The Week That Was (Aug 15, 2009) brought to you bSEPP
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If you are planning to attend the meetings of tleefican Chemical Society in Washington DC Aug 16-
19, be sure to visit the booth of tHeartland Institute and sign up to protest the ACS statement on
climate change. If you cannot attend and are gentior former ACS member, contact Beter Bonk at
peterjbonk@gmail.com

Fred Singer speaks in Minneapoli€limate Change: How Politicized Science Endand&esperity",

Wed August 19, 3-7pm, at Earle Brown Heritage Centeww.mnfreemarketinstitute.org/climate
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Quote of the Week:

We have just four months. Four months to securéutiuee of our planet. If we fail to act, climatbange
will intensify droughts, floods and other naturagakters. Water shortages will affect hundreds iifans
of people. Malnutrition will engulf large parts tife developing world. Tensions will worsen. Sogialest
even violence could follow=  --UN Secretary-General Ban Ki Moon, 11 AsgR009
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THIS WEEK

FLASH: Australia Rejects Climate Cap-and-Trade Billl Senators voted 42 to 30 against. Will U.S.
follow suit? http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?id=20601081&sid=aHo _TWO08Y3to

Last week, 10 Democratic senators wrote to PresiBlarack Obama, indicating they would find it
"extremely difficult" to support the C&T Bill (S-B2) unless it contained measures that would "miaista
level playing field for American manufacturers fitdrpretations of what the letter means vary betvike
New York Timesvhose headline judged the senators as "threafkttia bill's passage, and the Natural
Resources Defense Council (NRDC), a prominent Wpeggn group, which found it "constructive".

Whichever of those is correct in the context of lg@slation, it's hard to see how the senators'aisv
constructive in any way at all for an internatiodahl in Copenhagen. So how sure do they need to b
before supporting the bill? Will they need to seme wording agreed in the international talks befor
deciding? Yet if there is no US legislation inqgdeby Copenhagen, the prospects for an internatitazd
recede.[As we approach the Dec 2009 Copenhagen confabgtexi to extend and amplify the expiring
1997 Kyoto Protocol, we note that global emissiang 40 percent above those in 1990, the basis year
the Kyoto treaty.]

As predicted, Cap&Trade is being crowded out byltheare and may be dead for 2009 -- and maybe
forever. In addition to regional opposition, itiard to impose energy taxes in an election yea20IL0,
expect Democrat losses because of fierce opposdgi@bamacare.Bjg political error; they should have
learned from Hillary’s experience.][The IPCC crowd is getting very frustrated thatitfsgience' is not
leading to policy results. Expect some desperatees
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SEPP Science Editorial #25-2009 (8/15/09)

“Some Unsettled Problems in Climate Science”

This presentation is directed primarily towardsestists who have some familiarity with climate gesbs.
Our aim is to show

(1) that the “science is NOT settled”

(2) that NIPCC is in every sense as competent@€IP

(3) that we need help in solving some sticky protse

(4) that continued but targeted research suppadsential

My most recent seminar talk was at the NOAA Rede@&enter in Boulder, CO, on July 31, a Friday
afternoon. More than 200 crowded into the lectomm and discussions continued long after my lectur
some still ongoing by e-mail.

» How goes the dispute about Climate Sensitivity?



Is it 3 degC for a doubling of CO2 (IPCC) or NIPCC)
* Is WV and cloud feedback positive or negative?
and how can the right data give the answer
» How much of 20th century warming is anthropogenic?
nearly all (IPCC) or an insignificant percenta¢/é|lPCC)
» Can solar activity explain decadal-scale climdtanges?
Or internal atmosphere-ocean oscillations — oth#
» How much energy does GH radiation impart to SEBSfp?
since downwelling IR cannot penetrate beyonirmgkin of water
» Why the debate about CO2 residence time
Is it 5 years, 50-100 years, or millennia?
« Is there really a temperature increase “in thelpip”?
Will warming continue after GH gases are statai?
» Why such disagreement about Sea Level Rise?
Year 2100 estimates vary greatly: 600cm (HansE2)Ocm (Weaver),
14-53cm (IPCC-2007), or only 18 cm (Singer)?
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1. The Waxman-Pelosi follies Kimberley Strassel

