
From: Judy Ryan judyryan@grapevine.com.au
Subject: Re: (8) Correction for Dear Fellow Citizens of the World

Date: 29 March 2016 4:30 pm
To: Roger James Dargaville rogerd@unimelb.edu.au, Malcolm.Turnbull.MP@aph.gov.au, Greg.Hunt.MP@aph.gov.au
Cc: Marjorie Curtis marjorie.curtis6@bigpond.com

Dr Roger Dargaville, Deputy Director
Melbourne Energy Institute
School of Earth Sciences
405a McCoy Building
The University of Melbourne

Dear Dr Dargaville ,

We apologise for writing to you so shortly after our previous letter dated 16th March 2016 which can be viewed here 
http://www.galileomovement.com.au/docs/jr/LetterToDargaville.pdf . However, we need to correct an error.

In our earlier letter we stated that a Petagram /Gigatonne is expressed to the power of 15 (000,000,000,000,001). One of 
your cohorts pointed out that a Petagram is 10 raised to the power of 15, not 10 raised to the power of minus 15, therefore 
should have been written as 1,000,000,000,000,000.

It is important that we write to you Dr Dargaville and to the three thousand other important citizens of the world who were 
copied into our letter. Our immediate priority is to publicly own, and rectify our error as we have done above. Science is an 
honourable discipline. Its standards are high and must be met to safeguard its integrity.

Nonetheless, it remains clear that the graphical image Fig 6.1 (shown below) is no more than a pretty picture.For 
example,the ambiguous term “carbon stock”, as used in the legend for Figure 6.1, describes an estimated, therefore by 
definition, unmeasurable, reservoir which has the capacity to accumulate or release carbon. Forest Resource Assesment 
2005 Terms and definitions. We also note that, while confidence measures are mentioned, they are not shown. The p values 
are also not shown.
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We stand by our statement,“Fig 6.1 appears to either ignore, totally underestimate, or erroneously report the natural 
components in the carbon cycle.” This link to  Malcolm Roberts formal complaint clarifies and expands on our statement. 
http://www.climate.conscious.com.au/docs/20151012/4.4Empirical.pdf . . .

  

The remainder of this letter goes to relocating our critique of the application of linear analysis to natural dynamic systems with 
small differences in initial conditions.There is probably no better example of a “small difference in initial conditions” than the 
tiny, tiny amount of carbon-dioxide in our atmosphere. Further, the empirical evidence shows that whatever the amount of 
carbon-dioxide emitted by burning fossil fuels, it does not effect the overall amount in the atmosphere. “Nature determines 
carbon-dioxide levels in air proving that human carbon-dioxide can have no effect on the global variability or level of carbon-
dioxide in air.http://www.climate.conscious.com.au/docs/BaldwinBirminghamReport.pdf (page 9).

The distortion and confusion exemplified in Fig 6.1 is why linear analyses has been disproven and discredited for measuring 
the weather and climate. “Small differences in initial conditions (such as those due to rounding errors in numerical 
computation) yield widely diverging outcomes for such dynamical systems https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chaos_theory 

So we ask the question again. Why are some scientists still using a discredited form of analysis to measure carbon-dioxide 
emissions into the atmosphere? (1) Are they truly unaware of the rounding and/or bias errors that can occur when using an 
inappropriate form of statistical analysis? OR (2) Do they knowingly measure a dynamical natural system in meaningless 
100ths of a percentage point and if so WHY? One is naivety. The other, in our opinion, is a crime.The evidence indicates that 
Lysenkoism, fraud and wilful blindness are inextricably intertwined criminal offences.

In closing Dr Dargavile, we repeat, if there is anything we have said that you think is untrue or incorrect, please let us know 
and we will recheck and respond to you. We are scientists and we welcome evidence based dialogue.
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and we will recheck and respond to you. We are scientists and we welcome evidence based dialogue.

Respectfully Yours

Dr Judy Ryan
Dr Marjorie Curtis
Members World Wide Web of Independent Scientists


