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Our national centers regard station data as critical to the measurement of climate 
trends. The raw observations are taken from the stations then adjusted to 
account for local factors like site changes, changes in instrumentation, time of 
observation and in some cases urbanization (Karl 1988). One would think the 
differences would be small and that once adjusted, the data would stand the test 
of time. 
 
We found that to be far from the truth by examining the data sets for our biggest 
city, New York City and the climate station in Central Park. 
 
Historical Central Park observations were taken from the periphery of the park 
from 1909 to 1919 at the Arsenal Building 5th Ave (between 63rd & 64th) and 
then since 1920 at the Belvedere Castle on Transverse Rd (near 79th & 81st). 

 

 Belvidere Castle, Central Park, New York City 
 

The National Climate Data Center takes the raw data and makes adjustments for 
the factors mentioned. The first major compilation and station by station 
adjustment occurred with HCSN Version 1 in 1990. I compared the results of the 
data with the raw data taken directly from the NWS New York City website for 
Central Park. I chose the two extreme months – July and January for the 
comparison. 



JULY COMPARISON 
 
The two data sets for July are plotted below. 
 

 
 
Note the adjustment was a significant one (a cooling exceeding 6 degrees from 
the mid 1950s to the mid 1990s.) Then inexplicably the adjustment diminished to 
less than 2 degrees. 
 

 
 
The result was a flat trend for 50 years became one with an accelerated warming 
in the past 20 years. It is not clear what changes in the metropolitan area 
occurred in the last 20 years to warrant a major adjustment to the adjustment. 



The park has remained the same and there has not been a population decline 
but a spurt in the city’s population in the 1990s. 
 

 
 
JANUARY COMPARISON  
 
 I repeated the analysis for January for Central Park using the same two data 
sources. 
 
A similar UHI adjustment pattern was seen. 
 

 



 
It had the same result on the adjusted temperatures, showing recent warming not 
in the raw data. 
 

 
 
If they had left the urban heat island (UHI) adjustment the same after 1990, the 
following would have been the adjusted result. 
 

 
 
Clearly no global warming evident in either the unadjusted or the uniformly UHI 
adjusted plots for one of world’s largest cities for January or in last half century or 
more for July. 



Now though the larger the city, the more Urban Heat Island (UHI), most of 
warming from UHI occurs for cities that increase rapidly in population or where 
the observing site (airport) initially rural has the city grow around it. In New York 
City, Central Park is in the center of the city which has been a big city for a long 
time. Though, there is no doubt it is warmer in the city than in truly rural areas, 
additional significant UHI induced warming should not be expected. 
 
Steve McIntyre at Climate Audit became interested in the data at this point. “I’ve 
been able to emulate the Karl adjustment. If one reverse engineers this 
adjustment to calculate the New York City population used in the USHCN urban 
adjustment, the results are, in Per’s words, gobsmacking, even by climate 
science standards. Here is the implied New York City population required to 
justify Karl’s “urban warming bias” adjustments.” 
 

 
 
In other words, for the HCN Version 1 data to be valid for Central Park, the 
population of the metro are would have to have declined to pre-1900 levels. 
 
The NCDC GHCN Version 2 Data Set 
 
The story doesn’t end there. The same NCDC maintains a global data base of 
station data used for climate change assessment called GHCN. Version 2 
contains some of the same adjustments except for the Karl urban adjustment. 
NASA GISS and NOAA GHCN are virtually the same although Hansen’s GISS 
‘adjustments’ result in his data set being slightly warmer. GHCN/GISS 
inexplicably adjusts the Central Park raw data upwards from the raw 
observations by 3-5 degrees. 
 
I decided to compare Central Park in that GHCN data set (the latest V2) with the 
HCN data (V1) set relative to the raw data. 
 



 Raw observed Central Park Mean July temperatures (blue), version 1 HCN 
(purple) and version 2 GHCN (green). The same station for the same month. 

 
The differences between the data sets is startling large for the July monthly 
means through much of the record (11F!). It diminishes since 1990 again as HCN 
adjustments for urbanization have inexplicably diminished even as NYC 
population grew. 
 

 The difference GHCN version 2 minus USHCN version1 for July Central Park. 
Peaks at 11F from 1955 to 1990) 



 
Ironically, GHCN agrees with the raw data in January for Central Park with only 
minor seemingly random adjustments. But recall the January adjustment in 
HCSN was as much as 6F until the recent years when inexplicably the 
adjustment diminished. 
 
This is just one city. But remember these observations all came from the same 
government National Weather Service – observing and forecast stations and the 
National Climate Data Center. The biggest differences actually occurred between 
the two NCDC versions. 
 