2. Questions to ask at town hall meetingsPaul Driessen

3. Can Cap&Trade save planet for just 'postage stap a day'?— Garrett Vaughn

4. Green campaigners bury German CCS plans Fhe Guardian

5. Australia climate bill poses test for Premier-WSJ

6. Government's green energy plan may cost 17 tirmenore than benefits— Telegraph (UK)
7. Eyes fall on Virginia in November 2009 Salena Zito

8. Carbon futures aren't the future —Alan Oxley

9. Resisting climate hysteria -Richard Lindzen
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NEWS YOU CAN USE

Both theAmerican Physical Society and the American Chemicebocietyhave come under pressure
from members to review their alarmist and dogmegtiblic utterances on climate change. Many ACS
members want to fire C&EN editor Rudy Baum. (Pest atWattsUpWithThat
http://wattsupwiththat.com/2009/07/30/american-ciatrsociety-members-revolting-against-their-editor
for-pro-agw-views/#more-9680 The APSOpen Letter <http://www.openletter-
globalwarming.info/Site/open_letter.htmmhow has now over 110 signers, more than doulel@tmber

we had when we presented the Letter to the APS €lloam May 1.

** *%

Political climate for energy policies cools: Polllsows economy outweighs environment
by JENNIFER ROBISON, Las Vegas Review-Journal, Ai%y.2009
http://www.lvrj.com/news/52828402.html
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Climate data spat intensifies:Since 2002, Steve Mclintyre, the editoiGimate Audit a blog that
investigates the statistical methods used in cénsatence, has repeatedly asked Phil Jones, difctioe
Climatic Research Unit (CRU) at the University afsSE Anglia, UK, for access to monthly global suefac
temperature data held by the institute [12 Aug®[ature 460, 787 (2009) | doi:10.1038/4607874].
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Another example of counterproductive environmenéal: misguided PCB ‘cleanup’ of the Hudson River
http://greenhellblog.com/2009/08/11/non-supriséhaf-day-ges-pch-clean-up-makes-hudson-rive
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BELOW THE BOTTOM LINE

Climate change is very real. Global warming createkatility. | feel it when I'm flying. The stornase

more volatile. We are paying the price in more lzanes and tornadoes--Senator Debbie Stabenow (D.,
Mich.), Detroit News, 10 August 2009

Yes, and there are sea monsters in Lake MichigeanIfeel them when I'm boatingocks Henry Payne
in http://community.detnews.com/apps/blogs/henrypalptgindex.php?blogid=2041
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1. THE WAXMAN-PELOSI FOLLIES
By KIMBERLEY A. STRASSEL, WSJ

If anyone might have the right to revel in a biteflth-care schadenfreude, it's John Dingell. dyan

Pelosi and Henry Waxman ought to feel lucky hefedone the pleasure. The Michigan Democrat, at lea
until last year, presided over the powerful Eneaggy Commerce Committee. As such, Mr. Dingell, the
House’s longest-serving dealmaker, was positiondgktpoint man for President Barack Obama’s health-
care and climate priorities.

Was. Weary of Mr. Dingell's slow pace, and impatiesth his attempts to unite diverse committee
Democrats around legislation, within weeks of Nolsens election Speaker Pelosi made her move,
enlisting some home-town muscle. Fellow Califodibaral Henry Waxman challenged Mr. Dingell to his
chairmanship, and with Mrs. Pelosi’s support, datled him. The speaker has been reaping her whilwin
ever since.

