The Week That Was (April 18, 2009)rought to you by SEPP
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SEPP director Ken Haapala is driving to Califoraie may be available for talks, discussions, &icSt.
Louis or Kansas City (eve of April 5), Denver afege of April 6), LA area (April 13 and 14), SF are
(April 22 and 23), Vancouver, BC (April 30). Cootdim at ken@haapala.coon cell 703-625-9875

On April 24, SEPP president Fred Singer will deliga Invited Lecture at the annual assembly of the
European Geosciences Union in Vienna. He will kggdhe Hayek Institute on April 23 and at the
University of Vienna on April 30. After his retuom May3 he will speak at Ohio State Univ in Colwsb
on May 8 (at 3:30 pm in 244 Kottman Hall).

NO TWTW ON APRIL 25, MAY 2 AND MAY 9
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Quote of the Week:

Sometimes there is no alternative to uncertainbepkto await the arrival of more and better dataCarl
Wunsch, MIT, 1999

*% *% * ** *% *

THIS WEEK

BIG NEWS: EPA issued its long-anticipat&éshdangerment Finding (EF) on April 17, 2009
<http://yosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.nsf/0/0EF7B&85295D8525759B00566924

The train was set in motion by the Supreme Coliriguhat EPA has the authority under the
Clean Air Act (CAA) to issue such a finding -- ifdetermines that GH gases affect human health
and welfare. A train wreck would seem to be arsiund the corner.

But not so fast: Even after the EF has bssied, there will be a 60-day period for comments.
Then EPA will be beset with lawsuits — principallyat it has not demonstrated the claimed
adverse effects.

Then EPA will have to draft regulations toilimmissions of CO2. The CAA specifies a lower
limit of 250 tons per year; that would affect 1.8lion establishments, incl apartment buildings,
hospitals, and maybe even Al Gore’s mansion. W Hies to raise the limit to a more
manageable value, they would violate the law andpthe authority of Congress.

EPA would also have to regulate the emissfamethane from farms, feedlots, sewage
treatment plants, etc. Finally, EPA would havegbNational Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS), again according to law, and demonstrats tieese could be achieved.

Of course, Congress can step in at any time andiduthe CAA — and probably will. The present
Waxman-Markey bill already preempts the CAA regolabf CO2 and makes the EPA’s EF an
exercise in futility and waste motion. ChairmamieWaxman has committed to moving the bill
-- the American Clean Energy and Security Act +aftcommittee by Memorial Day. House
Speaker Nancy Pelosi said she intends to bringith® the House floor this year.

Cost of C&T: "Under my plan of a cap-and-trade system, elgttriates would necessarily skyrocket."
(Barack Obama, Jan 2008). What will this costrailff®? An MIT study looked at a cap-and-trade sckem
that projected revenue of $366 billion in a singdar. To calculate the impact on families, oned#sithis
revenue by the number of U.S. households to get audrden of about $3,000 per family!

** *% *% *%

Copenhagen ‘progress? (an occasional report from SEPP)
Obama vowed U.S. leadership on climate changetop # Europe, raising the hopes of EU bureaucrats
But no headway was made on the key issues of adpethission reduction targets or on how to raisk an
distribute the $100 billion needed per year to lpelpr countries adapt to climate change.

[AP reports from Bonn: “Industrial countrieedalling short of pledging to slash their carbonissions
by 2020 on the scale needed to prevent climatestaissi U.N. climate chief Yvo de Boer said. Thel$l
trillion stimulus package agreed by G20 leadetssriscking the world into a high-carbon economy in



which greenhouse gas emissions continue to risérommental groups have warned.]

But the chief U.S. delegate urged negotidtams 175 countries to think of longer-term objeesv
rather than focus on short-range targets that woeldifficult to meet. "We are actively working imove
forward aggressively," Jonathan Pershing told heaisliof delegates on the final day of talks befoee t
negotiations adjourned for two month&EPP comment: Yeah, sure

*% * * *% * * kkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

SEPP Science Editorial #13-20084/18/09)

The IPCC'’s ‘Evidence’ for Anthropogenic GW deconstucted #2

The IPCC claims, with near certainty, that the terafure history of the d0century can be explained in
terms of a combination of anthropogenic and natieraings. This claim is entirely based on cuneng
with the use of adjustable parameters. It is bissed on the forcings shown by IPCC that do ndade;
e.g., the forcing due to changing solar activity major influence on climate. [IPCC-AR4 shows sola
forcing since 1750 as only 0.1 Wintcompared to GH gases of >2.1 WfmQuoting Dr Norman Rogers:

“The IPCC has tried very hard to convince us tha tlimate models can reproduce th& 2@ntury
climate. They have to. If the models can't dd,thaw good are they? Allowing each modeling group
customize forcing to make its model show a godsd €ihscientific. It is not a minor error. Itigery bad
science and there is no excuse for trying to feapte with fudged graphs. Adding speculative solar
forcing in the early 20 century suggests cherry-picking in order to maieefit look better.

