nterview - EPOCA magazine (Brazil)

Subject: Interview - EPOCA magazine. (Brazﬂ)

From: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redago Epoca - Editora Globo <lsorg@edglobo com.br>
Date: Wed, 15 Aug 2007 12:06:46 -0300

To: <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

~Dear Dr. Reto Ruedy,

| am a journalist from EPOCA, a Brazilian weekly magazine, and | am getting in contact to you following Mrs. Leslie
McCarthy indication.

I am working on an article about the data correction made by Nasa at U.S. temperature tables and | would like to
clarify some few points about this issue.

- What is the meaning of this correction? It is being said that it could raise questions about the trustability of the
studies realeased about global warming. What is Nasa's official position towards it?

- Does Nasa mtend to go public to explain more about the data correctlon?
- Is the global warming theory in risk because of this correction?
- Do you believe that this correction could be used for political purposes?

Dr. Reto, | am sending the questions to you via e-mail because | think it would be eaS|er for you to answer
(considering that my deadline is today) but | can call you if you prefer.

Thank you very much,
| look forward to hearing from you soon,
Best regards,

Leticia
Leticia Sorg o
Assistant Editor - EPOCA magazine

' revistaepoca.globo.com

) 55 (11) 3767-7084 (office)
(mobile)
1 Isorg@edglobo com.br

As informagdes contidas nesse e-mail e documentos anexos s3o dirigidas exclusivamente o(s)
destinatério(s) acima indicados, podendo ser confidenciais, particulares ou privilegiadas. Qualquer tipo
de utilizag8o dessas informagdes por pessoas ndo autorizadas estd sujeito as penalidades legais. Caso
vocé tenha recebido esse e-mail por engano, por favor envie uma mensagem ao remetente, deletando-o
em seguida. Quaisquer opinides ou informagdes expressadas neste e-mail pertencem ao seu remetente e
ndo necessariamente coincidem com aquelas da Editora Globo.
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RES: Interview - EPOCA magazine (Brazil)

Subject: RES: Interview - EPOCA magazine (Brazil)

From: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redagio Epoca - Editora Globo <lsorg@edglobo.com.br>
Date: Wed, 15 Aug 2007 13:18:45 -0300

To: <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

Dear Dr. Reto,

I have just read your e-mail and I think that it is really clear about the
_implications .(or lack of them) of this correction.

But I would like to ask you just’ two specific points, that I think that are still

interesting even with your explanation:

1) Do the Nasa intend to go public to clarify this case and provide media and

society with an official statement?

2) Other question raised by this case is about the differences among American

temperature stations and the used in other countries. It's being said that American

stations are mostly at rural areas, which suffered less temperature variation than

the cities. Is it correct?

Thank you very much, once more,
Best regards, :
Leticia

De: Reto Ruedy [mailto:rruedy@giss.nasa.gov]

Enviada: qua 15/8/2007 12:55

Para: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redacdo Epoca - Editora Globo
- Assunto: Re: Interview - KEPOCA magazine (Brazil)

Dear Leticia,

Just quick: Our emails crossed. Maybe my note answered all questions; if
not I will write you again after carefully reading your mail.

Reto

On Wed, 2007-08-15 at 12:06 -0300, Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redacgdo
Epoca - Editora Globo wrote:

Dear Dr. Reto Ruedy,

I am a journalist from EPOCA, a Brazilian weekly magazine, and I am
getting in contact to you following Mrs. Leslie McCarthy indication.

I am working on an article about the data correction made by Nasa at
U.S. temperature tables and I would like to clarify some few points
about this issue.

- What is the meaning of this correction? It is being said that it
could raise questions about the trustability of the studies realeased
about global warming. What is Nasa's official position towards it?

- Does Nasa intend to go public to explain more about the data
correction? '

- Is the global warming theory in risk because of this correction?

- Do you believe that this correction could be used for political
purposes?
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ES: Interview - EPOCA magazine (Brazl) -

Dr. Reto, I am sending the questions to you via e-mail because I think
it would be easier for you to answer (considering that my deadline is
today) but I can call you if you prefer.

Thank you very much,
1I look forward to hearing from you soon,
Best regards,

Leticia
Leticia Sorg
Assistant Editor - EPOCA magazine
revistaepoca.globo.com
) 55 (11) 3767-7084 (office)
, : (mobile)
1 lsorgledglobo.com.br

As informagdes contidas nesse e-mail e documentos anexos s3o dirigidas
exclusivamente o(s) destinatério(s) acima indicados, podendo ser
confidenciais, particulares ou privilegiadas. Qualquer tipo de
utilizagdo dessas informagdes por pessoas ndo autorizadas estéd sujeito
as penalidades legais. Caso vocé tenha recebido esse e-mail por
engano, por favor envie uma mensagem ao remetente, deletando-o em
seguida. Quaisquer opinides ou informag¢des expressadas neste e-mail
pertencem ao seu remetente e ndo necessariamente coincidem com aquelas
da Editora Globo.

Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

As informacgdes contidas nesse e-mail e documentos anexos sdo dirigidas .
exclusivamente o(s) destinatirio(s) acima indicados, podendo ser confidenciais,
particulares ou privilegiadas. Qualquer tipo de utilizagdo dessas informagdes por
pessoas ndo autorizadas estd sujeito as penalidades legais. Caso vocé tenha
‘recebido esse e-mail por engano, por favor envie uma mensagem ao remetente,
deletando-o em sequida. Quaisquer opinides ou informagdes expressadas neste e-mail

pertencem ao seu remetente e ndo necessariamente coincidem com aquelas da Editora
Globo.

. Content-Type: application/ms-tnef
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J.S. warmest years
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Subject: U.S. warmest years '

From: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redagio Epoca - Editora Globo <lsorg@edglobo com.br>
Date: Wed, 15 Aug 2007 14:03:26 -0300

To: <rruedy@pgiss.nasa.gov>

Dear Dr. Ruedy,

| would like to thank you very much for you attention and precise information. -
The last point | would like to ask you'is concerning the ranking of the warmest years in U.S.

| have organized the data from the previous and the correct table of temperatures and | got to this ranking:

Previous table
1 [}

1 ]

2°

30

4°

5°
60

70

8°

9°

Revised table

g0

2°
30
4°
50

60
70
80
90

10°

1934
1998
1921
1931
2005
1999
2001
1953
1990

1987

1934

1998

1921
2006
1931
1999
1953
1990
1938
1939

As |'ve pointed in red, two years from 30's entered in the ranking of 10 warmest years in U.S.. Considering this

change, would it be possible to say that the planet is becoming hotter and hotter?

Thank you once
Best regards,
Leticia

As informagdes contidas nesse e-mail e documentos anexos sdo dirigidas exclusivamente o(s)

more,

destinatario(s) acima indicados, podendo ser confidenciais, particulares ou privilegiadas. Qualquer tipo
de utilizag&o dessas informagdes por pessoas ndo autorizadas esté sujeito as penalidades legais. Caso
vocé tenha recebido esse e-mail por engano, por favor envie uma mensagem ao remetente, deletando-o
em seguida. Quaisquer opinides ou informagdes expressadas neste e-mail pertencem ao seu remetente €

ndo necessariamente coincidem com aquelas da Editora Globo.
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RES: RES: Interview - EPOCA magazine (Brazil)

Subject: RES: RES: Interview - EPOCA magazine (Brazil)

From: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redag&o Epoca - Editora Globo <lsorg@edglobo com.br>
Date: Wed, 15 Aug 2007 15:01:27 -0300

To: <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

Dear Dr. Ruedy,

I am writing just to check if you had received my last message with the comparison
of the two tables of temperature.

Thank you

Best regards

Leticia

De: Reto Ruedy [mailto:rruedy@giss.nasa.gov]

Enviada: qua 15/8/2007 13:57

Para: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redacgdo Epoca - Editora Globo
Assunto: Re: RES: Interview - EPOCA magazine (Brazil)

On Wed, 2007-08-15 at 13:18 -0300, Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redagédo
Epoca - Editora Globo wrote:

Dear Dr. Reto,

I have just read your e-mail and I think that it is really clear about the
implications (or lack of them) of this correction.

But I would like to ask you just two specific points, that I think that are still
interesting even with your explanation:

1) Do the Nasa intend to go public to clarify thlS case and provide media and
soc1ety w1th an official statement?

Yes - what NASA would like to do is to use the media attention as an
opportunity to educate the public about a truly serious situation.
Exactly how they will do so - given the tiny size of the molehill that
was blown up to enormous proportions - I don't know.

When in our January US table 1998 and 1934 changed places (in all our
previous tables and publications US-1934 slightly beat US-1998) nobody
noticed or cared about that change, much less made any kind of official
.statement. So why should we have to do it now ?

Small programming errors are made and corrected all the time; the one I
made in 2000 was not the only one (like all other programmers, I make
many mistakes every day - debugging usually finds them, but errors that
have only small effects can survive for years).

2) Other question raised by this case is about the differences among American
temperature stations and the used in other countries. It's being said that
American stations are mostly at rural areas, which suffered less temperature
variation than the cities. Is it correct?

One criticism that some people brought up was that weather stations near
growing cities show rising temperature since the urbanization
contributes a warming that would not be felt further away from the urban
center.
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RES: RES: Interview - EPOCA magazine (Brazil)
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This question was taken seriously, analyzed, it's effect compared to the
margin of error and found to be of similar size to the margin of error.
Nevertheless, we use an adjustment that makes the time series of urban
stations behave exactly like the mean of the neighboring rural stations.
If an urban station does not have neighboring rural stations, we do not
use its data.

In spite of all this effort, the global warming deniers‘cling
steadfastly to that effect.

Our analysis treats all stations the same way 1ndependent in which
country they are located.

Reto

Thank you very much, once more,
Best regards,
Leticia

De: Reto Ruedy [mailto:rruedy@giss.nasa.gov]

Enviada: qua 15/8/2007 12:55

Para: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redagdo Epoca - Editora Globo
Assunto: Re: Interview - EPOCA magazine (Brazil)

Dear Leticia,

Just quick: Our emails crossed. Maybe my note answered all questions; if
not I will write you again after carefully reading your mail.

