluctuations are large for an area the size of the
contiguous states, the long-term (century scale) warming has been as large for the
U.S. as for the global mean (actually a bit larger).

Jim Hansen

On 8/25/07, @apl.com> wrote:

T remember reading that the correction to the US temperature record had 1934 as hotter than 15998, But
when I look at the GISTEMP annual data table, it gives a figure of 0.05 K for the 1934 anomaly and 0.76 K
for the 1998, Does the table not reflect the revision? Please let me know. I'm on a blog arguing with some

crackpot who insists NASA is for some reason covering up the fact that 1934 was a hot year.
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