Clearly, the IPCC is engaging in slanting ffresentation for propaganda reasons. This is hetfirst
time that the IPCC has engaged in this type of bieina The well-known hockey-stick scandal assedat
with the 2001 report is another. This is far frising the only defect in the IPCC reports. Doz#ns
commentators have pointed out many more inconsigef

The IPCC claim that models [which one of the mb@nt20?] can uniquely match the (global mean
surface) temperatures of the™€entury is just not credible. | view it purely @s exercise in ‘curve

fitting," achieved by arbitrarily choosing seveadjustable parameters. | note with some amusetinant
IPCC partisans still maintain this claim --evereathe recent discovery that Black Carbon aerosols
account for much of observed warming. Will the @Gow adjust their choice of parameters to mateh th
observed temperature record by including this reawirfig?

* * * *

1. Carol Browner set to trump cap&trade legislation with EPA regulation — Tom Randall

2. Energy-and-Climate bill advances in Congress kevin Bullis
Marlo Lewis on Waxman-Markey

3. Obama, who vowed rapid action on climate chang&urns more cautious -- dhn Broder
4. Biofuels cause nitrous oxide leakage

5. Wind power is a complete disaster -Michael J. Trebilcock

6. Federal feed-in tariff legislation: a thoroughy bad idea

7. Oil giants loath to follow Obama’s green lead--Jad Mouawad

8. Fire and ice --Investor's Business Daily



9. Arctic ice shrinking — again? -SFS

10. Aninconvenient film --Peter Foster
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NEWS YOU CAN USE

EPA chief Lisa Jackson: "This pollution problenslgasolution -- one that will create millions of
green jobs and end our country's dependence oigfiood."

SEPP comment: Yes, and we will all become environtaélawyers and no longer need the
trillion-dollar economic stimulus program. We word what she’s been smoking?

* * *khkkkkhkkhkkhk *kkkkk

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/agii2zD09/04/17/AR2009041701453 _pf.html
WashPost story quotes SEPP: Fred Singer, who tileadslington, Va.-based Science and
Environmental Policy Project and has repeatedlstioeed the idea that humans contribute to
climate change, said in a statement that the EBAq®al "is based on shoddy science and would
impose a huge economic burden on American housghold Congress must stop this
unwarranted action by means of legislation, buhait committing the same errors as EPA."

** *% * * *% * *

Climate bill could trigger lawsuit landslide. The Washington Times 10 April 2009

Self-proclaimed victims of global warming or thosevho "expect to suffer” from it - from beachfront
property owners to asthmatics - for the first timewould be able to sue the federal government or
private businesses over greenhouse-gas emissionsiema little-noticed provision slipped into the
House climate bill. Environmentalists say the mease was narrowly crafted to give citizens the
unusual standing to sue the U.S. government as a y#b force action on curbing emissions. But the

U.S. Chamber of Commerce sees a new cottage indysfor lawyers.
*hkkAkRRRRkRRRkRhhhhhhhhhhhhhhkhhkhkrkxxx

(CNSNews.comiAn environmental news Web site that creators s#lybeithe most comprehensive
information center for climate and energy news iaf@rmation, was just launchedlimateDepot.com,
owned by the Committee for a Constructive Tomor(@FACT), is intended to be an information
clearinghouse featuring investigative reports adiohg policy briefs aimed at lawmakers, teachenea,
and the general public, according to its managditpe Marc Morano. He said that the Web site wottl
be just another home for climate change skeptiegould expose readers to the entire spectrumimibgé
change debate. See NYT stautyp://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/10/us/politics/10@o0.html?hpw

** *% * *%

Good reads fromspiked Climate blasphemigttp://www.spiked-online.com/index.php?/site/agi®490/

Is climate realism a ‘mental disorder’fttp://www.spiked-online.com/index.php?/site/prin&6320/

* * *hkkhkkkkhkkhk * *khkkkk

John ColemanCongressional testimony of April 7, 2009
http://icecap.us/images/uploads/Testimony of Joloter@an.pdf