The measure of Mrs. Pelosi’s leadership was algaysg to be her ability to manage an unruly caucus.
She was an architect of that diversity, roundingaopunprecedented crew of conservative Democrats to
pick off vulnerable GOP seats in 2006 and 2008 sélfeajority makers” sat uneasily with her liberal
wing and her own ideological inclinations, but MPelosi initially proved herself savvy. The House
Democrats’ debut “Six in ‘06" agenda—minimum wagkels, cheaper student loans and the like—was
carefully crafted to present a united Democratofr

That restraint has gradually given way to Mrs. Bidanore radical ambitions, and Mr. Waxman entiste
to see that agenda through. He has certainlyladfiMrs. Pelosi’'s hope that he be the anti-Dingiefid the
result of his purist, knuckle-cracking style istthbbuse Democrats flood to recess today on a wave o
division, confusion and dismal headlines. “HenryAvan has been our greatest gift,” chortles one elous
GOP aide. If Mr. Obama ultimately fails in his tambitions, he should know early whom to thank.

On the conservative side of the equation, Mr. Waxihmas unrelentingly antagonized the rural Democrati
members who make up the majority of his committéewrote a climate bill without their input, loaditd
with provisions that hurt their districts, and l#fem to vote on Republican amendments designedlitci
maximum political damage. He ignored requestsait to see if the Senate could produce, insteatirfgr
a painful floor vote on legislation prior to theyJ&ourth recess. Members went home to be bruthline
constituents and local employers.

This high-handed treatment already had Blue Doaddd for bear, not that Mr. Waxman heeded warnings.
When he again ducked into secret meetings to kedlith-care legislation, a group of 45 members aent
letter complaining. “We don’t want a briefing orethill after it's written. We want to help writg"it

declared Arkansas’s Mike Ross, chair of the Blug Realth-care task force. Rebuffed, conservative
Democrats delineated for Mr. Waxman what they sswaraacceptable bill. Rebuffed again, they asked Mr
Waxman to let the Senate go first. Rebuffed yetraddr. Ross took his case to the nation, with\ale

that has beat down the House bill for weeks.



Mr. Waxman’s subsequent negotiations with these leesr—in which he reportedly showed little concern
for the political challenges of anyone outside o§lAngeles—made matters worse. Blue Dogs stormed ou
of one session, with Louisiana’s Charlie Melancetidwing: “I've been lied to. We have not had

legitimate negotiations.” Mr. Waxman, for his patéclared he was “not going to let [Blue Dogs] empo
Republicans to control the committee.”

By this week, Hill newspapers were reporting oriremeasingly prominent presence in the Waxman
negotiations: John Dingell. “These guys gottaffighstay,” explained Mr. Dingell of the Blue Dogster
one such peacemaking session. “They can warn ug phifalls that we, in our arrogance, may not see.
Their concerns are legitimate.” He refrained fradiag: “Duh.”

On the liberal side of the equation, Mr. Waxmargsmittee ownership has meanwhile potentially set
expectations too high to be reconciled with Bluggldemands. The Californian’s “breakthrough” with.Mr
Ross this week (achieved with Mr. Dingell's helphtained only minuscule concessions, yet set dfita
on the left.

Within a few hours of his Blue Dog deal, Mr. Waxntaad to postpone markup again as his furious fellow
“progressives” accused Blue Dogs of hijacking tidic His “deal,” in fact, leaves just enough sgatuff

in the legislation to allow Blue Dogs to get smatkeound all August, while taking just enough aut t
ensure the base reaches fever pitch by September.

The Waxman-Pelosi strategy has also reverberatgmhbdehe House. The hammering that House
Democrats received on cap-and-trade has only fudiseouraged senators from tackling that legistati
Mr. Obama has felt compelled to say nice thingsuabius early House product, tying the White Hotese
reckless legislation, and further raising the f&eftbpes.