Reto

On Wed, 2007-08-15 at 12:06 -0300, Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redagdo
Epoca - Editora Globo wrote:

Dear Dr. Reto Ruedy,

I am a journalist from EPOCA, a Brazilian weekly magazine, and I am
getting in contact to you following Mrs. Leslie McCarthy indication.

I am working on an article about the data correction made by Nasa at
U.S. temperature tables and I would like to clarify some few points
about this issue.

- What is the meaning of this correction? It is being said that it
could raise questions about the trustability of the studies realeased
about global warming. What is Nasa's official position towards it?

- Does Nasa intend to go public to explain more about the data
correction?

- Is the global warming theory in risk because of this correction?

- Do you believe that this correction could be used for political
purposes?

Dr. Reto, I am sending the questions to you via e-mail because I think
it would be easier for you to answer (considering that my deadline is
today) but I can call you if you prefer.
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RES: RES: Interview - EPOCA magazine (Brazil)

Thank you very much,
I look forward to hearing from you soon,
Best regards,

Leticia

Leticia Sorg _
Assistant Editor - EPOCA magazine
revistaepoca.globo.com

) 55 (11) 3767-7084 (office)

3. ‘mobile)

1 lsorgledglobo.com.br

As informagdes contidas nesse e-mail e documentos anexos sdo dirigidas
exclusivamente o(s) destinatdrio(s) acima indicados, podendo ser
confidenciais, particulares ou privilegiadas. Qualquer tipo de
utilizagdo dessas informagdes por pessoas ndo autorizadas estd sujeito
as penalidades legais. Caso vocé tenha recebido esse e-mail por
engano, por favor envie uma mensagem ao remetente, deletando-o em
seguida. Quaisquer opinides ou informagdes expressadas neste e-mail
pertencem ao seu remetente e ndo necessariamente coincidem com aquelas
da Editora Globo.

Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

As informagdes contidas nesse e-mail e documentos anexos sdo dirigidas
exclusivamente o(s) destinatdrio(s) acima indicados, podendo ser confidenciais,
particulares ou privilegiadas. Qualquer tipo de utilizag¢do dessas informag¢des por
pessoas ndo autorizadas estid sujeito as penalidades legais. Caso vocé tenha
recebido esse e-mail por engano, por favor envie uma mensagem ao remetente,
deletando-o em seguida. Quaisquer opinides ou informagdes expressadas neste
e-mail pertencem ao seu remetente e ndo necessariamente coincidem com aquelas da
Editora Globo.

Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

As informagdes contidas nesse e-mail e documentos anexos sdo dirigidas
exclusivamente o(s) destinatdrio(s) acima indicados, podendo ser confidenciais,
particulares ou privilegiadas. Qualquer tipo de utilizacdo dessas informagdes por
pessoas ndo autorizadas estd sujeito as penalidades legais. Caso vocé tenha
recebido esse e-mail por engano, por favor envie uma mensagem ao remetente,
deletando-o em seguida. Quaisquer opinides ou informag¢des expressadas neste e-mail
pertencem ao seu remetente e ndo necessariamente coincidem com aquelas da Editora
Globo.

.. § Content-’l‘ype: application/ms-tnef
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drevious table

Subject: Previous table

From: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redagio Epoca - Editora Globo <lsorg@edglobo com.br>
Date: Wed, 15 Aug 2007 15:10:35 -0300

To: <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

Deard Dr. Ruedy, here it's the previous table | used for the comparison. If you could check if I m usmg a correct
base, it would be great.

Thank you

Leticia

Contiguous 48 U.S. Surface Air Temperature Anomaly (C)

year Annual Mean 5-year Mean
DADOS ORIGINAIS

1880 -41 .13
1881 .15 -.14
1882 -04 -34
1883 -70 -36
1884 -73 -44
1885 -50 -.48
1886 -25 -39
1887 -21  -19
1888 -28 -.05
1889 28 -.04
1890 .23 -10
1891 -24 .-17
1892 -47 -21
1893 -66 -39
1894 11 -31
1895 -69 -24
1896 .17 -.14
1897 -12  -25
1898 -17 .00
1899 -43 -.02
1900 .54 -0l
1901 07 -1l
1902 -09 -.11
1903 -65 -31
1904 -41 -34
1905 -47 -37
1906 -06 -21
1907 -22 -.18.
1908 .11  -.02
1909 -25 .01
1910 31 -12
1911 .11 -17
1912 -89 -11
1913 -13 -21
1914 03 -33
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1915
1916
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928

1929
- 1930

1931
1932
1933
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1939

1940

1941
1942
1943
1944
1945
1946
1947
1948

1949

1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955

1956

1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963

-.16
=51
-1.00
.02
-15
-45
1.08
A1
-.09
-.70
38
.04
16
.05
-.54
W1
1.00
-.01
.66
1.24
05
18
-12
.78
.80
.04
54
.07
.16
.09
-.01
.67
.09
-.08
18
-23
-.38
.30
.88
.82
-.05
28
.14
.07

16

-22
.00
-.02
19

-36
-32
-36
-42
-10
12
.10
-.01
15

-05

-.04
-.01
.02
-.03
16
A2
24
.60
58
42
40
43
34
34
41
45
32
18
17
.20
20
15
17
13
-.08
-.04
A5
28
31
44
41
25
12
.09
.03
.00
.02
-.03
.00
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Previous table

1964 -08 -.05
1965 -12  -.07
1966 -24 -.16
1967 -10 -.19
1968 -27 -.19
1969 -23 -.16
1970 -12 -22
1971 -10 -1
1972 -36 -.04
1973 25 -.05
1974 .15 -08
1975 -20 .07
1976 -23 -.09
1977 36 -23
1978 -51 -.15
1979 -58 .03
1980 22 .12
1981 .65 -.01
1982 -36 .10
1983 .01 -02
1984 .01 -01
1985 -41 .23
1986. .73 .30
1987 .84 26
1988 33 .52
1989 -17 .51
1990 .88 .41
1991 .69 .26
1992 31 .38
1993 -43 .28
1994 47 .10
1995 35 .05
1996 -.18 .38
1997 .05 .48
1998 124 .54
1999 .94 .55
2000 .65 .88
2001 .89 .76
2002 .67 .68
2003 .65 .75
2004 .54 *
2005 99  *

As informagdes contidas nesse e-mail e documentos anexos sfo dirigidas exclusivamente o(s)

destinatério(s) acima indicados, podendo ser confidenciais, particulares ou privilegiadas. Qualquer tipo
de utilizagio dessas informagdes por pessoas ndo autorizadas esta sujeito s penalidades legais. Caso
vocé tenha recebido esse e-mail por engano, por favor envie uma mensagem ao remetente, deletando-o

3 of4 ' ’ 12/17/2009 1:35 PM



Previous table

em seguida. Quaisquer opinides ou informagdes expressadas neste e-mail pertencem ao seu remetente e
ndo necessariamente coincidem com aquelas da Editora Globo.
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Subject: RES: U.S. warmest years

From: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redag&o Epoca - Editora Globo <lsorg@edglobo.com.br>
Date: Wed, 15 Aug 2007 15:15:53 -0300

To: <rruedy@pgiss.nasa.gov>

Dear Dr. Ruedy,

Thank you very much for your explanation. But could we say that the temperature
increasing rate is getting bigger in the last decades? It's being publicized that
the the global temperatures are increasing at a rate of 0,2°C per decade in the
last to decades, compared to a rate of less than 0,1 °C per decade in the beginning
of the 20th Century.

Is this correct?

Thank you,

Sincerely

————— Mensagem original-----

De: Reto Ruedy [mailto:rruedy@giss.nasa.gov]

Enviada em: quarta-feira, 15 de agosto de 2007 15:08

Para: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redagdo Epoca - Editora Globo
Assunto: Re: U.S. warmest years

Dear Leticia,

I agree with your revised table; I don't know where your previous table
comes from (I'll look into that).

To answer your question, given the existing sampling error (.1-.2C):

No - we cannot draw any conclusions about our planet from the US data
(much less from the rankings you show below):

The US has been warming in the period 1980-2006 similarly to the period
from 1920-1934; that earlier 15-year period then was followed by a
cooling period and the same might be true for the current 25-year
period. The annual US-mean changes are still large compared to any CO2
effect.

However, the global means show a totaily different picture (global mean

year-to-year changes being much smaller than US-mean year-to-year

changes); and whereas no scientist, as far as I know, could make a

convincing argument for an extended warming period in the US in
1920-1934, our 1982 model runs showed that the effect of CO2 should
become noticeable in the global means within the next 2-4 decades. And
sadly, the global (not the US) data now available showed that model was,
if anything, underestimating the effect.

Sincerely,

Réto

On Wed, 2007-08-15 at 14:03 -0300, Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redacgdo
Epoca - Editora Globo wrote:
Dear Dr. Ruedy,

I would like to thank you very much for you attention and precise
information.
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RES: U.S. warmest years

seguida. Quaisquer opinides ou informagles expressadas neste e-mail
pertencem ao seu remetente e ndo necessariamente coincidem com aquelas
da Editora Globo.

Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

As informagles contidas nesse e-mail e documentos anexos sdo dirigidas
exclusivamente o(s) destinatdrio(s) acima indicados, podendo ser confidenciais,
particulares ou privilegiadas. Qualquer tipo de utilizacdo dessas informacdes por
pessoas ndo autorizadas estd sujeito as penalidades legais. Caso vocé tenha
recebido esse e-mail por engano, por favor envie uma mensagem ao remetente,
deletando-o em seguida. Quaisquer opinides ou informagSes expressadas neste e-mail
pertencem ao seu remetente e ndo necessariamente coincidem com aquelas da Editora
Globo.
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ES: RES: U.S. Warmest years

Subject: RES: RES: U.S. warmest years

From: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redag#o Epoca - Editora Globo <1sorg@edglobo com.br>
Date: Wed, 15 Aug 2007 16:21:28 -0300

To: <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

Mr. Ruedy,

I would like to thank you once more the personal attention you have given to my
magazine.