*% *% ** ** *

President Obama recently signed the Omnibus Pulhds Management Act, placing an additiomad

million acres of public land under the federal governmaendist stringent use restrictions. Based on the
federal government's track record regarding stestapdof some of America's most amazing assets, PERC
executive director, Terry Anderson, and PERC direof applied programs, Reed Watson, explain why
this legislation is grounds for concern for theiemwment and the economy.
http://www.forbes.com/2009/04/07/public-land-misragament-opinions-contributors-perc.html

* *% * * *% *

California Wants to Ban Big Screen TVs: A California energy commission says your televisen
causing global warming. So the state is lookingan some big screen TVs. Reason Foundation's Steve
Titch writes, The energy commissioners are really concerned abouprosperity. They fret that too




many people are buying bigger TVs, hooking thernoupigital Video Recorders (DVRs), cable boxes,
computers and digital cameras. We simply can't hhge These home electronics now consume about 10
percent of household electricity, according to PG&&0 here comes the state's nanny to tell taxgayer
how they should be using electricity and to tellugsare using too much of it watching big-screes.TV
Ironically, these nanny-state tactics are unnecasdBureaucrats don't have to browbeat consumeis in
saving energy. The cost of power isn't gettinglasg expensive. You don't have to buy into theagjlob
warming doctrine to want to lower your electrichifls. Many television manufacturers, well awaratth

their customers want to save money, are develamiggnic light-emitting diode (OLED) televisions tha

are much more power efficient than today's sets."

* * *khkkhkhkkhkkhk * *khkkkhkkhk

UNDER THE BOTTOM LINE

This Easter, Help This Bunny Survive Global Warming That's exactly the predicament the American
pika finds itself in. Global warming is posingerigus threat to this cousin of the rabbit andritisning
out of options, we're told.

In fact, the tiny pika has already disappedrech over one-third of their previously known higlbiin
Oregon and Nevada. Now, the situation is so dliaethe U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is considgrthe
pika for protection under the Endangered Speciés Abey need your help today.
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1. CAROL BROWNER SET TO TRUMP CAP-AND TRADE

LEGISLATION WITH EPA REGULATION
By Tom Randall, WinningreenLLC, April 17, 2009

Issue: While Congress dithers, in its typically dysfunctal way, about whether to pass a cap-
and-trade tax to control carbon dioxide emissidvkite House energy and environment Czar
Carol Browner is preparing to make legislationlevant by taking the first step toward having the
Environmental Protection Agency regulate CO2 erissi

The agency will declare today that carbon emiss&masan endangerment to human health. The
announcement, originally scheduled for the Aprila2diversary of the birth on Vladimir Lenin,
celebrated in this country as Earth Day, has bemrethto today according to reports. With this
proclamation Ms. Browner, a member of Socialiseéinational and prominently featured on their
web site until her appointment to the Obama Whiteig¢, will then be free to impose whatever
restrictions to energy use she wishes.

Comment 1: Ms. Browner has been recently quoted as sayingdkecy wouldn't interfere
with small businesses, only electricity generatiod the auto industry. Of course, none of us
uses electricity or mechanical devices for travel.

Comment 2: For years now, many naive energy industry execsitimesled by their
"government relations" people, have endorsed cdgii@de legislation as a way to avoid the
uncertainty of regulations. To those executiveswwald suggest thdahereis an area where they
can cut substantial payroll.

Comment 3: It is tempting to think energy compana® getting what they richly deserve
except we, the people, are the ones who will getiit the end (apologies for the pun).

SEPP Comment: Browner vs Waxman will be fun to wlat Anyone care to place a bet?

* * *hkkhkhkkhkkhk * *

2. ENERGY AND CLIMATE BILL ADVANCES: Fear of EPA r egulation could

help it pass, says Congressman Markey
By Kevin Bullis, Technology Review, April 14, 2009
http://www.technologyreview.com/enerqgy/22429/




Congress is moving forward on legislation that wioadldress both energy efficiency and climate chamge
a single bill, creating requirements for the useeoewable energy and introducing a cap on carbmids
emissionsA draft of the American Clean Energy and Security Act@®2 was released at the end of
March. Congressmadward Markeyfrom Massachusetts, one of the sponsors of theshitl that
hearings on the legislation will begin next Tuestaielp shape the bill into its final form.

