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AFFIDAVIT
Scientific Summaries
Climate Change Reconsidered II, Summary for policymakers (Appendices G1-G2) is a scientifically
authoritative report, developed by a number of distinguished scientists from the US and the allied
countries. It refutes false and misleading claims contained in the IPCC summaries and other documents.
It was available to AG Healey in the time when she decided to rely on the unverified and false claims of
the foreign political entities.
The Summary of Science (Appendix H) is authored by me. It is the latest all-American summary of the
sciences, relevant to the climate change debate. It is not offered as an expert testimony, but as a
concise report, compiled by a lay person after reasonable inquiry and investigation. It was posted on my
website from February 1, 2016 to September 7, 2016. It was available AG Healey in the time when she
decided to rely on the unverified and false claims of the foreign political entities.

Baseless Deference to the non-existent Authority of the IPCC
AG Healey relies on texts from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), treating it as an
authority and a legitimate scientific institution. But the IPCC is neither: it is a political body within the
United Nations political maze. It was created by a decision of the UNEP and WMO in 1988. Of course,
the US has never recognized IPCC as an authority of any kind. In fact, the only “climate change” related
international agreement signed by the US and ratified by the Senate, with conditions, was the 1992
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). Even this Convention was
declarative in its nature. This fact refutes the AG Healey’s derivative allegation that “climate change is
the main issue of our time.” The governing structure of the IPCC is appointed by representatives of all
195 UN member nations, with each nation getting one vote. The IPCC’s “scientific” texts undergo
censorship and require approval by representatives of the same 195 UN member nations. The vast
majority of those nations possess very little scientific expertise and are either hostile to the US or are
easily manipulated into taking hostile positions. Most of them are also promised “reparations” from the
United States for “finding” that they have suffered damage from the carbon dioxide emissions.
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Climate Pseudo-Science Nonsense
The sciences, required for understanding possible climate changes, are genuinely complex.
Nevertheless, the conclusion that carbon dioxide emissions are beneficial, rather than dangerous or
even harmful, is well established.
The claims to the opposite are purely politically driven. The climate pseudo-science alleged by AG
Healey as the justification for this CID and the whole investigation is self-contradictory and blatantly
ridiculous. It only seems hard to understand. In fact, it is impossible to understand - because it is
nonsense. Nonsense cannot be understood, by definition, but can only be exposed. Those who pretend
they understand nonsense betray their own scientific illiteracy.
None of the speakers at the March 29 “Attorneys General United for Clean Power” press conference
referred to any scientific theory to justify their alleged concern about “climate change,” whatever this
phrase meant for them. No such reference can be found in the CID or its Appendixes. But CID Schedule
A, Section B does attempt to define “climate change” and some related terms. For example:

This shows that AG Healey is aware that carbon dioxide is a naturally occurring gas. AG Healey is also
aware that it is fixed by photosynthesis into organic matter. In simple words, carbon dioxide is plant
food. Nevertheless, she started a malicious investigation based on the pseudo-scientific claim that
carbon dioxide emissions are harmful.
Other “definitions” contain logical fallacies, factual errors, and show the general incompetence of those
who issued the CID. These definitions are distorted entries from the 2012 IPCC Glossary. Their common
errors include:
1) Mixing up the so-called “climate models” and the real world.
2) Redefining common English words in ways that contradict their usual meaning, in order to fit
the alarmist agenda.
3) Mixing definitions with statements about the terms being defined.
4) Claiming political buzzwords as scientific terms.
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a) We know what climate is. The Dallas climate is different from the Boston climate, and both are
different from the climate in Los Angeles. Climate can be simply defined as a combination of the
average ambient temperature, the average difference of the winter and summer temperatures,
and the average precipitation at a given location. Climate is not a “statistical description,” as the
IPCC definition states. “Statistical descriptions” exist in computer models. AG Healey here
confuses the real physical world with computer models supposedly describing it.
b) This attempted definition of “climate” defines nothing. For instance, it includes the phrase
“relevant quantities, such as surface variables, including, without limitation, temperature,
precipitation, and wind.” But “including, without limitation” is a legal phrase, not a scientific
one. Scientific definitions do set limitations, by their very nature.
c) The attempted definition continues, “over a period of time ranging from months to thousands
or millions of years.” So, months or millions of years? Does it make a difference for AG Healey?
d) That is not the end. This parody of a definition is followed by a second parody, contradicting the
first one: “Climate is the state, including a statistical description, of the Climate System.” In the
first sentence, “climate” was a “statistical description,” and now it is “the state, including a
statistical description.” The only thing common to both is confusing reality with computer
models. Minor logical errors, such as defining the simple term climate through a compound
term climate system, are hardly worth mentioning.
e) Finally, there is a reference to an IPCC Glossary, which attempts to explain the term climate in a
better way than either of AG Healey’s attempts. AG Healey seems confused about what climate
is. Instead of reading a good book about it, she demands from Exxon millions of documents!
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a) Above, AG Healey failed to define what climate is. Now she introduces, but not defines, the
term “Earth’s Climate”. But there is no singular climate on Earth: each area has its own
climate. There are deserts, there are rainforests, there is ice-covered Antarctica, and so on.
Which climate does she mean? An “average climate” over all areas of the Earth does not
make sense.
b) Then, the definition again refers to the IPCC Glossary, where we discover a surprise. The
IPCC Glossary honestly states, “Climate change may be due to natural internal processes or
external forcings, or to persistent anthropogenic changes in the composition of the
atmosphere or in land use.1” The footnote says: “This definition differs from that in the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), where climate change
is defined as: ‘a change of climate which is attributed directly or indirectly to human activity
that alters the composition of the global atmosphere and which is in addition to natural
climate variability observed over comparable time periods.’ The UNFCCC thus makes a
distinction between climate change attributable to human activities altering the
atmospheric composition, and climate variability attributable to natural causes.”
More accurately, in 2001 it became clear even to the hotheads that the slight warming of
the Earth’s surface over the 20th century was mostly or entirely due to natural factors. The
IPCC got around this “inconvenient fact” by re-defining the term climate change in its
paperwork.
c) This should have been the end of the story. What AG Healey called “the most pressing issue
of our time” has been proven not to be an issue at all.
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a) A Climate Model is defined as a “numerical representation of the Climate System … that
accounts for all or some of its known properties.” Note that at this point in the CID, the term
Climate System was not defined. Disregarding this defect, should a climate model account for
all or some known properties of the “Climate System”? Models that account for all properties
of the “Climate System” do not exist, and will never exist. On the other hand, many physical
laws, known for centuries, do account for some properties, but nobody calls them “climate
models.”
b) Another logical fallacy is making an assertion about the defined term as a part of a definition.
While the “climate models” described in the definition might not exist at all, the CID implicitly
asserts that they do exist, and are “applied as a research tool to study and simulate the climate,
and for operational purposes, including monthly, seasonal, interannual, and longer-term climate
predictions.” Here, the CID also confuses climate models, which are currently worthless, with
useful but unrelated meteorological models.
c) Next there is a reference to the IPCC Glossary, which further makes a vague claim that “The
climate system can be represented by models of varying complexity,” followed by a patently
false statement: “Coupled Atmosphere-Ocean Global Climate Models (AOGCMs), also referred
to as Atmosphere-Ocean General Circulation Models, provide a representation of the climate
system that is near the most comprehensive end of the spectrum currently available.”