It will be great to have your opinions on the article.

I would like just to check with you how I can present you at the article. Nasa's
scientist responsible for software?

Thank you very much

Best regards

Leticia .

————— Mensagem original-----

De: Reto Ruedy [mailto:rruedy@giss.nasa.gov]

Enviada em: guarta-feira, 15 de agosto de 2007 15:56

Para: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redacdo Epoca - Editora Globo
Assunto: Re: RES: U.S. warmest years

Dear Leticia,

This is even more speculative, some people still try to deny in spite of
the data that it is warming at all. To observe that the warming
accelerates would take even longer observation times, another 50-100
years.

It would be bad enough if it keeps increasing at the current rate

of .2C/decade as it has since 1980. It briefly increased at almost that
rate in the 1915-1945 period but then it stayed even or even decreased a
little til about 1980. The period from 1880-1920 was a period of
basically constant global temperatures.

Again, the frightening thing about today's temperature rise is that it
was predicted 25 years ago based on solid physics. So chances are it
will not stop until we deal with the cause of it ! The good thing is
that we know the cause, and we could use that knowledge if people just
paid attention to the experts rather than to the bloggers.

Reto

On Wed, 2007-08-15 at 15:15 -0300, Let1c1a Francisco Sorg - Redacgdo
Epoca - Editora Globo wrote:

Dear. Dr. Ruedy,

Thank you very much for your explanation. But could we say that the temperature
increasing rate is getting bigger in the last decades? It's being publicized that
the the global temperatures are increasing at a rate of 0,2°C per decade in the
last to decades, compared to a rate of less than 0,1 °C per decade in the
beginning of the 20th Century. :

Is this correct? :

Thank you,

Sincerely

----- Mensagem original----- '

De: -Reto Ruedy [mailto:rruedy@giss.nasa.gov] .

Enviada em: quarta-feira, 15 de agosto de 2007 15:08

Para: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redacdo Epoca - Editora Globo
Assunto: Re: U.S. warmest years
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Dear lLeticia,

I agree with YOur revised table; I don't know where your previous table
comes from (I'll look into that).

To answer your question, given the existing sampling error (.1-.2C):

No - we cannot draw any conclusions about our planet from the US data
(much less from the rankings you show below):

The US has been warming in the period 1980-2006 similarly to the period
from 1920-1934; that earlier 15-year period then was followed by a '
cooling period and the same might be true for the current 25-year
period. The annual US-mean changes are still large compared to any CO2
effect.

However, the global means show a totally different picture (global mean
year-to-year changes being much smaller than US-mean year-to-year
changes); and whereas no scientist, as far as I know, could make a
convincing argument for an extended warming period in the US in
1920-1934, our 1982 model runs showed that the effect of CO2 should

become noticeable in the global means within the next 2-4 decades. And

sadly, the global (not the US) data now available showed that model was,
if anything, underestimating the effect.

Sincerely,

Reto

On Wed, 2007-08-15 at 14:03 -0300, Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redacgio
Epoca - Editora Globo wrote:

Dear Dr. Ruedy,

I would like to thank you very much for you attention and precise’
information.

The last point I would like to ask you is concerning the ranking of
the warmest years in U.S.

I have organized the data from the previous and the correct table of
temperatures and I got to this ranking:

Previous table
10
1934
10
1998
20
1921
30
1931
40
2005
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RES: RES: U.S. warmest years

1990
9°
1987 .

Revised table

As I've pointed in red, two years from 30's entered in the ranking of
10 warmest years in U.S.. Considering this change, would it be
possible to say that the planet is becoming hotter and hotter?

Thank you once more,
Best regards,
Leticia

As informagdes contidas nesse e-mail e documentos anexos sdo dirigidas
exclusivamente o(s) destinatdrio(s) acima indicados, podendo ser
confidenciais, particulares ou privilegiadas. Qualquer tipo de
utilizagdo dessas informagdes por pessoas ndo autorizadas estd sujeito
as penalidades legais. Caso vocé& tenha recebido esse e-mail por
engano, por favor envie uma mensagem ao remetente, deletando-o em
seguida. Quaisquer opinides ou informag¢des expressadas neste e-mail
pertencem ao seu remetente e ndo necessariamente coincidem com aquelas
da Editora Globo. : '

Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

As informagdes contidas nesse e-mail e documentos anexos sdo dirigidas
exclusivamente o(s) destinatario(s) acima indicados, podendo ser confidenciais,

" particulares ou privilegiadas. Qualquer tipo de utilizagdo dessas informagdes por
pessoas ndo autorizadas estd sujeito as penalidades legais. Caso vocé tenha
recebido esse e-mail por engano, por favor envie uma mensagem ao remetente,
deletando-o em seguida. Quaisquer opinides ou informagdes expressadas neste e-mail
pertencem ao seu remetente e nd3o necessariamente coincidem com aquelas da Editora
Globo.

rof 3 v 17/17/7°00Q 1.2 DA A



LES: RES: RES: U.S. warmest years

Again, the frightening thing about today's temperature rise is that it
was predicted 25 years ago based on solid physics. So chances are it
will not stop until we deal with the cause of it ! The good thing is
that we know the cause, and we could use that knowledge if people just
paid attention to the experts rather than to the bloggers.

Reto

On Wed, 2007-08-15 at 15:15 -0300, Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redacgdo
Epoca - Editora Globo wrote:

Dear Dr. Ruedy,

Thank you very much for your explanation. But could we say that the temperature
increasing rate is getting bigger in the last decades? It's being publicized
that the the global temperatures are increasing at a rate of 0,2°C per decade
in the last to decades, compared to a rate of less than 0,1 °C per decade in
the beginning of the 20th Century.

Is this correct?

Thank you,

Sincerely

----- Mensagem original-----

De: Reto Ruedy [mailto:rruedy@giss.nasa.gov]

Enviada em: quarta-feira, 15 de agosto de 2007 15:08

Para: Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redagdo Epoca - Editora Globo
Assunto: Re: U.S. warmest years

Dear Leticia,

I agree with your revised table; I don't know where your previous table
comes from (I'll look into that).

To answer your question, given the existing sampling error (.1-.2C):

No - we cannot draw any conclusions about our planet from the US data
(much less from the rankings you show below):

The US has been warming in the period 1980-2006 similarly to the period
from 1920-1934; that earlier 15-year period then was followed by a
cooling period and the same might be true for the current 25-year
period. The annual US-mean changes are still large compared to any CO2
effect.

However, the global means show a totally different picture (global mean
year-to-year changes being much smaller than US-mean year-to-year
changes); and whereas no scientist, as far as I know, could make a
convincing argument for an extended warming period in the US in
1920-1934, our 1982 model runs showed that the effect of CO2 should
become noticeable in the global means within the next 2-4 decades. And
sadly, the global (not the US) data now available showed that model was,
if anything, underestimating the effect.

Sincerely,

Reto

On Wed, 2007-08-15 at 14:03 -0300, Leticia Francisco Sorg - Redagédo ,
Epoca - Editora Globo wrote: '
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ES: RES: RES: U.S. warmest years

~a

Dear Dr. Ruedy,

I would like to thank you very much for you attention and precise
information.

The last point I would like to ask you is concerning the ranking of
the warmest years in U.S. '

I have organized the data from the previous and the correct table of
temperatures and I got to this ranking:

Previous table
10
1934
10
1998
20
1921
30
1931
40
2005
50
1999
6° .
2001
70
1953
g8°e
1990
90

} 1987

Revised table
10
1934
20
1998
30
1921
40
2006
50
1931
60
1999
70
1953
80
1990
90
1938
10°
1939

As I've pointed in red, two years from 30's entered in the ranking of
10 warmest years in U.S.. Considering this change, would it be
possible to say that the planet is becoming hotter and hotter?

Thank you once more,
Best regards,
Leticia

As informagdes contidas nesse e-mail e documentos anexos sdo dirigidas
exclusivamente o(s) destinatdrio(s) acima indicados, podendo ser

12/17/2009 1:37 Pl
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confidenciais, particulares ou privilegiadas. Qualquer tipo de
utilizagdo dessas informagdes por pessoas ndo autorizadas estéd sujeito
as penalidades legais. Caso vocé tenha recebido esse e-mail por
engano, por favor envie uma mensagem ao remetente, deletando-o em
seguida. Quaisquer opinides ou informag¢des expressadas neste e-mail
pertencem ao seu remetente e ndo necessariamente coincidem com aquelas
da Editora Globo.

Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>

As informacdes contidas nesse e-mail e documentos anexos sdo dirigidas
exclusivamente o(s) destinatario(s) acima indicados, podendo ser confidenciais,
particulares ou privilegiadas. Qualquer tipo de utilizag¢do dessas informagdes por
pessoas ndo autorizadas estd sujeito as penalidades legais. Caso vocé tenha
recebido esse e-mail por engano, por favor envie uma mensagem ao remetente,
deletando-o em seguida. Quaisquer opinides ou informagdes expressadas neste e-mail

pertencem ao seu remetente e ndo necessariamente coincidem com aquelas da Editora
Globo. ' : ’
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Re: Fwd: FW: <no subject>

Subject: Re: Fwd: FW: <no sub]ect>

From: "DEMIAN MCLEAN, BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:" <dmclean8@bloomberg.net>
Date: Tue, 14 Aug 2007 12:41:58 -0400

To: jhansen@giss.nasa.gov

Jim, I'm afraid your note doesn't clarify things. This part makes no sense:

"Nor did it change our rankings of the top few years in the U.S., with 1934 the
warmest in our record." The year 1934 isn't on NASA's previous list of the five
warmest years, as Volz notes. It does, indeed, look as if "suddenly 1934 has
become the warmest U.S. year." :

Also: Critics say you've refused to share the algorithm used to generate your
graph data. Why haven't you? And might the flaw have been spotted sooner if the
public had been able to inspect it?

Feel free to call if that's easier.