Representatives from the Obama administration aedod the authors of the draft bill discussed & at
forum held at MIT on Monday. They said that twant§s have brought a sense of added urgency to the
process. The first is that the Environmental PtiecAgency (EPA) is moving toward regulating canbo
dioxide emissions even if Congress does not a@.sEigond is the United Nations Conference on Géimat
Change, which will be held in Copenhagen in Decemisethe event, countries will meet to negotiate a
new global climate-change treaty. Congressionadeahope to have the bill passed by the House of
Representatives by August, and have the finisheslareready for the president to sign before the
conference. President Obama has said that he hopeake the United States a leader in addressing
climate change at the meeting.

"The positions we can take at Copenhagen will eedrby what we're prepared to do domesticallyid sa
Carol Brownerwho oversees policy on energy and climate changass federal agencies as a special
assistant to the president, at the MIT forum. Tifleahd the hearings in the next weeks are "absbjut
essential to our position and what we ultimatelgédnto achieve."

In its current form, the bill includesranewable-energstandard, which would require states to produce
one-quarter of their energy from sources such ks panels or wind turbines by 2025. It also inelsid
incentives for developing technologies for capty@md permanently storing carbon dioxide, improving
the electrical grid, and reducing overall energgstomption. Furthermore, the bill outline€ap-and-trade
systenmfor reducing carbon dioxide emissions from majatustries by 83 percent by 2050, compared with
2005 levels. Under the cap-and-trade system, ausaber of allowances for carbon dioxide emissioitis w
be issued for each year. Companies that emit rharetheir allowance will need to buy more from
companies that emit less than their allowance.

One key element conspicuously absent from thehmllyever, is a description of how the allowancdt wi
be distributed. President Obatmas saidhat he supports a system where 100 percent @lihwwances are
auctioned off to polluters to ensure that each @wypays for all its carbon emissions. But many in
Congress and industry are concerned that the €tist®e permits could hurt the steel and papersinigs,
among others, bputting them at a disadvantagempared with countries that don't regulate caidioride
emissions. At the MIT forum, Congressnidarkeysaid that to protect these industries, some of the
allowances will be given away rather than auctioofd

Eventually, he said, the goal is to auction offadithe allowances, but achieving this could frexjuire
ensuring that China and India are also limitindooardioxide emissions. Other participants in therio
emphasized that bringing technologies for redueimissions to these countries could require researdh
development to lower the cost of renewable enenglyad capturing and storing carbon dioxide.

Cap-and-trade legislation has failed in the past.tBis year, the possibility of the EPA regulatzarbon
emissions could push legislators to pass a bitlvileauld give them more control over how such emissi
are regulated, Markey said. In 2007, a SupremetQlaaision paved the way for the EPA to regulate
greenhouse gases. "The only way to avoid thatlete@ Congress act," he said. "Industries acr@ss th
country will have to gauge how lucky they feelthiéy kill the legislation, in terms of how the ERAI
treat them."

Marlo Lewis on Waxman-Markey
http://www.openmarket.org/2009/04/09/waxman-markiyation-shell-game/

What a difference one presidential election canghBlack in July 2008/VaxmanandMarkeybashed
Bush’s EPA for responding tdass v. EPAy issuing amidvanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(ANPR). EPA’s purpose was to inform and solicit fisisomment on the administrative, legal, and




economic repercussions of greenhouse gas regulatider the CAA. Waxman denounced the ANPR as a
transparent delaying tactic. Markey called it ansbful display of political interference with poteit
regulation of global warming pollution. They demaddhat EPA simply declare global warming pollution
a menace to society, and propose regulations tdabitn

Yet today, Waxman and Markey are peddling lagn that would exempt greenhouse gases from
several CAA regulatory authorities. It's as if thegtually learned something from the ANPR and the
comments free-market and industry analysts subanittd=PA spotlighting the perils of CO2 regulation
under the CAA. Or maybe they knew all along taiss v. EPAreated a Pandora’s Box; pretending
otherwise gave them another stick to beat Bush Wwithnow that Obama is in the hot seat, they liave
sober up and avoid a politically-damaging regulattebacle.

* * **

* *%

3. OBAMA, WHO VOWED RAPID ACTION ON CLIMATE CHANGE , TURNS

MORE CAUTIOUS
By JOHN M. BRODERttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/11/us/politics/1 hedite.html? r=1&hpw

WASHINGTON --President Obameame to office promising swift and comprehensivtoa to combat
globalclimate changeand the topic remains a surefire applause lifesrspeeches here and abroad. Yet
the administration has taken a cautious and rghssive role on the issue, proclaiming broad gohlke
remaining aloof from details of climate legislatinow in Congress.