a) The claim that “Climate Risk is a risk that variables in the Climate System reach values that
adversely affect natural and human systems” mixes up computer models and the real world,
again. There is no way in which some variables, existing only in computer memory, would affect
natural or human systems.
b) The already familiar “include, without limitation” appears again.
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a)

“Climate Science,” as practiced now, is a pseudo-science.

a) This definition excludes the most important factor in the climate – the Sun. The amount of
sunlight is the most important factor in determining temperature, at any time and in any
location on the Earth. Solar activity variation was the cause of the small global warming over
the course of the 20th century.
b) It’s worth noticing that this definition belongs entirely to AG Healey. The IPCC Glossary does
mention, through clenched teeth, solar variability as one of “external forcings” in the “climate
system.” AG Healey distorted an already distorted IPCC definition even further, to make her
case that climate change on Earth is anthropogenic, harmful, and the fault of American industry.
c) Once, it was believed that the Sun moves around the Earth. Then it was understood that the
Earth moves around the Sun. But Massachusetts AG Healey, pretending that the Sun does not
exist at all, stand out as a unique case in the human history!

a) This definition repeats and amplifies previously encountered logical fallacies. It includes the
incorrect assertion that “radiative forcing” (a term originating in the computer modeling) is
caused by anthropogenic emissions. Then the definition makes the wrong conclusion that
“`Global Warming’ … [is] caused by anthropogenic emissions.”
b) “`Global Warming’ means the gradual increase, observed or projected, in Earth’s global surface
temperature.” Observed or projected? There is a huge difference between the two.
Observations can be compared. Witnesses can be called to testify about observations.
Projections are opinions or even matters of faith. This is especially true about projections made
of events hundreds of years in the future, as is typical in the so-called “climate science.”
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a) The opening claim, “`Greenhouse Gas’ means a gaseous constituent of Earth’s atmosphere, both
natural and anthropogenic,” is meaningless, because the Earth’s entire atmosphere is gas.
b) The definitions of “Greenhouse Gas Emissions” on p. 12 and “Greenhouse Gas” on p. 11 are
mutually contradictory. According to p. 11, “Greenhouse Gas” is already a part of the
atmosphere. How can a part of the atmosphere exit into the atmosphere?

a) Somebody needs to translate this mumbo jumbo into English.
These “definitions” are so tortured because they were devised to reconcile the predetermined outcome
– that carbon dioxide emissions caused dangerous climate change – with the scientific conclusion that
they did not. Further, AG Healey demands Exxon to apply these “definitions,” made in 2012, to scientific
papers and other documents written in the 1970s and 1980s.
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Declaration
I, Leonid Goldstein, declare as follows:
My name is Leonid Goldstein, and I am Plaintiff-Intervenor-Applicant in this case. I am over 18
years of age and am fully competent in all respects to make this affidavit. I submit this Affidavit
in support of the Motion to Intervene and the Complaint.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on September 23, 2016.
Signature:

_______________

Print Name:

Leonid Goldstein

Address:

12501 Tech Ridge Blvd.,
Apt. 1535

City, State, Zip:

Austin, TX 78753
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