Best,
Demian
202.624. 1864

———— Original Message —-----
From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>
At: 8/14 12:15:10

Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in time for your
deadline -- following may help answer your question -- presumably you saw my
"Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

—————————— Forwarded message —-———-————--

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

Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM

Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

‘'To: Donald Anderson <donald.anderson- 1@nasa gov>, Jack Kaye <
jack.a.kayelnasa.gov>

Cc: Leslie McCarthy <lnolan@giss.nasa.gov>

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
2000 and later, and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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.
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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
0.8Cwarmer 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: programmlng flaw is easily corrected, and it has
been corrected.

On 8/13/07, Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-l@nasa.gov > wrote:

Jim:
FYI
Any comment?
Don

Don Anderson

3G84

Modeling, Analysis and Prediction (MAP)
Earth Science Division

Science Mission Directorate

NASA HQ

Washington, DC, 20546-0001
202-358-1432 Fax: x2770

email: Donald.Anderson-l@nasa.gov

—————— Forwarded Message ‘

*From: *"Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DKO0OO)" < svolz@nasa.gov>

*Date: *Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400

*To: *"Anderson, Donald (HQ-DKO00O)" < donald.anderson-l1l@nasa.gov>,
"Maring, Hal (HQ-DKO00O)" < hal.maring@nasa.gov >

*Cc: *"Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DKOO0O)" <jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>, "Brown, Dwayne C.
(HQ-NB060) " < dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov> :
*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. **In an op-ed for

the Washington Times (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, " Something rather odd happened the other
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day. If you go to NASA's Web site and look at the " U.S. surface air
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.

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 century - 2000, 2002, 2003, 2004 - plummeted
even lower down the Hot 100. 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 1930s, 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 faced in the history of anything 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 a very diligent
fellow called Steve McIntyre of climateaudit.com labored long and hard to
prove there was a bug in NASA's handling of the raw data. He then notified
the scientists responsible, and received an acknowledgment that the 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 unlimited budgets?
No. Mr. McIntyre lives in Toronto. But the data smelled wrong to him, he
found the error, and NASA has now corrected its findings - albeit without
the fanfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record hysteria of almost a
decade ago. Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but, when it comes to
global warming, the experts prefer to stick the thermometer where the sun

don't shine."
*

And he goes on and on...

Does anyone know what this guy is talking about? I checked the NASA
website '
http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/2006/2006 warm.html,dated
Feb 8, 2007 and it shows the top five years as: 2005 (1lst), 1998,

2002, 2003, and 2006.

Stephen Volz, Ph.D.

Program Executive, Science Mission Directorate
Suite 3B74

NASA Headquarters

"Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."
- Yoda, Jedi Master

---——- End of Forwarded Message

Attachment Converted: "c:\program files\qualcomm\eudoralattach\24712290.HTM"
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Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in time for your deadline -- following may help
answer your question -- presumably you saw my "Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

---------- Forwarded message ----------

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

Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM -

Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

To: Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1@nasa.gov>, Jack Kaye <jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>
Cc: Leslie McCarthy < Inolan@giss.nasa.gov>

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 2000 and later, and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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. '

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, and it has been corrected.

On 8/13/07, Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1@nasa.gov > wrote:
Jim: ’
FYI
Any comment?
Don

Don Anderson
3G84
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Modeling, Analysis and Predlctlon (MAP)
Earth Science Division

Science Mission Directorate

NASA HQ '

Washington, DC, 20546-0001
202-358-1432 Fax: x2770 .

email: Donald. A_dgniqu@_nas._ag_ov

------ Forwarded Message

From: "Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DKO000)" <_svolz@nasa.gov>

Date: Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400

To: "Anderson, Donald (HQ-DK000)" <_donald.anderson-1@nasa.gov>, "Maring, Hal (HQ- DKOOO)"
hal.maring@nasa.gov >

Cc: "Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DK000)" <jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>, "Brown, Dwayne C. (HQ-NB060)" <
dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov>

Conversation: <no subject>

Subject: <no subject>

Doh etal.,

| saw this on the NASA news summary today.

Columnist Notes Changes In NASA's Temperature Data. In an op-ed for the Washington Times (8713,
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, " Somethlng rather odd happened the other day. If you go to NASA's Web site and look at the " U.S.
surface air 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.

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 century — 2000, 2002, 2003, 2004 —
plummeted even lower down the Hot 100. 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 1930s, that
notorious decade when we all drove around in huge SUVs with the alr-oondltlonlng on full-blast. If climate
change is, as Al Gore says, the most important issue anyone's ever faced in the hlstory of anything 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 a very diligent fellow called Steve Mcintyre of
climateaudit.com labored long and hard to prove there was a bug in NASA's handling of the raw data. He then
notified the scientists responsible, and received an acknowledgment that the 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 unlimited budgets? No. Mr. Mcintyre lives
in Toronto. But the data smelled wrong to him, he found the emror, and NASA has now corrected its findings —
albeit without the fanfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record hystena of almost a decade ago.
Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but, when it comes to global wanmng, the experts prefer to stick the
thermometer where the sun don't shine." .

And he goes on and on....

Does anyone know what this guy is talking about? I checked the NASA website
://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/new pstory/2 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 3B74
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NASA Headquarters

"Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."
- Yoda, Jedi Master

------ End of Forwarded Méssage
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Re: Fwd: FW: <no subject>

Subject: Re: Fwd: FW: <no subject>

From: "DEMIAN MCLEAN, BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:" <dmclean8@bloomberg.net>
Date: Tue, 14 Aug 2007 12:48:42 -0400

To: jhansen@giss.nasa.gov

james, pardon me: i see the records volz was referring to are *global*. the u.s.
figures showed 1998 as the warmest year. nevertheless, nasa has indeed newly
ranked 1934 as the warmest year. also, i'd be grateful if you could respond to
the second question, regarding your algorithm and making it public.

best,

demian

————— Original Message —-----

From: James Hansen <Jhansen@qlss nasa.gov>
At: 8/14 12:15: 10

Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in time for your
deadline -- following may help answer your questlon -- presumably you saw my
"Upstairs"™ note? Jim Hansen

-—===-—---= Forwarded message -----==—--=

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

Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM

Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

To: Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-l@nasa.gov>, Jack Kaye <
jack.a.kaye@nasa.qgov>

Cc: Leslie McCarthy <lnolan@giss.nasa.gov>

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
2000 and later, and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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 negligibleé, less than the uncertainty. .

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
0.8Cwarmer than at the beginning of the 20th century, similar to the

global mean :

warming.
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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, and it has
been corrected.

On 8/13/07, Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-l@nasa.gov > wrote:

Jdim:
FYI
Any comment?
Don )

Don Anderson

3G84 _

Modeling, Analysis and Prediction (MAP)
Earth Science Division

Science Mission Directorate

NASA HQ

Washington, DC, 20546-0001
202-358-1432 Fax: x2770

email: Donald.Anderson-l@nasa.gov

—————— Forwarded Message

*From: *"Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DKOOO) " < svolz@nasa.gov>

*Date: *Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400

*To: *"Anderson, Donald (HQ-DKOOO)" < donald. anderson l@nasa.gov>,
"Maring, Hal (HQ-DKO00O)" < hal.maring@nasa.gov >

*Cc: *"Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DKOOO)" <jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>, "Brown, Dwayne C.
(HQ-NB0O60) " < dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov>

*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. **In an op-ed for
the Washington Times (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

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.

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 century - 2000, 2002, 2003, 2004 - plummeted
even lower down the Hot 100. In fact, every supposedly hot year from the

editor for the Spectator, writes, " Something rather odd happened the other
Jday. If you go to NASA's Web site and look at the "™ U.S. surface air
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'90s and Oughts has had its temperature rating reduced. Four of America's
Top 10 hottest years turn out to be from the 1930s, 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 faced in the history of anything 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 a very diligent
fellow called Steve McIntyre of climateaudit.com labored long and hard to
prove there was a bug in NASA's handling of the raw data. He then notified
the scientists responsible, and received an acknowledgment that the 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 unlimited budgets?
No. Mr. McIntyre lives in Toronto. But the data smelled wrong to him, he
found the error, and NASA has now corrected its findings - albeit without
the fanfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record hysteria of almost a
decade ago. Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but, when it comes to
global warming, the experts prefer to stick the thermometer where the sun

don't shine."
*

And he goes on and on....

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

1 http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/2006/2006 warm.html,dated
Feb 8, 2007 and it shows the top five years as: 2005 (1lst), 1998,

2002, 2003, and 2006.

Stephen Volz, Ph.D.

Program Executive, Science Mission Directorate
Suite 3B74 ’

NASA Headguarters

"Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."
- Yoda, Jedi Master

------ End of Forwarded Message

- Attachment Converted: "c:\program files\qualcomm\eudoralattach\247122901.HTM"
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Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in time for your deadline -- following may help
answer your question -- presumably you saw my "Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

---------- Forwarded message ----------

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

Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM

Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

To: Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1@nasa.gov>, Jack Kaye <jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>
Cc: Leslie McCarthy < Inolan@giss.nasa.gov>

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 2000 and later, and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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.

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, and it has been corrected.

Jim:

- FYI
Any comment?
Don

- Don Anderson
. 3G84
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Modeling, Analysis and Prediction (MAP)
Earth Science Division :

Science Mission Directorate

NASA HQ

Washington, DC, 20546-0001
202-358-1432 Fax: x2770

email: Donald.Anderson-1@nasa.gov

------ Forwarded Message

From: "Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DK000)" <_svolz@nasa.gov> .

Date: Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400

To: "Anderson, Donald (HQ-DK000)" < jgnajmm&nj@mggx> "Maring, Hal (HQ-DK000)" <
hal.maring@nasa.gov >

Cc: "Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DKO000)" <jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>, "Brown, Dwayne C. (HQ NB060)" <
dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov>

Conversation: <no subject>

Subject: <no subject>

Don et al.,

| saw this on the NASA news summary today.

Columnist Notes Changes In NASA's Temperature Data. In an op-ed for the Washington Times (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, " Something rather odd happened the other day. If you go to NASA's Web site and look at the " U.S.
surface air 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.