The president’s budget initially included rbyg$650 billion in revenue over 10 years from p-ead-
trade emissions plan that he wants adopted. Buddh@nistration, while insisting that its healthrea
initiative be protected, did not fight to keep capd-trade in the budget resolutions that Congrassqa
last week, and it wound up in neither the Houselsion nor the Senate’s.

Overseas, American officials are telling thmiunterparts that they need time to gauge the isarer
publics appetite for an ambitious carbon reducsicimeme before leading any international efforts Hie
administration scaled back its global-warming gpaldeast for this year, or is it engaged in ssiitated
misdirection?

Maybe some of both. While addressing climate chapgpears to be slipping down the president’s fist o
priorities for the year, he is holding in reserveaaverful club to regulate carbon dioxide emissitmeugh
executive authority. That club takes the forntaf/ironmental Protection Agencggulation of the gases
blamed for the warming of the planet, an authayignted the agency by the Supreme Court’s reading o
the Clean Air Act Administration officials consistently say they wid much prefer that Congress write
new legislation to pre-empt the E.P.A. regulatasypr, but they are clearly holding it in reserveagsod
to reluctant lawmakers and recalcitrant industrées] as evidence of good faith to other nations.

Industry lobbyists and members of Congress wha&agaged in writing energy and global warming bills
say they are well aware of the E.P.A. process bgatbwn on them. Once the Supreme Court declared
carbon dioxide to be a pollutant under the Cleant, E.P.A. had no choice but to act, said
Representative Rick Boucher, a moderate Demoaat & coal-producing region of Virginia. Most people
would rather have Congress act. We can be moraededawe can take into account the effects on the
economy. But if we don’t undertake this, E.P.A.tagly will.

Still, the agency'’s regulations would take monthstite and years to become fully effective. Meaitevh
Congress is already starting work on energy amdat# legislation, though without significant guidan
from the White House, at least in publiCarol M. Browney the White House coordinator of energy and
climate policy, issued a surprisingly bland statethiast week when two top House Democrats unveiled
far-reaching plan to cap greenhouse gases and thevetion toward an economy less dependent on
carbon-rich fuels like coal and oil. Ms. Brown#sped short of endorsing that plan, issued by
Representativeldenry A. Waxmarof California andedward J. Markewpf Massachusetts, saying instead
that Mr. Obama looks forward to working with memdbef Congress in both chambers to pass a bill that
would transition the nation to a clean-energy eaondShe gave little clue as to what she and thsigeat
believe such a measure should say.




At an international climate conference in Germdrat ended Wednesday, some delegates said they were
disappointed in the Obama administrations laclobfist leadership. The explanation offered by Jamath
Pershing, a leader of the American delegation,thaisthe administration was waiting to measure the
American technological and political capacity taleess climate change and was looking to Congresstto
specific targets for reducing carbon pollution.

Business lobbyists welcome the White Houses go-sieroach, saying the issue is too complicated and
too costly to be rushed, especially in a recessWie. have not until now had a national debate olinzate
change proposal, period, said Karen A. Harberbyaér senior Energy Department official who now
heads the United States Chamber of Commerce’s eimatifute. That has to happen for any piece of
legislation to achieve broad support across thatrpu

Ms. Harbert and other business lobbyists also wedtbthe administrations hesitancy to undertake
regulation of climate-altering gases under E.Puharity, saying the matter should be fully airexidre
Congress so that all interests and regions coultthed.

Keith McCoy, vice president for energy and resosiqgelicy at theNational Association of Manufacturers
said his organization was strongly opposed to 8 regulatory process for greenhouse gas emgssion
under the Clean Air Act. Mr. McCoy said his mentbeould prefer a binding international treaty that
would cover all nations, particularly those whasaustries compete with energy-intensive American
manufacturers. Absent that, he said, we would peefebust and transparent debate within Congress.

The administrations caution leaves many environaelexttvocates frustrated, although most are reltitban
speak on the record for fear of alienating thdieslinside government. One environmental andgner
lobbyist with close ties to the White House saigl @liiministration had been inhibited by a number of
factors, including vacancies in many top policygoan intense early focus on the financial and ecnn
crises, and an unwillingness to alienate busined€Congressional leaders with a heavy-handed apjproa

"With those realities, coupled with the faoat the president himself realizes this is hardeta in the
midst of recession, they are basically contenewhat Congress will do, this lobbyist said. PHsnry
Waxman has put together a very serious piece ifl&ipn, and that in my mind justifies their lagk
forceful intervention. That's just where they amw’

* * * *khkkhkkk * * *khkkhkkhk *%

4. BIOFUELS CAUSE NITROUS OXIDE LEAKAGE - A BAD GR EENHOUSE

GAS.
The Economist,| April 8, 2009

Farming biofuels produces nitrous oxide. This id fia climate change:
The latest come from a report produced by a teasciehtists working on behalf of the International
Council for Science (ICSU), a Paris-based fedenatioscientific associations from around the world.