These kinds of variances in the “data” have got to have you question whether we 
can trust any data set to determine changes the order of a tenth of a degree for 
climate change assessment. 
 
By the way, the daily normals and records reported in the local weather reports 
are based on the raw data. In the case of the normal’s they are for the latest 30 
year period (1971-2000). 
 
NOTE THE CENTRAL PARK CONFUSION WAS COVERED ON PAGE 98 OF 
THIS WORKING DOCUMENT 
 
It should be noted a new USHCN (version 2) has been introduced in 2007. It 
eliminates the site and urban adjustments, using a change point algorithm to try 
and detect station location shifts or sudden local changes. The algorithm will not 
recognize the slow warming associated with most urbanization. They 
homogenize (blend pairwise stations) so as to cancel out local changes. They 
claim that wipes out local factors like urbanization so that adjustment is not 
necessary. Studies we will present periodically here show how that is not the 
case. Here is NYC now - January and then July. 



 

 
 
 



What's up with July 1934? It was in the NWS NYC DATA base below listed July 
1934 as 77.7F. It is at least a degree lower on the CAAG graph. In fact most of 
the 1930s were warmer than the graphs shows by a fair amount. 
http://www.erh.noaa.gov/okx/climate/records/monthannualtemp.html 
 

 

 
 



GISS TEMPS USES THE GHCN DOWNLOADS. Note how most of the 1933, 
1934 data was missing. likewise months from 1978-1980, 1995, 2003-2004. 

 

 
What does 1934 July look like? 



 
 
To show the sorry state of our global data go to this GISS site which provides 
windows into station data. 
 
http://data.giss.nasa.gov/gistemp/station_data/ 
 
then under Download Station Data select the NOAA GHCNv3 (adj) +SCAR 
(additional polar data). The default is GISS adjusted. You want to go back to the 
source at NOAA GHCN. 



 
 
Go the map and point at any location. I picked central Canada. Notice only two 
stations have data up to 2013. Each has a different starting point. 
 



 
Pick any station. I picked Thompson Weat which was one of the stations up to 
2013. here is what I got. 



 
 
Then look at the bottom left at Download monthly data as text. This was better 
than most. Notice 1990 was missing (999.9) and a few months in 2001. 



 
Many stations are far worse. 

 
It is especially a problem in Africa and South America. 



 
 What do you do when you have a missing month or year in a record? It is not so 
difficult where stations are dense, but an issue where they are far apart. NOAA 
will go as far as 1200km away to find a station (BHM to NYC). Where stations 
are dense, their algorithms will blend stations. 
 
I regard it as difficult is trying to figure out who won a game when you only have 
partial inning data: 
 

 
 
Do you look at other teams that night in the same league and division and fill in 
an average?. Use what happened yesterday's game? There is no real 
trustworthy alternative but find the score on another sports network. 
 
As for the station dropout seen in Canada around 1990, many were rural. The 
dropout was global going from 7000 to 1200. 



 
Look at the stations in 1975 versus 2009 in Canada. only one north of the arctic 
circle (dark RECTANGLES are data sources that year). 



Wander around the GISS site for a while and then tell me how we can say what 
the global temperatures are to a precision of 0.1F and with the stations coming in 
and out how one can figure out trends using station data. 
 
And of course, stations cover only part of the land and 71% of the earth is ocean. 
We have ship measurements but they are moving and limited to favored routes. 
Very little data comes from the southern high latitudes. Ships used buckets and 
then ship intakes which measure at different depths and have different biases. 
Buoys came later. ARGO deep diving buoys since 2004 have provided us with 
good data but how do we compare it with the old technology?  
 
Satellites provide full global coverage (except high polar) including oceans. They 
measure ocean skin temperatures but has issues at land sea boundaries when 
large differences can be found.  
 



They also have short lifetimes and get replaced - new satellites have to be 
calibrated adding some degree of uncertainty (if done right small). Being polar 
orbiters they don't measure continuously which is why they look at 600mb (about 
the diurnal change). 
 
So today I showed you for a given station of long history with high importance, 
there are 4 or even 5 different data sets at NOAA - each radically different. I 
showed you what a mess our global station data set is (never mind UHI and bad 
siting). Can you trust the NOAA and media claim that May was 3rd warmest for 
the globe? (when GISS had it 5th coolest in 13 years, and UAH the 11th warmest 
in 33 years and RSS had the global anomaly -0.02C?). 
 
It is a mess. Spread the word. By the way even NOAA's Inspector general 
scolded NOAA for allowing over 40% of the stations to be seriously degraded 
and not mean standards. Never a word in the media which dutifully reports 
whatever number comes out of NOAA. BTW, many of the NOAA forecasters 
know the truth but keep quiet....job security.	  