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 century — 2000, 2002, 2003, 2004 —
plummeted even lower down the Hot 100. 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 1930s, 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 faced in the history of anything 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 a very diligent fellow called Steve Mcintyre of
climateaudit.com labored long and hard to prove there was a bug in NASA's handling of the raw data. He then
notified the scientists responsible, and received an acknowledgment that the 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 unlimited budgets? No. Mr. Mcintyre lives

in Toronto. But the data smelled wrong to him, he found the error, and NASA has now corrected its findings —
albeit without the fanfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record hysteria of almost a decade ago. ’
Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but, when it comes to global warming, the experts prefer to stick the
thermometer where the sun don't shine."”

And he goes on and on....

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

http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/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 3B74
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'NASA Headquarters

"Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."
‘ - Yoda, Jedi Master

------ End of Forwarded Message
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Re: Fwd: FW: <no subject>

Subject: Re: Fwd: FW: <no subject>

From: "DEMIAN MCLEAN, BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:" <dmclean8@bloomberg.net>
Date: Tue, 14 Aug 2007 13:03:45 -0400

To: jhansen@pgiss.nasa.gov

Thanks, James. I'm not familiar with fhat paper from 2001. Is it not true,
though, that NASA's rankings, as available at:

http://data.giss.nasa.gov/gistemp/graphs/Fig.D.txt

now show 1934 as the hottest year, where 1998 used to hold that position?

thanks,

demian )

----- Original Message -----

"From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>
At: 8/14 13:00:38

Demian,

No, we have not changed ranking of warmest year in the U.S. As you will see
in our 2001 paper we found 1934 slightly warmer, by an insignificant hair
over, 1998. We still find that result. The flaw affected temperatures only
after 2000, not 1998 and 1934.

Yes, our analysis algorithm is available, described fully in publication,
and other researchers have taken that description, applied it to the raw
data and come up with the same results that we get.

Jim

On 8/14/07, DEMIAN MCLEAN, BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM: <dmclean8@bioomberg.net>
wrote:

james, pardon me: i see the records volz was referring to are *global¥*.
the u.s. :

figures showed 1998 as the warmest year. nevertheless, nasa has indeed
newly .
ranked 1934 as the warmest year. also, i'd be grateful if you could
respond to
the second question, regarding your algorithm and making it public.

best,

demian

----- Original Message —-----

From: James Hansen . <jhansenf@giss.nasa.gov>
At: 8/14 12:15:10

Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in time for your -
deadline -- following may help answer your question -- presumably you saw
my :

"Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

---------- Forwarded message ——--——----

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

Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM

Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

To: Donald Anderson <dona1d anderson-1@nasa. gov> Jack Kaye <
jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>

Cc: Leslie McCarthy <lnolan@giss.nasa.gov>
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2 nf7

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 '

2000 and later, and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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.

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
0.8Cwarmer 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, and it has
been corrected.

On 8/13/07, Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-l@nasa.gov > wrote:

Jim:
FYI
Any comment?

Don

Don Anderson
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Re: Fwd: FW: <no subject>

3G84

Modeling, Analysis and Predlctlon (MAP)
Earth Science Division

Science Mission Directorate

NASA HQ

Washington, DC, 20546-0001
202-358-1432 Fax: x2770

email: Donald.Anderson-l@nasa.gov

—————— Forwarded Message '
*From: *"Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DKO0O0O)" < svolz@nasa.gov>

*Date: *Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400

*To: *"Anderson, Donald (HQ-DKO0O)" < donald.anderson-1@nasa.gov>,
"Maring, Hal (HQ-DKOO0O)" < hal.maring@nasa.gov >

*Cc: *"Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DK0OO)" <jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>, "Brown, Dwayne
C. . : : ' ’

(HQ-NB060)" < dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov>
*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. **In an op-ed for
the Washington Times (8/13, 87K) Mark Steyn, a syndicated columnist who
'is _ E

also senior contributing 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 air
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.

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 century - 2000, 2002, 2003, 2004 -
lummeted

reven lower down the Hot 100. In fact, every supposedly hot year from the
'90s and Oughts has had its temperature rating reduced. Four of

America's
ITop 10 hottest years turn out to be from the 1930s, that notorlous

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 faced in the history of anything ever, then Franklin
Roosevelt
!dldn't have a word to say about 1t And yet we survived.

30f7 ' 12/17/2009 2:58 P}



Re: Fwd: FW: <no subject>

1 0f7

So why is 1998 no longer America's record-breaker? Because a very
diligent ’
'fellow called Steve McIntyre of climateaudit.com labored long and hard
to : ’
lprove there was a bug in NASA's handling of the raw data. He then
notified
lthe scientists responsible, and received an acknowledgment that the
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 unlimited

budgets?

No. Mr. McIntyre lives in Toronto. But the data smelled wrong.to him, he
found the error, and NASA has now corrected its findings - albeit
without

Ithe fanfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record hysteria of
almost a

decade ago. Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but, when it comes to
global warming, the experts prefer to -stick the thermometer where the
sun '

don't shine."
*

And he goes on and on....

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

http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/2006/2006 warm.html,dated
Feb 8, 2007 and it shows the top five years as: 2005 (1lst), 1998,

2002, 2003, and 2006.

Stephen Volz, Ph.D.

Program Executive, Science Mission Directorate
Suite 3B74

NASA Headquarters

"Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."
- Yoda, Jedi Master

—————— End of Forwarded Message

Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in time for your
deadline -- following may help answer your question -- presumably you saw my
"Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

---------- Forwarded message —-----=—==---
From: James Hansen <jhansenfgiss.nasa.gov>
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Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM

Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

To: Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-l@nasa.gov>, Jack Kaye <
jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>

Cc: Leslie McCarthy < lnolan@giss.nasa.gov>

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

2000 and later, and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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.

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, and it has
been corrected. ‘

On 8/13/07, Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-l@nasa.gov > wrote:

Jim:
FYI
Any comment?
Don

Don Anderson

3G84 .
Modeling, Analysis and Prediction (MAP)
Earth Science Division

Science Mission Directorate
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e: Fwd: FW: <no subject>

NASA HQ

Washington, DC, 20546-0001
202-358-1432 Fax: x2770

email: Donald.Anderson-l@nasa.gov

------ Forwarded Message

*From: *"Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DKO0O)" < svolz@nasa.gov>

*Date: *Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400

*To: *"Anderson, Donald (HQ-DKO000O)" < donald. anderson-l@nasa gov>,
"Maring, Hal (HQ-DKO0OO)" < hal.maring@nasa.gov >

*Cc: *"Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DKO00O)" <ijack.a. kaye@nasa gov>, "Brown, Dwayne
C. (HQ-NBO060)" < dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov> )
*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. **In an op-ed for

the Washington Times (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, " Something rather odd happened the other
day. If you go to NASA's Web site and look at the " U.S. surface air
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 quletly revised their All-Time 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
altogether, and most of the rest of the 21st century - 2000, 2002, 2003,
2004 - plummeted even lower down the Hot 100. 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 1930s, 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 faced in the history of anything ever,
then Franklin Roosevelt didn't have a word to say about it. And yet we
surv1ved.

So why is 1998 no longer America's record-breaker? Because a very

diligent fellow called Steve McIntyre of climateaudit.com labored long

and hard to prove there was a bug in NASA's handling of the raw data. He
then notified the scientists responsible, and received an acknowledgment
that the 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 unlimited budgets?
No. Mr. McIntyre lives in Toronto. But the data smelled wrong to him, he
found the error, and NASA has now corrected its findings - albeit without
the fanfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record hysteria of almost a
decade ago. Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but, when it comes to
global warming, the experts prefer to stick the thermometer where the sun
don't shine."
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And he goes on and on....

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

website ‘
http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/2006/2006 warm.html,dated

]

eb 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 3B74 :
NASA Headquarters

"Try not. Do, or do not. Theré is no try."
- Yoda, Jedi Master

—-—-=--- End of Forwarded Message

Attachment Converted: "c:\program files\qualcomm\eudoralattach\10222728.HTM"
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Demian,

Page 1 of 6

No, we have not chahged ranking of warmest year in the U.S. As you will see in our 2001 paper we
found 1934 slightly warmer, by an insignificant hair over, 1998. We still find that result The flaw

affected temperatures only after 2000, not 1998 and 1934.

Yes, our analysis algorithm is available, described fully in publiéation, and other researchevrs.have taken

that description, applied it to the raw data and come up with the same results that we get.

Jim

On 8/14/07, DEMIAN MCLEAN, BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM: <dmclem8@bloomberg net>

wrote: -
james, pardon me: i see the records volz was refernng to are *global*. the u.s.
figures showed 1998 as the warmest year. nevertheless, nasa has indeed newly
- ranked 1934 as the warmest year. also, i'd be grateful if you could respond to
the second question, regarding your algorithm and making it public.

* best,
demian v

- Original Message -----

. From: James Hansen < jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>
At: 8/1412:15:10

Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in time for your
- deadline -- following may help answer your question -- presumably you saw my
"Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

R Forwarded message ----------

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

Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM

- Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

- To: Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1@nasa.gov>, Jack Kaye <

jack.a.kaye(@nasa.gov>
Cc: Leslie McCarthy <lInolan iss.nasa.gov> .

~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
- 2000 and later, and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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
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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.

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
- 0.8Cwarmer 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, and it has

been corrected.

On 8/13/07, Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1@nasa.gov > wrote:
>

> Jim:

>FYI

> Any comment?