The ICSU report concludes that the production ofusls has aggravated rather than ameliorated bloba
warming. In particular, it supports some controiarndings published in 2007 by Paul Crutzentad t
Max Planck Institute for Chemistry in Mainz, GermgaBr Crutzen concluded that most analyses had
underestimated the importance to global warming gés called nitrous oxide (N20) by a factor of
between three and five. The amount of this gasselg by farming biofuel crops such as maize angl rap
probably negates by itself any advantage offerecedyced emissions of CO2.

Platt’s reports| Apr 8, 09 that US ethanol producer Aventias filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy protection
amid poor margins and product oversupply.

* * *hkkhkhkkhkkhk *

5. WIND POWER IS A COMPLETE DISASTER

By Michael J. Trebilcock, Financial Post, 8 Aprd@
http://network.nationalpost.com/np/blogs/fpcommearrathive/2009/04/08/wind-power-is-a-complete-disagspx




There is no evidence that industrial wind powdikisly to have a significant impact on carbon eriaiss.
The European experience is instructive. Denmagkwtbrld’s most wind-intensive nation, with morertha
6,000 turbines generating 19% of its electriciys lyet to close a single fossil-fuel plant. It riegg 50%
more coal-generated electricity to cover wind pdsvanpredictability, and pollution and carbon didi
emissions have risen (by 36% in 2006 alone).

Flemming Nissen, the head of development at Westdbagenerating company ELSAM (one of
Denmark’s largest energy utilities), tells us tiid turbines do not reduce carbon dioxide emissidime
German experience is no differeDer Spiegeteports that Germany’s CO2 emissions haven't been
reduced by even a single gram, and additional @ral-gas-fired plants have been constructed taensu
reliable delivery.

Indeed, recent academic research shows that wiwdrpbecause of its intermittent character, mayadist
increase greenhouse gas emissions in some capesgditey on the carbon-intensity of back-up genenati
required. On the negative side of the environmdatider are adverse impacts of industrial windine$d
on birdlife and other forms of wildlife, farm anitsawetlands and viewsheds. H/T CCNet

* * *kkkkkkkkkhhk * *kkkkkkkkkhhk * *kkkkkkkkk

6. FEDERAL FEED-IN TARIFF LEGISLATION: A THOROUGHL Y BAD IDEA

President Barack Obama has touted a robust gresggyesector as our best chance of jump-starting the
economy, putting Americans back to work, and seguour nation's standing in a post-carbon world. Ye
the renewable energy industry has been among tdestahit by the current downturn.

How can America revive this vital sector, sorming it into an engine of economic growihite
Washington Monthlyhas found a promising answer in an unlikely pl@&ainesville, Florida, which is in
the midst of a solar-power boom, thanks to a batémntive known as a feed-in tariff. Under this pglithe
local power company is required to buy renewablrgnfrom all producers, no matter how small, at
above-market rates. This means anyone with a clastolar cells on their roof can sell the poweyt
produce at a profit.

While Gainesville is the first to take the leahatU.S. cities and at least eleven U.S. statemaxéng
toward adopting the policy. There is also a bitl donationwide feed-in tariff before Congress. Shege of
interest stems from the dramatic results the pdiay delivered in other countries, most notablyn@ery,
where it has given rise to the world's most vibigneien energy sector. In America, however, an aging
electrical grid and fractured utility market coutthke feed-in tariffs problematic.

SEPP comment: Can you guess where the profit corfnesy in this less- than- zero- sum game?
Rep. Jay Inslee, D-Wash, is tleponsorof federal feed-in tariff legislation.

*kkkkkkkkkkhk *kkkkkkkkkk *kkkkk

7. OIL GIANTS LOATH TO FOLLOW OBAMA’'S GREEN LEAD
By JAD MOUAWAD April 8, 2009
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/08/business/energyr@ronment/08greenoil.html?ref=science

The Obama administration wants to reduce oil comsiam, increase renewable energy supplies and cut
carbon dioxide emissions in the most ambitioussiemmation of energy policy in a generation. B
world’s oil giants are not convinced that it wilbvk. Even as Washington goes into a frenzy overgsne
many of the oil companies are staying on the sidslibalking at investing in new technologies faddny
the president, or even straying from commitmenrgy thad already made.