Mr. Waxman and Mrs. Pelosi head into recess with@matose climate bill and one wounded health-care
project. Now comes the long hot summer month whiegenation gets to think about this some morehdf t
speaker wants to make use of her vacation, she ebwhys get on the phone to Michigan. Mr. Dingell
might have some advice.
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2. QUESTIONS TO ASK AT TOWN HALL MEETINGS
Demand answers from your senators and congressmarning) their August recess
By Paul Driessen

Americans are justifiably wary about Congress nughio overhaul our healthcare system, 17% of our
economy, with little debate, analysis or bipartiggyut. They worry that the legislation could afféueir
costs, free choice, doctor-patient relationshigs @stess to quality care.

They should be even more concerned about complexsand-page legislation that would overhaul 100%
of our economy -- the energy system that powersesathles everything we eat, heat, cool, grow, make,
transport, drive and do -- to prevédypothetical manmade catastrophic climate change.

Energy is the Master Resource that makes life pessiVithout abundant, reliable, affordable energy,
opportunity, progress, job creation, health and dights are hobbled and rolled back. And yetlgll
warming bills are being rushed into law at warpezheaot just without debate, but also with debdited
as climate holocaust denial, criminal acts andstvaagainst the planet.

Proponents insist a planetary crisis demands inatdion. The truth is that President Obama wamnts t
present a US commitment to draconian reductiopdaint-fertilizing carbon dioxide at the December
Copenhagen climate conference. He wants to preg&hina, India and other nations to sacrifice their
economic growth to the specter of alleged climagasters. Copenhagen is the last chance for ecostet
to implement a UN-centered system of global goveceaglobal taxes, and global control of energy,
economies and living standards.



Open, robust, unfettered debate is absolutely gakdhis our inalienable right, the foundatioh o
democracy and a free and prosperous America. A gtaa@ to start that debate is the town hall mgstin
that our elected representatives will be holdingrdutheir August recess. Here are a few questioais
concerned citizens might want to ask.

1) Congressman John Conyers said he didn’t bo#taelimg the bill, before he voted on it, because he
would need two lawyers to explain the passagesobid you read and understand it? All of it? Then
how can we be expected to do so? Why should weected to obey it? Why should we let congressmen
who can’t understand their own bills control 100¢@0r economy?

2) Global temperatures are not increasing. Thousahdcientists say humans and carbon dioxideare n
causing a climate disaster. Hurricanes, tornadtmex]s, droughts and heat waves are not increasing.
Emissions from China and India will quickly replamsy CO2 reductions the United States might achieve
by taxing and restricting fossil fuel use, cripgliour economy, and hurting seniors and poor famitiest.
Why does Congress refuse to allow real debate? dgby it simply assume and decree that we have a
global warming crisis and must enact legislatiomidiately?

3) House Speaker Pelosi recently said every agpectr lives must be subjected to an inventorythsd
America can slash energy use and emissions, andmngrdangerous climate change. This can only lead t
massive, intrusive Green Nanny State; the endfofdeble, reliable energy; a coerced switch to egpe,
unreliable wind and solar power; and skyrocketingrgy costs that will hammer families and busingsse
and cost millions of jobs. Why would you supportislegislation?

4) Cap-and-trade is a huge tax on the energy wéouserything we make and do. It's a massive theal
transfer, from consumers to the government, tofpaynprecedented spending increases and more pork
for favored businesses and voting blocs. It vid&eesident Obama’s pledge not to tax anyone with
incomes below $250,000. It will cost families $130054,600 per year in extra energy and living exes.
How can you justify voting for such punitive legigbn?

5) The average annual temperature in Antarcticainsis 50. Temperatures would have to increase 85
degrees 24/7/365 for a century or more, to meltiSPole ice caps and raise sea levels 20-50 festyGu
explain how a 0.02% increase in atmospheric cadiaxide (from 285 ppm in 1850 to projected 485 ppm)
can overturn basic laws of thermodynamics, repthegowerful natural forces that caused Ice Agek an
other climate changes in the past, and producedpemeltdowns?