>Don

>

>

> Don Anderson

> 3G84

> Modeling, Analysis and Prediction (MAP)
> Earth Science Division

> Science Mission Directorate

>NASA HQ

> Washington, DC, 20546-0001

> 202-358-1432 Fax: x2770

> email: Donald.Anderson-1@nasa.gov

> emeee Forwarded Message
> *From: *"Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DK000)" < svolz@nasa.gov>
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> *Date: *Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400
> *To: *"Anderson, Donald (HQ-DK000)" < donald.anderson-1 sa.gov >,
> "Maring, Hal (HQ-DK000)" < hal.maring@nasa.gov >
. > *Cc: *"Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DKO000)" < jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>, "Brown, Dwayne C.
> (HQ-NB060)" < dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov> '
> *Conversation: *<no subject>
> *Subject: *<no subject>
>
>Donet al.,
> .
> I saw this on the NASA news summary today.
>
> ¥
> Columnist Notes Changes In NASA's Temperature Data. **In an op-ed for
> the Washington Times (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, " Something rather odd happened the other
> day. If you go to NASA's Web site and look at the " U.S. surface air
> 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.
>
> 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 century - 2000, 2002, 2003, 2004 - plummeted
> even lower down the Hot 100. 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 1930s, 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 faced in the history of anything 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 a very diligent
> fellow called Steve Mclntyre of climateaudit.com labored long and hard to
> prove there was a bug in NASA's handling of the raw data. He then notified
> the scientists responsible, and received an acknowledgment that the 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 unlimited budgets?
> No. Mr. MclIntyre lives in Toronto. But the data smelled wrong to him, he
> found the error, and NASA has now corrected its findings - albeit without
> the fanfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record hysteria of almost a
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> decade ago. Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but, when it comes to
> global warming, the experts prefer to stick the thermometer where the sun
> don't shine."

> %k

>

>

> And he goes on and on....

>

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

> http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/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 3B74

> NASA Headquarters

s .

> "Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."

- Yoda, Jedi Master

>
>
>

- — End of Forwarded Message
>

Deniian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in time for your deadline -- following may
help answer your question -- presumably you saw my "Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

B Forwarded message ----------
From: James Hansen < jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>
Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM
Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>
To: Donald Anderson < donald.anderson-1(@nasa.gov>, Jack Kaye <jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>

Cc: Leslie McCarthy < Inolan(@giss.nasa.gov>

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 2000 and later, and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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,
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> decade ago. Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but, when it comes to
> global warming, the experts prefer to stick the thermometer where the sun
> don't shine." -
> %
>
>
> And he goes on and on....
> _
> Does anyone know what this guy is talking about? I checked the NASA
> website ,
> http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/2006/2006_warm.htm].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 3B74
> NASA Headquarters
> -
> "Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."

> - Yoda, Jedi Master
>

>

> ------ End of Forwarded Message
>

Deniian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in time for your deadline -- folloWing may
help answer your question -- presumably you saw my "Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

' =--------- Forwarded message ----------

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

Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM '

Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

To: Donald Anderson < donald.anderson-1@nasa.gov>, Jack Kaye <jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>
Cec: Leslie McCarthy < Inolan@giss.nasa.gov>

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 2000 and later, and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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,
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at the " U.S. surface air terhperature " 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 rev:sed
their All-Time 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 altogether, and most of the rest of the 21st century — 2000, 2002, 2003,
2004 — plummeted even lower down the Hot 100. 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 tum out to be from
the 1930s, 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 faced in the history of
anything 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 a very diligent fellow called Steve Mcintyre
of climateaudit.com labored long and hard to prove there was a bug in NASA's handling of the raw data. He
then notified the scientists responsible, and received an acknowledgment that the 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 unlimited budgets? No. Mr. Mcintyre
lives in Toronto. But the data smelled wrong to him, he found the error, and NASA has now corrected its
findings — albeit without the fanfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record hysteria of almost a
decade ago. Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but, when it comes to global warming, the experts
prefer to stick the thermometer where the sun don't shine."”

And he goes on and on....

Does

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

http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/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 3B74

NASA

Headquarters

"Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."

11/7% AN

- Yoda, Jedi Master

End of Forwarded Message
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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.

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, and it has been

corrected.

On 8/1 3/07 Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1(@nasa.gov > wrote:

~1

Jim:
FYI
Any comment?
Don

Don Anderson
3G84
Modeling, Analysis and Prediction (MAP)
Earth Science Division
Science Mission Directorate
NASA HQ
" Washington, DC, 20546-0001

- . 202-358-1432 Fax: x2770

email: Donald.Anderson-1@nasa.gov

------ Forwarded Message

From: "Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DKO00)" <_svolz@nasa.gov>

Date: Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400

To: "Anderson, Donald (HQ-DK000)" <_donald.anderson-1@nasa.gov>, "Maring, Hal (HQ- DKOOO)“ <
ari sa. >

' Cc "Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DKO000)" <jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>, "Brown, Dwayne C (HQ-NBO60)" <

dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov>

Conversation: <no subject>

Subject: <no subject>

Don et al.,

| saw this onvthe NASA news summary today.

Columnist Notes Changes In NASA's Temperature Data. In an op-ed for the Washington Times (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, " Something rather odd happened the other day. If you go to NASA's Web site and look

NI AT O L
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Subject: Re: Fwd: FW: <no subject>

From: "DEMIAN MCLEAN, BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM " <dmclean8@bloomberg.net>
Date: Tue, 14 Aug 2007 15:47:42 -0400

To: jhansen@giss.nasa.gov

Jim, thanks for putting me in touch with Reto. Can you point me to a thorough
description of how your analysis algorithm works?

—— Original Message —-—--
From: James Hansen <jhansen@glss nasa.gov>
At: 8/14 13:00:38

Demian,

No, we have not changed ranking of warmest year in the U.S. As you will see
in our 2001 paper we found 1934 slightly warmer, by an insignificant hair
over, 1998. We still find that result. -The flaw affected temperatures only
after 2000, not 1998 and 1934.

Yes, our analysis algorithm is available, described fully in publication,
and other researchers have taken that description, applied it to the raw
data and come up with the same results that we get.

Jim

On 8/14/07, DEMIAN MCLEAN, BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM: <dmclean8@bloomberg.net>
wrote:

james, pardon me: i see the records volz was referring to are *globalk.
the u.s.

figures showed 1998 as the warmest year. nevertheless, nasa has indeed
newly
ranked 1934 as the warmest year. also, i'd be grateful if you could
respond to s
the second question, regarding your algorithm and making it public.

best,

demian

————— Original Message ----- ‘

From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>
At: 8/14 12:15:10

Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in time for your
deadline -- following may help answer your question -- presumably you saw
my

"Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

-—-—=—------ Forwarded message —----—=——----=

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

Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM '

Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

To: Donald Anderson <donald.anderson- 1@nasa gov>, Jack Kaye <
jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>

Cc: Leslie McCarthy <lnolan@giss.nasa.gov>

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
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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

2000 and later, and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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.

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
0.8Cwarmer 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, and it has
been corrected. -

On 8/13/07, Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-l@nasa.gov > wrote:

Jim:
FYTI
Any comment?
Don

Don Anderson

3G84 .

Modeling, Analysis and Prediction (MAP)
Earth Science Division

Science Mission Directorate

NASA HQ

Washington, DC, 20546-0001
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.202-358-1432 Fax: x2770
email: Donald.Anderson-1@nasa.gov

—————— Forwarded Message

*From: *"Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DKQOO)" < svolz@nasa gov>

*Date: *Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400

*To: *"Anderson, Donald (HQ-DKOO00O)" < donald.anderson-1l@nasa.gov>,
"Maring, Hal (HQ-DKO00O)" < hal.maring@nasa.gov > _

*Cc: *"Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DKOOO)" <jack.a.kave@nasa.gov>, "Brown, Dwayne
C.

(HQ-NBO60)" < dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov>
*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.  **In an op-ed for
the Washington Times (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, " Something rather odd happened the

other

day. If you go to NASA's Web site and look at the " U.S. surface air
temperature” rankings for the Lower 48 states, you might notice

omething
has changed.

4]

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.

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 : ' :

Imost of the rest of the 21st century - 2000, 2002, 2003, 2004 -
rlummeted

even lower down the Hot 100. In fact, evefy supposedly hot year from the

'90s and Oughts has had its temperature rating reduced. Four of
America's
lTop 10 hottest years turn out to be from the 1930s, 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 faced in the history of anything 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 a very
diligent
lfellow called Steve McIntyre of cllmateaudlt com labored long and hard
to
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‘prove there was a bug in NASA's handling of the raw data. He then
notified

lthe scientists responsible, and received an acknowledgment that the
mistake '

lwas 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 unlimited
budgets?

No. Mr. McIntyre lives in Toronto. But the data smelled wrong to him, he
found the error, and NASA has now corrected its findings - albeit
without v

Ithe fanfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record hysteria of
almost a . '

decade ago. Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but, when it comes to
global warming, the experts prefer to stick the thermometer where the
sun

don't shine."
E

And he goes on and on....

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

http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/2006/2006 warm.html,dated
Feb 8, 2007 and it shows the top five years as: 2005 (1lst), 1998,

2002, 2003, and 2006.

Stephen Volz, Ph.D.

Program Executive, Science Mission Directorate
Suite 3B74

NASA Headquarters

"Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."
- Yoda, Jedi Master

------ End of Forwarded Message

Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in time for your
deadline -- following may help answer your question -- presumably you saw my
"Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

——m——————— Forwarded message —----—-----

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

Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM

Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

To: Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1l@nasa.gov>, Jack Kaye <
jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>

Cc: Leslie McCarthy < lnolan@giss.nasa.gov>
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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
2000 and later, and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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.

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, and it has
been corrected.

On 8/13/07, Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-l@nasa.gov > wrote:

Jim:
FYI
Any comment?
Don

Don Anderson

3G84

Modeling, Analysis and Prediction (MAP)
Earth Science Division

Science Mission Directorate

NASA HQ

Washington, DC, 20546-0001
202-358~-1432 Fax: x2770

email: Donald.Anderson-1l@nasa.gov
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------ Forwarded Message . _

*From: *"Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DKO00O)" < svolz@nasa.gov>

*Date: *Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400 :

*To: *"Anderson, Donald (HQ-DKO00O)" < donald.anderson-l@nasa.gov>,
"Maring, Hal (HQ-DKOOO)" < hal.maring@nasa.gov >

*Cc: *"Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DKOQO)" <jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>, "Brown, Dwayne
C. (HQ-NB0O60)" < dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov>

*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. **In an op-ed for

the Washington Times (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, " Something rather odd happened the other
day. If you go to NASA's Web site and look at the " U.S. surface air
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.