Royal Dutch Shelsaid last month that it would freeze its reseanath investments in wind, solar and
hydrogen power, and focus its alternative enerfyrtsfonbiofuels The company had already sold much
of its solar business and pulled out of a projast year to build the largest offshore wind faream




London.

BP, a company that has spent nine years saying itweasng ‘beyond petroleum,” has been getting back
to petroleum since 2007, paring back its renewphtgram. And American oil companies, which all gon
have been more skeptical of alternative energy tiain European counterparts, are studiously igmwpifie
new messages coming from Washington.

In my view, nothing has really changdétex W. Tillersonthe chief executive dixxon Mobil, said after
the election oPresident ObamaWe don't oppose alternative energy sources hadievelopment of
those. But to hang the future of the country’s gnpem those alternatives alone belies reality efrthize
and scale.”

The administration wants to spend $150 billion abernext decade to create what it calls a cleanggn
future. Its plan would aim to diversify the natisrgnergy sources by encouraging more renewabldst an
would reduce oil consumption and cut carbon emissfoom fossil fuels.

* * ** *

8. FIRE AND ICE
By INVESTOR'S BUSINESS DAILY editorial, April2&)9

An ice shelf in Antarctica begins to break apant] the global warming hysterics immediately blame
human activities for the crackup. Is it possiblattthere is some other cause? The Wilkins Icef $helb-
mile bridge that once covered about 6,000 squalesntias split off from the Antarctic coast. Flogti
untethered, the Connecticut-size ledge — a me1@90.&f all Antarctic ice — could eventually meltias
drifts northward toward warmer waters.

Naturally, activists both in and out of the sciatcommunity, the media and political figures te teft
blame human-caused emissions of carbon dioxidedoming the Earth, particularly the Antarctic
peninsula, where temperatures have increased gréekeFahrenheit in the last 50 years. Beforeamécp
there are a few things we should remember thathel us to put this less-than-catastrophic event i
perspective.

First, the melting of the Wilkins Ice Shelf, or anther ice shelf, will not raise ocean levels. Actiga has
lost seven shelves in the last two decades and ttare been no disastrous effects. Ice displaces mo
volume than water because water expands whereitdse There is no net gain in water when an ické she
or iceberg melts, or, in other words, contracts.

Second, much of Antarctica, particularly near tbhet8 Pole, has been through a recent cooling trend.
According to NASA: "Although Antarctica warmed aralithe perimeter from 1982 to 2004, where huge
icebergs calved and some ice shelves disintegridteabled closer to the pole."

Third, there's an active volcano beneath the Wastrtic Ice Sheet. A little more than a year dbe,
British Antarctic Survey noted, "Heat from the vaho creates melt-water that lubricates the basigedte
sheet and increases the flow toward the sea." vidiaano is on the southernmost edge of the PaRifig
of Fire, a chain of volcanoes that continue throthghAntarctic Peninsula, which the Wilkins Shedtth
been attached to, down the continent's west side.

Maybe the news is the fact that more Antarctichiaen't melted, not that a relatively small she¥ twan
away from the coast. The mainstream media hagadtsal warming narrative, though, and it's not gaio
abandon its commitment to one-sided journalismpl&ning the possibility that climate variations are
beyond man's CO2 emissions is not a service thejllieg to perform.

* * * *khkkhkkhk
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9. ARCTIC ICE SHRINKING — AGAIN?
Letter to Editor, Wash Post SFS/4/7/2009

The news that Arctic sea ice is shrinking “moreidgpthan scientists had expected” [news story Wash
Post, April 7] should evoke several responses fftwonghtful readers:

» “Scientists don’t know what to expect” — or m@mperly, the models they use are not only worthles
but they still haven't learned what's wrong witleth. How many times have we been told that ice cove
glacier melting, etc is “worse than expected”?avén stopped counting — and so have most readgussk.
» “How can one tell theauseof shrinking?” Wouldn't ice melt no matter whaaynbe causing climate to
warm? Surely, SUVs couldn’t have caused the doatmdedisappearances of Arctic ice in past centuries
» And while we are on the topic of climate warmidges anyone doubt thiiere has been no net global
warming for the past ten yearsand that many official climate projections expegther cooling for at
least another decade?

* And isn't it a strange coincidence that the rmstartling news about Arctic ice was releasedtfenday
that international ministers gathered in Washingtoaddress issues facing Earth's polar regions.”

