Comments by Peter Laut

on:
Henrik Svensmark’s*“Comments on Peter Laut’ s paper:

‘Solar activity and terrestrial climate: an analysis of some purported
correlations’. Journal of Atmospheric and Solar-Terrestrial Physics 65 (2003)
401-812".

Sour ce: A pdf-file containing Henrik Svensmark’ s comments can be downloaded from the website of
the Danish Space Research Indtitute: http://ww.dsri.dk/getfile.php3?id=290.

I ntroductory remark and two main points

Professiona discussons of scientific issues are traditiondly conducted in scientific journds. Therefore,
it would have beennaturd if Svensmark had submitted the comments, by which he criticizes my article,
to the Journal of Atmospheric and Solar-Terrestrial Physics in order to have them published as a
peer-reviewed reply article. That wouldn't have taken more time or effort. And in that case his
comments would have carried the full weight of a proper scentific argument. One can only speculate
why he has chosen, ingtead, just to put his comments on the homepage of hisingtitute. Offered in this
way - tohis colleagues and the Genera Public - his comments cannot avoid cregting the impression, that
they only express his persona ideas and could not withstand a critica review.

Henrik Svensmark’s comments demongtrate that he smply misunderstands the definition of a
physica parameter (i.e. the DSM P dataset, see Ad page 3, paragraph 6, below), that plays adecisve
role in creating the mideading message in his world-famous figure from his 1998 atticle in Physical

Review Letters, namdy, the incorrect claim, that there should be a strong agreement between the

variationof ‘total global cloud cover’ and ‘galactic cosmicray intensity’ . Thismisunderstanding is,

of course, astrange and troubling fact, which is quite extraordinary in the context of serious scientific

work.

Henrik Svensmark aso ddiversan example of amanipulated quotation (see Ad page 2, paragraph
1, bel ow). The manipulationshould beobviousto anybody, who reads the cited text - not out of context
- but initsentirety, i.e, dl the 4%2lines of the footnote referred to.

The detailed comments

Ad page 2, Figure 1l
PL’s comment:
The present version (displayed as Figure 1 in the pdf-file mentioned above) of the Svensmark
1998 figure makesit very clear (with its added ovals and dataset names) that the | SCCP and the
DM SP data have very littlein common. Thisis especidly clear, when one kegpsin mind that the



relaive (verticd) postions of the curves are very uncertain, both because of problems with the
cdibrationand becausethetwo data sets represent quite different physical parameters. Thisdarity
did not exig in the origind, published version of the 1998 figure. F.i., it was impossble on the
1998-graph (due to the superposition of the oversze markersand thar dendty) to seeif the DM SP
data followed the ‘valey shape of the cosmic data - which of cause is a centrd question in this
context. On the previous verson of the figure, published by Svensmark and Friis-Christensen in
1997, it was dill possible to diginguish the quite different variations in time of the ISCCP and
DM SP datarespectively. Onthe 1997 figure it dso still could be seen that the latest ISCCP data
began to move downwards while the cosmic datawent upwards. The | SCCP data points showing
thisbeginningdi screpancy betweenthe | SCCP dataand the gdactic cosmicrayintengties(GCRI)
had been removed on Svensmark’s 1998-figure.

Ad page 2, paragraph 1.
“. .. Noting that the trend in the ISCCP and DMSP data differ in the same period, where they
overlap, and noting that “ the reason for this is not understood” , PL concludes that “ if the
ISCCP data are assumed to describe total cloud cover correctly, then the DMSP data cannot
possibly also represent total cloud cover” .
PL’s comment:
Thisisablatant text manipulatior It is not the disagreement of the | SCCP data (for total cloud
cover) and the DM SP data (which represent water clouds only), which is referred to by the
passage: “ the reason for thisisnot understood” asHS implies. This disagreement should have
been obvious to everyone - and ‘well understood’ - from the beginning. The disagreement,
however, of a different, special |SCCP dataset (not shown in my article) conssting of data for
water clouds alone and the DM SP data, “is not understood”, since these two datasets should
represent the same physical parameter, namely water clouds.
This is, in my opinion, quite clearly expressed in my article, where the relevant text (afootnote)

reads:
“The DMSP data deviate dramatically from the ISCCP data, even if DMSP data are compared
with ISCCP data for water clouds alone. The reason for this is not understood Kristiansson
and Kristiansen 2000). Possible explanations are DMSP's inability to distinguish between
water clouds and precipitating water and instrument drift due to change of satellites carrying
the SSM/I instrument.”