6) Replacing hydrocarbons with green energy wiluiee millions of acres of land for turbines, solar
panels, geothermal facilities and transmissiorslifid you support relaxing environmental, endardjere
species and other laws, to fast-track approvahede projects, despite their impacts on habitatsfo@ou
want them subjected to the same rules that hav@etythousands of other energy projects, so that
renewable energy projects can't be built eithed, &e have a huge energy gap? Do you support piragect
the rights of landowners? Or do you favor eminarhdin, so that government can seize people’s ptypper
and expedite construction of these projects?

7) Replacing hydrocarbons with green power wilbaisquire hundreds of millions of tons of steebper,
concrete, fiberglass and rare-earth minerals fdvirtes, solar panels and transmission lines. Do you
support opening our lands for renewed exploratiwh development, so that we can produce these raw
materials and create American jobs? Or do you thterkeep US lands off limits, allow eco-activigidile
lawsuits to prevent development, and force us pedd on imports for renewable energy, too?

8) The United States spent $79 billion on globalmiag programs between 1989 and 2008. The vast
majority went to scientists, bureaucrats, alarguisups and propaganda campaigns that say we face a
climate disaster. Do you support a law requiriref fature spending be split 50:50 between resessche
who think humans are causing a climate disasteflzose who believe climate change is mostly natura
and cyclical so that we can have honest, unbiasieds and sound public policy decisions?

9) Claims that we face a climate disaster are basextlected use of questionable temperature stadét-
term temperature trends, and scary computer sosnidat even modelers don't call predictions butatye



“scenarios,” if numerous assumptions about clinsg#ems, energy generation, carbon dioxide andaglob
economic growth 25-100 years from now turn outddroe. How can you justify transforming (and
risking) America’s energy and economic future, lolage computer models?

10) The White House and EPA suppressed a govermegoitt (that said scientific evidence does not
support claims that we face a global warming desastntil after passage of a House bill that waddd
US carbon dioxide emissions back to 1868 levelsy diti you ignore this dictatorial and fraudulent
action? Will you now demand a new debate and neeA/BDemand that this report be reviewed and
debated fully, before the Senate acts on similgislation? Penalize EPA for suppressing free spggech

11) The economic pain, job losses and governmémitsiion into our lives under the House-passed globa
warming bill would reduce projected global averégmperatures in 2050 by an imperceptible 0.1 degree
That's largely because 97% of the projected ine@a£O2 emissions between now and 2030 will come
from developing countries that are building newldwad power plants every week, according to the
International Energy Agency. Why would you supgedislation that is all pain, and no gain?

12) Over 1.5 hillion people in China, India andiéér still do not have electricity, for even a lightlb or
tiny refrigerator. Almost 2.5 billion people aroutite world live on less than $2 a day. Millions digery
year from diseases that would be largely eradicatttdelectricity for refrigeration, sanitation,imics, and
industries that generate greater health and pribgpldow can you justify telling them that globabwning
is the biggest threat they face, and that they tegeét by on wind and solar power, and give ujr the
dreams of better lives, because you are worriedtagiobal warming? Doesn'’t that violate their mbasic
human rights, including their right to improveditig standards and to life itself?

Exercise your constitutional rights. Write to ydegislators. Attend town hall meetings. Ask questio
Demand answers. Demand debate. And safeguard yime f and your children’s future.

Paul Driessen is senior policy advisor for the Caittee For A Constructive Tomorrow and Congress of
Racial Equality, and author dco-Imperialism: Green Power Black Death
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3. CAN CAP&TRADE SAVE PLANET FOR JUST 'POSTAGE STAMP A DAY'?
By GARRETT A. VAUGHN, Investors Business Dailyusug6, 2009
http://www.ibdeditorials.com/IBDArticles.aspx?id=8848160383703

How much will an American family pay to avoid cdtaphic global warming via the House-passed
Waxman-Markey cap-and-trade bill? Rep. Ed Mark®ass., likens the cost to "about a postage stamp
a day," based on estimates made by the Congrek8odget Office (CBO) and the U.S. Environmental
Agency (EPA). Usually, however, goals that straiedality also strain finances.