Hmm

* * *% * kkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

10. AN INCONVENIENT FILM
By Peter Foster, Financial Post

Al Gore is about to feature in a new movie, bus Imet going to like it very much. TitledNbt
Evil Just Wrong: The True Cost of Global Warmingsteyia" the film presents a devastating
account of the shaky foundations and hefty pricBlofGore's brand of self-interested and
hypocritical alarmism.

Created by the Irish film-making duo of Phelim Me&t and Ann McElhinney -- who made
another excellent documentary about the "dark gidmvironmentalism" called "Mine Your Own
Business"-Not Evil provides the perfect rebuttal to Mr. Gore's Andimeenient Truth.

Despite being chock-a-block with inaccuracies aigtepresentations, Mr. Gore's movie has
frightened schoolchildren all over the world, drniviie public policy debate, and garnered both an
Academy Award and a Nobel Peace Prize for its star.

Not Evil -- which is due to be released later this yeaill-appear at a crucial time. The world's
crisis-beset nations are due to meet in Copenhiagéacember to concoct a new policy
straitjacket to succeed the meddlesome but uttaityd Kyoto Accord. If global warming's U. N.-
based ringmasters have their way, this will lead sdashing of industrial production in developed
countries and to a huge extension of boondoggistréuiitionist schemes to fund "green”
technologies in developing countries.

Such policy represents a triple threat: it will leg economic activity; it will cripple trade; ariid

will hurt the poorest the most. Nevertheless, Berdi Obama appears to be on-board this ship of
fools, having bought into the notion that therersee"green jobs" to be had from a massive
increase in taxation and regulation of industréivaty.

The impact on Canada could be horrendous, and elynon the oil sands, which have been
targeted by environmental non-governmental orgdioias. This week, Environment Minister Jim
Prentice admitted that Canada could be forced eptathore draconian regulation if it is not to be
hit by threatened U. S. carbon tariffs.

The truly astonishing feature of this policy fandarns that it will have little or no effect on the
climate, the science of which is still only dimlgderstood. However, alarmists such as Mr. Gore
have successfully sold the notion that the sciémtsettled.” This is just one of the claims to
which Not Evil Just Wrongputs the lie.
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Alternating credible skeptics with arresting imagehe film makes clear that the science, far
from being settled, has been comprehensively miesgmted by the likes of NASA's James
Hansen, who is to Al Gore and climatology what ThoEysenko was to Joseph Stalin and
agronomy.

There is a wonderful scene of Mr. Hansen becomimgst discombobulated at the very mention
of Stephen Mcintyre, the maverick Canadian whohwie help of Guelph economist Ross
McKitrick, took on the UN climate-change establigmhover the so-called "hockey stick"
temperature graph, and won. Mr. Hansen claimsghging attention to such inconvenient truths
amounts to just "clouding the issue."

The film dramatically outlines the dreadful damadready done by environmental hysteria, in
particular the millions of unnecessary deaths chbiyethe campaign against DDT. That campaign
started with Rachel CarsoiBdent Springwhich was at the root of the modern environmental
movement in every sense. Despite the World Healtfafzation's lifting of the DDT ban, Al

Gore remains devoted to Ms. Carson's memory. Arttiods. As Patrick Moore, one of the
founders of Greenpeace, but now a skeptic, pointsradical environmentalists "care more about
fish eggs than they do about children." Meanwlkids are shown fretting about imminent global
inundation and the deaths of polar bears.

Just asMine Your Own Busineshowed how opposition to mining in developing does comes
often not from the "grassroots" but from well-fuddaultinational NGOs with as little concern for
local employment as they have for truthNsat Evil Just Wrondurther demonstrates
environmentalists' disregard for humanity, andartipular the poor.

Perhaps the most memorable scene in Mine Your QuginBss was that of the WWF's local
representative in Madagascar who was leading oppo$o a development by Rio Tinto. The
appalling Mr. Fenn, who owned a $35,000 catamananaas building a local luxury home,
claimed that poor people were happier, and thaeifocals had more money they would "just
spend it."

The film makers have come up with similar buffodmstheir new movie, including a Bible-
thumping environmentalist in Uganda who opposesguBiDT and claims that the U. S. never
experienced malaria, and Hollywood actor Ed Beghéyy suggests that Fijians are "happy with
nothing."

Not Evil Just Wrongwhich will be released later this year, is anamtant film that deserves the
widest possible distribution, both in theatres acdldools. The only quibble that | have with it is
that its title might be too generous to those fiases.

(To find out more about the movie and the fundrgisiampaign to help its distribution visit its
website: www.noteviljustwrong.com