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 century - 2000, 2002, 2003,
2004 - plummeted even lower down the Hot 100. 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 1930s, 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 faced in the history of anything 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 a very

diligent fellow called Steve McIntyre of climateaudit.com labored long

and hard to prove there was a bug in NASA's handling of the raw data. He
then notified the scientists responsible, and received an acknowledgment
that the 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 unlimited budgets?
No. Mr. McIntyre lives in Toronto. But the data smelled wrong to him, he
found the error, and NASA has now corrected its findings - albeit without
the farnfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record hysteria of almost a
decade ago. Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but, when it comes to
global warming, the experts prefer to stick the thermometer where .the sun

don't shine."
*

And he goes on and on....

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

- on 12/17/2009 3:01
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website
| http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/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 3B74 '

NASA Headquarters

"Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."
- Yoda, Jedi Master

------ End of Forwarded Message
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Demian,
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No, we have not changed ranking of warmest year in the U.S. As you will see in our 2001 paper we
found 1934 slightly warmer, by an insignificant hair over, 1998. We still find that result. The flaw

affected temperatures only after 2000, not 1998 and 1934.

Yes, our analysié algorithm is available, described fully in publication, and other researchers have taken

that description, applied it to the raw data and come up with the same results that we get.

Jim

On 8/14/07, DEMIAN MCLEAN BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM: <dmclean8@bloomberg.net>

wrote:
james, pardon me: i see the records volz was referring to are *global*. the u.s.
figures showed 1998 as the warmest year. nevertheless, nasa has indeed newly
" ranked 1934 as the warmest year. also, i'd be grateful if you could respond to
the second question, regarding your algorithm and making it public.

- best,
demian

- Original Message -----

- From: James Hansen < jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>
At: 8/14 12:15:10

Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in time for your
deadline -- following may help answer your question -- presumably you saw my
"Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen :

. ===--e---- Forwarded message ---------- A
- From: James Hansen <jhansen(@giss.nasa.gov>
- Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM
_ Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>
* To: Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1@nasa.gov>, Jack Kaye <

jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov> _
Cc: Leslie McCarthy <lnolan@giss.nasa.gov>

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
2000 and later, and only the United States.

- The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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
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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.

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
0.8Cwarmer 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, and it has
been corrected.

On 8/13/07, Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1(@nasa.gov > wrote:
>

> Jim:

>FYI

> Any comment?

> Don
>

>

> Don Anderson

>3G84

> Modeling, -Analysis and Prediction (MAP)
- > Earth Science Division

> Science Mission Directorate

> NASA HQ _

> Washington, DC, 20546-0001

> 202-358-1432 Fax: x2770
> email: Donald.Anderson-1(@nasa.gov

> emeeee Forwarded Message
> *From: *"Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DK000)" < svolz@nasa.gov>
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> *Date: *Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400
> *To: *"Anderson, Donald (HQ-DK000)" < donald.anderson-1 a.gov >,
> "Maring, Hal (HQ-DK000)" < hal.maring@nasa.gov >
> *Cc: *"Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DKO000)" < jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>, "Brown, Dwayne C.
> (HQ-NB060)" < dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov>
> *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. **In an op-ed for
> the Washington Times (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, " Something rather odd happened the other
> day. If you go to NASA's Web site and look at the " U.S. surface air
> 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. '
>
> 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 century - 2000, 2002, 2003, 2004 - plummeted
> even lower down the Hot 100. 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 1930s, 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 faced in the history of anything 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 a very diligent
- > fellow called Steve Mclntyre of climateaudit.com labored long and hard to
> prove there was a bug in NASA's handling of the raw data. He then notified
> the scientists responsible, and received an acknowledgment that the 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 unlimited budgets?
> No. Mr. McIntyre lives in Toronto. But the data smelled wrong to him, he
> found the error, and NASA has now corrected its findings - albeit without
> the fanfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record hysteria of almost a
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> decade ago. Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but, when it comes to
> global warming, the experts prefer to stick the thermometer where the sun
> don't shine." .

> %

>

>

> And he goes on and on....
>

> Does anyone kriow what this guy is talking about? I checked the NASA

> website

> http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/2006/2006_warm. Lhtml.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 3B74 ,

> NASA Headquarters

> .

> "Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."
> - Yoda, Jedi Master

>

> .

> ------ End of Forwarded Message

> . :

Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in time for your deadline -- following may
help answer your question -- presumably you saw my "Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

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

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

Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM

Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

To: Donald Anderson < donald.anderson-1(@nasa.gov>, Jack Kaye <jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>
Cc: Leslie McCarthy < Inolan@giss.nasa.gov>

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 2000 and later, and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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,
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- 1934 was the warmest in our record then, and it is now, with and without the programnﬁng flaw. We

also point out in that paper that the differences among these different years are negligible, less than the

uncertainty.

| 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 notlce it. This programming flaw is easily corrected, and it has been
- corrected.

f On 8/13/07, Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1@nasa.gov > wrote:

~

- Jim:

- FYI
Any comment?
Don :

Don Anderson
- 3G84
 Modeling, Analysis and Prediction (MAP)
. Earth Science Division
. Science Mission Directorate
: NASA HQ
: Washington, DC, 20546-0001
. 202-358-1432 Fax: x2770
_ email: Donald.Anderson-1@nasa.gov

J— Forwarded Message
- From: "Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DK000)" < _svolz@nasa.gov>
Date: Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400
To: "Anderson, Donald (HQ-DKOOO)" <_donald.anderson-1@nasa.gov>, "Maring, Hal (HQ-DK000)" <
i a,
- Ce: "Kaye, Jack A. (HQ DKO000)" <jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>, "Brown, Dwayne C. (HQ-NB060)" <
: ov>
-. Conversation: <no subject>
. Subject: <no subject>

- Donetal.,

I saw this on the NASA news summary today.

Columnist Notes Changes In NASA's Temperature Data. In an op-ed for the Washington Times (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, " Something rather odd happened the other day. If you go to NASA's Web site and look

o AT™
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at the " U.S. surface air temperature” rankings for the Lower 48 states, you might notice something has
changed.

Then again, you might not. They're not iséuing any press releasés about it. But they have quietly revised
their All-Time 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 altogether, and most of the rest of the 21st century — 2000, 2002, 2003,
2004 — plummeted even lower down the Hot 100. 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 tum out to be from
the 1930s, 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 faced in the history of
anything .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 a very diligent fellow called Steve Mcintyre
of climateaudit.com labored long and hard to prove there was a bug in NASA's handling of the raw data. He
then notified the scientists responsible, and received an acknowledgment that the 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 unlimited budgets? No. Mr. Mcintyre
lives in Toronto. But the data smelled wrong to him, he found the error, and NASA has now corrected its
findings — albeit without the fanfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record hysteria of almost a
decade ago. Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but, when it comes to global warming, the experts
prefer to stick the thermometer where the sun don't shine.”

And he goes on and on....

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

http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/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 3B74

NASA Headquarters

"Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."
- Yoda, Jedi Master

------ End of Forwarded Message
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Re: Fwd: FW: <no subject>

of 17

Subject: Re: Fwd: FW: <no subject> _
From: "DEMIAN MCLEAN, BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:" <dmclean8@bloomberg.net>
Date: Tue, 14 Aug 2007 14:06:39 -0400

To: rruedy@giss.nasa.gov

Thanks for the quick reply, Reto.

----- Original Message —-----

From: Reto Ruedy <rruedy@giss.nasa.gov>
At: 8/14 13:58:38

Jim,

The US plots and figures are not part of the standard analysis; once a
year (in January) we create them in a separate step.

In the last posting visible to the public (done in Jan 2001) of the US
annual temperature plot 1998 was indeed a little warmer than 1934. In
order to notice that, you had to go to the plot and click on table data.
As far as I know, nobody at GISS noticed that fact or gave it a second
thought.

The next update was due in Jan 2008. Had we updated this figure every
month, then due to late US station reports, at some point that ranking
would have changed back to 1934 "beating" 1998. My gquess is that it
would have been in February for the following reason:

Ken downloads the GHCN data repeatedly until he sees some US stations
included - they always seem to come in a day or 2 later than most other
data. As you know, particularly in January there is pressure to do the
update as soon as possible; so it is very likely that his final download

. in-January did not include all US stations yet.

I of course wanted to see the impact of the correction only, hence I did
the same analysis for the latest data with and without the correction.
In both cases, as you reported, US-1934 was slightly warmer than
US-1998.

Hope that clears it all up.
Reto

On Tue, 2007-08-14 at 13:27 -0400, James Hansen wrote:

Makiko, Reto, could you please clear this up. Other people keep
saying the same thing that Demian does, i.e., that we previously
claimed that 1998 was warmer than 1934. Is that right? I am quite
sure that our 2001 paper shows 1934 slightly warmer, as we still find.
Of course, scientifically this is all nonsense, as the difference of
0.02 is much less than the accuracy, so practically it should be
stated as a tie. I know that whenever new stations are added to the
record it can change things by small amounts. Did we once find 1998
as warmer??? Jim ( I will be away from e-mail for a few hours).

On 8/14/07, DEMIAN MCLEAN, BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:
<dmclean8@bloomberg.net> wrote: :
. ‘Thanks, James. I'm not familiar with that paper from 2001. Is
it not true,
though, that NASA's rankings, as available at:

http://data.giss;nasa.gov/gistemp/graghs/Fig.D.txt

now show 1934 as the hottest year, where 1998 used to hold
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that position?

thanks,

demian

----- Original Message ---—--

From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.qov>
At: 8/14 13:00:38

Demian,

No, we have not changed ranking of warmest year in the U.S. As
you will see

in our 2001 paper we found 1934 slightly warmer, by an
insignificant hair

over, 1998. We still find that result. The flaw affected
temperatures only

after 2000, not 1998 and 1934.

Yes, our analysis algorlthm is avallable, described fully in
publlcatlon,

and other researchers have taken that descrlptlon, applied it
to the raw

data and come up with the same results that we get.

Jim

On 8/14/07, DEMIAN MCLEAN, BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:
<dmclean8@bloomberg.net>

wrote:

>

> james, pardon me: i see the records volz was referring to
are *global*.

> the u.s.

> figures showed 1998 as the warmest year. nevertheless, nasa
has indeed

> newly

> ranked 1934 as the warmest year. also, i'd be grateful if
you could

> respond to

> the second question, regarding your algorithm and making it
public.