Ad page 3, paragraph 2:
“ Inthe processof obtaining his* corrected” figure1c, PL also removes - without any comments
or arguments - the Nimbus-7 data from 79-85. In PL’s own language this could be called
“artificially” reducing the period of agreement” .
PL’s comment:
When| detected some serious manipulations in Svensmark’ s paper | decided to draw attentionto
them. | cannot see why this should oblige me to comment and to check dl hisresults. It isdways
atremendous task to check the dataand results produced by somebody else- inapublished article
of the present kind - in order to demongtrate errors. This gpplies especially in a case like the
present where the data derive from differet satelite programs, and where (as the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change has concluded) it is practicaly impossble to
recongtruct reliable inter-satdllite calibrations. So, | have regtricted mysdif to the parts of hiswork
where | had detected errors.



Ad page 3, paragraph 4

“In paper (1) westate ... "
PL’s comment:
These explanations are superfluous and beside the point. | will therefore here repeat my main
criticismof HS sfigures The DM SP datado not represent “ total cloud cover’ and, hence, should
not beincluded inagraphthat damsto show ‘total cloud cover’. Theintercdibrationof different
datasets representing the same physica parameter, but obtained in different satdllite programs, is
usudly very difficult. An attempt, however, to intercalibrate two datasets representing different
physica parameters (asthe | SCCP and DM SP datasets displayed onfigure 1), is pure non-sense.

Ad page 3, paragraph 6:

“To address PL’ s accusation . . .”
PL’s comment:
HS quotes a passage from a NCDC/NOAA website
(http://Iwf.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/satellite/ssmi/ssmiclw.html), describing the character of the
DM SP data (the whole text of the websiteis given in the Appendix below).
HS comments make it clear that he smply has misunder stood the description/definition of the
DMSP data. And this seems to be the explanation for his mysterious mixing of disparate physica
datain hisfigures.
Here one mugt keep inmind that the DM SP measurements are performed with the Specia Sensor
Microwave/lmager Instrument, which measures the intengities of microwaves and only can ‘ see
water clouds, not ice clouds. Therefore the ‘mean cloudiness fraction” (CFR), which is
mentioned inthe quoted website, isthe ‘mean cloudiness fraction’ for water clouds aone, and
not for total (i.e.: water plus ice) clouds as HS apparently believes. The very short description
onthewebsite- whenread inisolationand without previous knowledge of the subject matter - may
be misunderstood that way. However, for anyone familiar withthe different types of satdllite data,
it isobviousthat only water clouds are involved.
This can dso be inferred from the website's smple prescription for calculating the mean liquid
water path: “ To get the actual mean LWP under all conditions(e.g., clear and cloudy), simply
multiply theLWP and CFRvalues’ . This means that the DM SP' s cloudinessfraction, CFR, only
measures clouds which contribute to the liquid water path, LWP, i.e., only water clouds.
Already, the header of the website: “ Special Sensor Microwave/lmager - Cloud Liquid Water”
makesit clear, that the program dedls with liquid water clouds aone.

But, one can speculate how HS (even with his misunderstood conception of the character of the
DM SP dataset) possibly could believe that boththe DM SP dataand the | SCCP datarepresented
the same physical parameter, ‘total cloud cover’, when heimmediately could see (onFigure1in
his pdf-file mentioned above) that the time development of the DM SP data was opposite to the
time development of the ISCCP data? And here one should keep in mind that the ISCCP datais
the internationa standard reference for “total cloud cover’.

And why didn't it strike himthat the DM SP datafor mid 1992 indicated extraordinary high *total
cloud cover’, while the ISCCP data - at the same time (!) - indicated the opposite condition: an
extraordinary low ‘total cloud cover’? How could he avoid to notice that - with these
contradicting results on the same graph - something must be wrong? And how could he avoid



commenting upon these strange discrepanciesin his article?

And then there is the Strange story about the (at that time) latest ISCCP values for ‘total cloud
cover’, which- onthe graphfrom 1997 (Svensmark and Friis-Christensen 1997) were shown to
be on their way down, while the DM SP vaues at the same time were on their way up? He must
have noticed it when plotting and andysng the curves. And why then did he remove the latest
avalable ISCCP from his 1998 graph, when they ill were shown on the 1997 grgph. Was it
because they conflicted with the increasing cosmic ray intensties, and thus conflicted with his
hypothesis?