Carbon dioxide (CO2) is the most important greeskayas emitted by humans. Relative to 2005,
Waxman-Markey seeks a 17% cut in CO2 emission®089Y 2nd an astounding 83% by 2050, driving U.S.
per capita CO2 emission levels below those of Ge@vgshington's first term as president. Fosslkfue
account for most CO2 emissions while meeting aB&&t of U.S. energy needs. Hence, the ambitious
emission targets would require cap-and-trade toyeatinguish use of those fuels via higher prices
Those prices, hopefully, can rustle up enough oeprents from conservation and alternative energy
without going ballistic.

Costs Not Counted by CBO

The CBO relies on creativity to protect family betigagainst those risks. More expensive energydvoul
inevitably slow growth in production and income nasasured by the gross domestic producist

income growthwould be families' major cost under Waxman-Markelye CBO study looks past the
proverbial elephant-in-the-room with a discreettfme stating that its cost estimate "does notcaigi the
potential decrease in GDP that could result."

Next, the CBO uses a "back to the future" stasiticne machine to leap over eight yearadjfustment
costs Waxman-Markey would begin raising energy cast®d12. The CBO study, however, begins as if



2012 would already be 2020 when "the cap would teeen in effect for eight years" and it can "measur
the costs that would occur once the economy hagstedj to the change in the relative prices of gaas
services."

Hence, as with GDP losses, the CBO study looksthastonsiderable investments in equipment and
processes during 2012-2019 needed to "adjust" @@&s®ns downward 17% by 2020. But adjustment
costs would continue 30 years beyond 2020, as Amefiamilies face up to the even more challenging
goal of achieving the full 83% reduction by 2050eTCBO's statistical time machine managed a single
eight-year leap, but the study makes no mentianafbsequent 30-year leap to 2050.

EPA's statistical time machine

The EPA's statistical time machine however, has often leaped forward 30 years iratfgncy's benefit-
cost studies on regulating Clean Air Act pollutamiiser than CO2. By looking so far ahead, the swdan
leap over the vast expenditures made by manufastpreparing to meet Clean Air Act regulations. fTha
acrobatic maneuver prevents all of the "upfrontllade from affecting the benefit-cost ratio estigthfor
the distant year. For instance, in 2000 the ER#ediforward to 2030 to estimate annual benefitl6
for every $1 of cost from regulating the particalatatter and nitrous oxides emitted by heavy-digged
trucks and buses.

None of the costs counted in 2030, however, indualey of the dollars manufacturers would spendnduri
2000-2010 in preparing to meet the regulatory deasllof 2008-2010 for new vehicles. The study
excluded all of the upfront expenditures from tleadifit-cost ratio by assuming manufacturers would
"recover” them via higher prices long before 2030.

Costs aside, a 30-year leap finds more clean aifiie for an annual benefit-cost ratio. Benefémp up
slowly with the gradual replacement of existingtidr vehicles with the new regulated models. Ftbm
perspective of 2000, fleet "turnover" would be ampaible by 2030 but negligible by 2008, a year that
would also contribute considerable upfront costa saire-to-be dreadful benefit-cost ratio. Leaf3fig
years, in contrast, offered a ratio worthy of mpciblicity.

The EPA's more powerful time machine may be nestledld cap-and-trade bog down in the U.S.
Senate. In that event, both President Obama andAeiP#nistrator Lisa Jackson have suggested imposing
an allegedly more expensive "Plan B": limiting C&ARissions through a blizzard of regulations written
under the Clean Air Act.