>

> best,

> demian

----- Original Message —-----

> From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>
> At: 8/14 12:15:10
>

\%

> Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in
time for your

> deadline -- following may help answer your question --
presumably you saw

> my

> "Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

VvV Vv

---------- Forwarded message ---------—-

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

Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM -

Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

To: Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1l@nasa.gov>, Jack Kaye

jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>
Cc: Leslie McCarthy <lnolan@giss.nasa.gov>

VVAVVVYV
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>

> Don,

>

> These are some desperate characters trying to make a
mountain out of a

> mole

> hill. I presume that my note "A Light on Upsta1rs7" should
have clarified

> things for scientists (Leslle, you can send it to anybody),
but perhaps a

> few of additiopal comments are warranted.

>

> In summary: There was indeed a flaw* in our program that
automatically

> updates our global temperature analy81s each month. The
flaw affected

> only

> 2000 and later, and only the United States.

>

> The flaw, even when present (in 2000~ 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 negllglble, less than the uncertainty.
> :

> 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

> 0.8Cwarmer than at the beginning of the 20th century,
similar to the '

> global mean

> warming.

>

> Jim
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>

> *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 statlons 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, and it has

> been corrected.

>
> On 8/13/07 Donald Anderson < donald.anderson-l@nasa.gov >
wrote:

Jim:

FYI

Any comment?

Don

Don Anderson

3G84

Modeling, Analysis and Prediction (MAP)
Earth Science Division

Science Mission Dlrectorate

NASA HQ

Washington, DC, 20546-0001
202-358-1432 Fax: x2770

email: Donald.Anderson-l1l@nasa.gov

------ Forwarded Message

*From: *"Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DKO00O)" < svolz@nasa.gov>
*Date: *Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06°-0400

*To: *"Anderson, Donald (HQ-DKO0OO0O)" <
donald.anderson-l@nasa.gov>,

> > "Maring, Hal (HQ-DK0OO)" < hal. marlng@nasa gov >

> > *Cc: *"Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DKOOO)" < jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>,
"Brown, Dwayne '

C.

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVYVYV
VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV4VVV

(HQ-NB0O60)" < dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov>
*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. **In
an op-ed for

> > the Washington Times (8/13, 87K) Mark Steyn, a syndlcated
columnist who

VVVVVVVVVVYV
VVVVVVVVVYV
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> is

> > also senior contributing editor for Hollinger Inc.
Publications, senior

> > North American columnlst for Brltaln 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 air

> > 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 quletly revised their All-Time 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 altogether, '

> and

> > most of the rest of the 21st century - 2000, 2002, 2003,
2004 - :

> plummeted

> > even lower down the Hot 100. In fect, 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 19305, 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 faced in the hlstory of anything 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
very

diligent i

> fellow called Steve McIntyre of climateaudit.com labored

vVVedVVYVYV

‘long and hard

> to ’

> > prove there was a bug in NASA's handling of the raw data.
He then

> notified

> > the scientists responsible, and received an acknowledgment
that the

> mistake

> > was an "oversight" that would be corrected 1n the next
"data refresh."

> The
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> > 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

> > Bmerica: He's Canadian. Just another immigrant doing the
jobs Americans . .
> > won't do, even when they're federal public servants with
unlimited

> budgets?

> > No. Mr. McIntyre lives in Toronto. But the data smelled
wrong to him, he

> > found the error, and NASA has now corrected its findings -
albeit

> without .

> > the fanfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record
hysteria of

> almost a :

> > decade ago. Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but,
when it comes to :

> > global warming, the experts prefer to stick the
thermometer where the

> sun

> don't shine."
*

v

And he goes on and on....

VVVVVVYV

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

h

VVOVVVVYV

vvva

http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/2006/2006 warm.html,dated

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

Stephen Volz, Ph.D. _

Program Executive, Science Mission Directorate
Suite 3B74

NASA Headquarters

"Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."
- Yoda, Jedi Master

vVVVVVVVVVVVVYV

—————— End of Forwarded Message

VVVVVVVVVVVVVYV

> Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back in
time for your

> deadline -- following may help answer your question --
presumably you saw my

> "Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

> —mmmm————— Forwarded message —-=--—=-=--
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From: James Hansen <jhansenfgiss.nasa.gov>

Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM

Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

To: Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-l@nasa.gov>, Jack Kaye

Cc: Leslie McCarthy < lnolan@glss nasa.gov>

>

>

>

>

<

> jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>
<

>

> 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 analy51s each month. The
flaw affected only :

> 2000 and later, and only the United States.

N .

> The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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 negllglble, less than the uncertainty.
>

> 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
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> : .
> *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, and it has

> been corrected.

>

> On 8/13/07, Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1l@nasa.gov >
wrote:

>

Jim:
FYI
Any comment?
Don

Don Anderson

3G84

Modeling, Analysis and Prediction (MAP)
Earth Science Division

Science Mission Directorate

NASA HQ

Washington, DC, 20546-0001

202-358~-1432 Fax: x2770

email: Donald.Anderson-l@nasa.gov

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVYVYV

v

------ Forwarded Message

*From: *"Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DKO00OO)" < svolz@nasa.gov>
*Date: *Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400

> *To: *"Anderson, Donald (HQ-DKOO0OO)" <
donald.anderson-1l@nasa.gov>, )

> > "Maring, Hal (HQ-DKO00O)" < hal.maring@nasa.gov >

> > *Cc: *"Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DKO000O)" <jack.a.kayelnasa.gov>,
"Brown, Dwayne

> > C. (HQ-NBO060)" < dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov>
*Conversation: *<no subject>

*Subject:  *<no subject>

\"

v

Don et al.,

I saw this on the NASA news summary today.

*

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

> > the Washington Times (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,

VVVVVVVVYV
VVVVVVVVYV
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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 air

> > 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.

> >

> > 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 century -
2000, 2002, 2003,

> > 2004 - plummeted even lower down the Hot 100. 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
1930s, 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 faced in the hlstory of
anything 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
a very '

> > diligent fellow called Steve McIntyre of climateaudit.com

labored long

> > and hard to prove there was a bug in NASA's handling of
the raw data. He

> > then notified the scientists responsible, and received an
acknowledgment

> > that the 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
unlimited budgets?

> > No. Mr. McIntyre lives in Toronto. But the data smelled
wrong to him, he :

> > found the error, and NASA has now corrected its findings -
albeit without '

> > the fanfare that accompanied the hottest-year-on-record
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hysteria of almost a

> > decade ago. Sunlight may be the best disinfectant, but,
when it comes to

> > global warming, the experts prefer to stick the
thermometer where the sun

> don't shine."
* .

And he goes on and on....

VVVVVVYV
VVVVYV

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

> > website

> >

http://www.nasa. gov/centers/goddard/news/topstory/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 3B74

> > NASA Headquarters

> >

> > "Try not. Do, or do not. There is no try."

> > - Yoda, Jedi Master
> >

> >

> > -—----- End of Forwarded Message

> >

>

>

>

Demian,

No, we have not changed ranking of warmest year in the U.S. As
you will see in our 2001 paper we found 1934 slightly warmer,
by an insignificant hair over, 1998. We still find that
result. The flaw affected temperatures only after 2000, not
1998 and 1934.

Yes, our analysis algorithm is available, described fully in
publication, and other researchers have taken that
description, applied it to the raw data and come up with the
same results that we get.

Jim

On 8/14/07, DEMIAN MCLEAN, BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:
<dmclean8@bloomberg.net> wrote:
james, pardon me: i see the records volz was referring
to are *global*. the u.s.
figures showed 1998 as the warmest year.
nevertheless, nasa has indeed newly
ranked 1934 as the warmest year. also, i'd be grateful
if you could respond to
the second question, regarding your algorithm and
making it public.
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best,

demian

----- Original Message -----

From: James Hansen <jhansen@giss.nasa.gov>
At: 8/14 12:15:10

Demian, I am running to a meeting and may not get back
in time for your

deadline -- following may help answer your questlon -
presumably you saw my

"Upstairs" note? Jim Hansen

—————————— Forwarded message ----------

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

Date: Aug 14, 2007 2:52 AM

Subject: Re: FW: <no subject>

To: Donald Anderson <donald.anderson-1l@nasa.gov>, Jack
Kaye <

jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>

Cc: Leslie McCarthy <lnolan@giss.nasa.gov>

Don,

. These are some desperate characters trying to make a

mountain out of a mole

hill. I presume that my note "A Light on Upsta1rs9"
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

2000 and later, and only the United States.

The flaw, even when present (in 2000-2006, 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. o

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
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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

0.8Cwarmer 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, and it has

been corrected.

On 8/13/07, Donald Anderson
<donald.anderson-l@nasa.gov > wrote:

Jim:
FYT
Any comment?
Don

Don Anderson

3G84 _
Modeling, Analysis and Prediction (MAP)
Earth Science Division

Science Mission Directorate

NASA HQ

Washington, DC, 20546-0001

202-358-1432 Fax: x2770

email: Donald.Anderson-l@nasa.gov

------ Forwarded Message )
*From: *"Volz, Stephen M. (HQ-DKO00O)" <

‘svolz@nasa.gov>

> *Date: *Mon, 13 Aug 2007 12:01:06 -0400

> *To: *"Anderson, Donald (HQ-DKOOO)" <
donald.anderson-1l@nasa.gov >,

> "Maring, Hal (HQ-DKOO0O)" < hal.maring@nasa.gov >
> *Cc: *"Kaye, Jack A. (HQ-DKO0O)" <
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jack.a.kaye@nasa.gov>, "Brown, Dwayne C.
(HQ-NB060)" < dwayne.c.brown@nasa.gov>
*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.
**In an op-ed for

> the Washington Times (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, " Something rather
odd happened the other

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

> 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.

>

> 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 century - 2000, 2002,
2003, 2004 - plummeted

> even lower down the Hot 100. 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 1930s,
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 faced in the history of anything 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 a very diligent

> fellow called Steve McIntyre of climateaudit.com

labored long and hard to

> prove there was a bug in <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>