Ad page 4, paragraph 4

“The careful reader PL’spaper .. . "~
PL’s comment:
My Fig.1.b showsacomparisonof ISCCP and DM SP data, which is published by Kristjansson
and Krigtiansen (Journal of Geophysical Research 2000) as referenced inmy article. While HS in
hisfigure(my FHg. 1.a) combines| SCCP data representing one geographical coverage withDM SP
datarepresenting another geographical coverage (a procedure which, of course, in any case, is
moreor lessquestionable), Kristjanssonand Kristiansen compare data withthe samegeographical
coverage. And this, of course, should be the proper way to performacomparison of satellite data.

Ad page 4, paragraph 5:

“ Note that the disagreement . . . “
PL’s comment:
Here HS offers an entirely new, persond guess for the interpretationof the DM SP data: Now he
suggests that they actudly represent ‘low cloud variation’ rather then ‘total cloud cover’, that
means that (1) the label on the DM SP datain his 1998-figure should be changed to ‘low cloud
cover’ and (2) that the ‘total cloud cover’ of the ISCCP and Nimbus 7 datasets should be re-
interpreted as (in some diffuse way) also representing ‘low cloud cover’ . But thenHS should tell
the Public that his figure now should be understood as the result of amix of some personal guesses,
and that the data congtitute amix of different data types.
When HS in his 1998-article presents a seemingly strong agreement of total cloud cover with
gaactic cosmic ray intendty, he puts forward a hypothesis triggering a search for suitable physical
mechanisms to explain the creation of total cloud cover by GCRI. Then, when it has turned out
that there is no such agreement, and when the new 2000-article proclaims, that now there has
beendetected - instead - another strong agreement, namely that of |ow cloud cover withGCRI,
it must - in my opinion - be caled anew hypothes's, requiring the detection of different physica
mechaniams to explain the specific creetion of low cloud cover by GCRI. And the authors should
have mentioned that the 1998-graph - in the mean time - has turned out to be incorrect, and that
it should no longer be displayed in public.

Ad page 4, paragraph 6:
“ However, the altitude effect . . .”
PL’s comment:
The avallability and non-avail ability does not excuse the mixing of disparate datainto asngle curve



under amideading heading.

Ad page 4, paragraph 7:

“ThelSCCP-D2 data st . . . “
PL’s comment:
Here HS tries to explain why his*‘mixed’ curveslook like they do, and he tries to argue that the
variationof what he called ‘ total cloud cover’ in1998 actudly - insome way - reflects* low cloud
cover’. He gpparently assumes that this interpretation- by some srange reason- is vdid both for
the Nimbus 7 and for the ISCCP datasets.
That may be true and may not be true. To meiitis- for the time being and until some solid scientific
evidence emerges - a pure persond guess by HS. And there are many climatologica arguments
that go againgt thisguess (1 do not find that thisis the placeto discussthese in detail). Therefore,
HS should tell the Public, that he now has changed his mind, and that he now bdievesthat ‘low
cloud cover’ and not ‘total cloud cover’ isthe essential physical parameter.
And he should tell the Public that his old 1998-figure is not supported by scientific
evidence - and has never been.
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APPENDIX

The rdevant content of website: http://lwf.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/satellite/ssmi/ssmiclw.html
to which HS refers.

Special Sensor Microwave/lmager - Cloud Liquid Water

Overview

Integrated cloud liquid water (CLW) can be retrieved only over ocean due to the low emissivity
background of the ocean surface. CLW does impact measurements over land, however, these are
difficult to assess due to the varying land emissivity. Although there are many agorithms avallable for
use for the retrieva of CLW from passve microwave measurements, NOAA/NESDIS/ORA has
recently developed an agorithm for oceanic CLW usng measurementsat 19, 37, and 85 GHz. Use of
the 85 GHz measurementsdlowsfor the retrieva of extremey low amounts of CLW. 1t should be noted
that thereis condderable uncertainty in the retrieved amounts of CLW due to the lack of ground truth.
However, the CLW product clearly indicates cloudiness patterns and relative magnitudes.

Two cloud products (ocean only) have been produced, which are summarized in the table below. The
firg isthe meanliquid water path (L WP), whichhas been computed under cloudy conditions. Thisgives
an indication of the L WP content whenclouds are present. The second is the mean cloudiness fraction
(CFR), which gives an indication of the persstance and areal coverage of cloudiness. To get the actud
mean LWP under dl conditions (e.g., clear and cloudy), smply multiply the LWP and CFR vaues.

The LWP monthly vaue represents the mean LWP under cloudy conditions. To get the mean monthly
LWP under dl conditions, smply multiply the LWP by the CFR vaue a each grid box.

Product Name Contents 1.0 deg grid 25deg grid
LWP Mean LWP under cloudy conditons Yes Yes
CFR Mean cloud fraction Yes Yes