Impossible Profit

Yet, the EPA's owlenefit-cost analyseshow up to $30 in benefits for every $1 of costrfrregulating
other harmful emissions under the act. Such ratiggest that regulating CO2 emissions could csst le
than cap-and-trade. Cap-and-trade, after all, vmdnipulate prices to motivate private profit-nmeaki
firms. Yet, not even Exxon-Mobil at its most prafile could refine every $1 of crude oil into gaseli
worth $30 to motorists, leaving it with $29 of pymefit. In the entire United States, only the ERAy be
capable of such profit — profit that automaticdliyws (albeit slowly) straight to Americans as "@me in
kind" in the form of cleaner air.

Still, at the end of the day, would either cap-ardie or the Plan B of Clean Air Act regulationalle
save the planet for pennies a day? Or are suahgk@io good to be true for both strategies? With
Washington, D.C., determined "to do something," Aoa families will find out whether leaping over
GDP losses and upfront costs works as well in paeis it does in theory.

Vaughn is an economist for the Manufacturers AB&iMAPI, a 76-year-old public policy, economics
research and executive education organization imgton, Va.
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4. GREEN CAMPAIGNERS BURY GERMAN CCS PLANS

The Guardian, 29 July 2008nttp://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/jul/28fgany-carbon-capture

It was meant to be the world's first demonstratba technology that could help save the planet
from global warming - a project intended to captema@ssions from a coal-fired power station and
bury them safely underground.

But the German carbon capture plan has ended vt lizing pumped directly into the
atmosphere, following local opposition at it bestgred underground. The scheme appears a
victim of "numbyism" - not under my backyard.

Opposition to the carbon capture plan has congibt a growing public backlash against
renewable energy projects, raising fears that Eeimaip) struggle to meet its low-carbon
commitments. Last week, the Danish firm Vestas kldritish "nimbies" opposing wind farms
for its decision to close its turbine factory oe tkle of Wight H/t to CCNet
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5. AUSTRALIA CLIMATE BILL POSES TEST FOR PREMIER
By RACHEL PANNETT, WSJ, August 12, 2009
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125003456583024 h&l

CANBERRA, Australia -- Lawmakers are expected fectlegislation aimed at capping greenhouse-gas
emissions in Australia this week in a move thatiddmperil one of the country's most important emmic
initiatives in recent years.

The debate is shaping up as the biggest test ytime Minister Kevin Rudd's nearly two years ifias,

and could result in a call for early electionséfdan't get key conservative lawmakers on his sideuld
also provide a case study for similar debateserils., where lawmakers are wrangling over a simila
plan to set mandatory caps on greenhouse-gas ensssihat policy is set to be debated by the U.S.

Senate next month after it passed the House ofeéReptatives by a slim 219-212 margin in June.

Like the U.S. plan, Australia's climate bill hashecriticized by green groups for its relativelyake
carbon-emission reduction targets and generousindallowances, which many argue could make it
ineffective. At the same time, representativemfindustry have argued Australia's plan goes too fa
threatening jobs and adding new costs for consuarausinesses at a time when the economy is just
recovering from a global recession.

Analysts are watching Australia's effort closelythdugh Australia accounts for only around 1.5% of
global greenhouse emissions, it is the biggestppita carbon polluter in the developed world dugst
reliance on fossil fuels, mainly coal, for arour@®8of its electricity generation. Clean-air advesasay
they believe countries such as Australia and tt& beed to set a better example before other pbitie
world agree to curb their worsening pollution perhk.

Australia's planned carbon-trading program is sintib a European Union one in place since 2005. It
would cap Australia's carbon-dioxide emissionsgifay heavy polluters like power generators and
aluminum and cement makers to buy so-called capleomits to account for their emissions.

To ease criticism from industry, it would alloc&#% of the carbon permits free in the first yean¢avy-
polluting companies that are highly exposed toriv@gonal trade. It also sets a relatively low &rgpr
overall emission reductions, with a goal of cuttérgissions in the country by 5% from 2000 levels by
2020, though it could go higher under certain ainstances.

By comparison, the U.S. plan calls for cuts to WRissions of 17% from 2005 levels by 2020, and 83%
by 2050. Japan, a global manufacturing hub forraaotzles and electronics, aims to cut greenhouse-gas
emissions to 15% below 2005 levels by 2020. ThenBflagreed to reductions of at least 20% on 1990
levels by 2020, and will cut by as much as 30%hfo developed countries make comparable efforts.



Conservative senators in Australia have neverthelewed to kill the program during a vote in the&e

on Thursday if further changes aren't made. Ambe@ toncerns: Because the country has so muclpchea
coal, any switch to cleaner-burning fuels will likelrive up the cost of electricity and threateemrgy-
dependent industries, including the country's pfweatural-resources sector.

Opposition leader Malcolm Turnbull has offered &iver enough conservative votes to pass the
legislation, but only if the government agreesddain conditions. Among other things, he and ctheant
emissions from coal mining and agriculture to beleded from the proposal. They also have callethen
government to delay the design of the Australiaib@a program until February or March, after the U.S
Senate has debated its climate bill.

Because Australia's center-left Labor governmeskda majority in the Senate, where laws are passed
needs the support of conservatives -- or otherlemadrties that also have concerns about the anogr
to pass its plan.

If the vote fails, the government would still bdeato revive some form of climate program in future
months. But it would likely to have agree to furtikencessions to win enough support from consemsti

* * *hkkkkhkkhkkhk * *hkkhkhkkhkkhk * *kkkkkkkhkkkkhkx

6. GOVERNMENT'S GREEN ENERGY PLAN MAY COST 17 TIME S MORE

THAN ITS BENEFITS

By Edmund Conway, Daily Telegraph - 10 August 2009
http://mwww.telegraph.co.uk/finance/newsbysecton/gwé001259/Governments-green-energy-plan-may-
cost-17-times-more-than-its-benefits.html

The Government's plans to increase the proporti@ritain's energy generated by "green” sourcegigo
cost between 11 and 17 times what the change hnrgonomic benefits. The figures are buried daep
the Government's Renewable Energy Strategy papeuped last month.

According to the document, while the expected waltotal around £4bn [=$6.6 billion] a year oviae
next 20 years, amounting to £57bn to £70bn, thateatbenefit in terms of the reduced carbon diexid
emissions will be only £4bn to £5bn over that entieriod. The figures make up part of the Govenilme
impact assessment of the policies, which incluéaplo raise the proportion of British electricity
produced by renewable sources from 5.5pc todagpe.3

It is the Government's assessment that the nontagrigenefits of the policies will compensate foe t
possible £65bn shortfall, but economists are scalpis to how much of this sum such factors canemak

up.

The White Paper has also calculated that housefasldnd electricity bills will have to rise by upa249
a year, although Energy and Climate Change SegrEthMiliband has insisted that new measures to
improve consumers' energy efficiency would redieeextra cost to an average of £92 a year per home.

* * * *% *

7. EYES FALL ON VIRGINIA IN NOV 2009
Salena Zito, August 02, 2009
http://townhall.com/columnists/SalenaZito/2009/G8fall eyes on_virginia

WINCHESTER, Va. — Virginia will be the center ofljgizal attention this fall, thanks to the firsestwide
election in a battleground state since the 2008igeatial election. November's gubernatorial race
matches former state attorney general Bob McDonadlepublican, versus state senator Creigh Deeds,
Democrat.

A SurveyUSA poll last week gave McDonnell a 15-pdéad. RealClearPolitics shows McDonnell as 6.3
percentage points in the lead, based on aggregHitegpdata.
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“If McDonnell were to win this, the message it sehdick to Washington is to slow down,” said John
Morrison, a Deeds supporter.

Both Virginia and New Jersey will hand a reportccaf sorts to President Obama and the Democrats
controlling Congress with their governor’s racds thll. Both are leaning toward Republican winst im
politics, anything can change.

For about 40 years, since Richard Nixon's 1968 Kamthern Virginia favored Republicans until it lzeg
shifting to Democrats in 2004, 2006 and 2008. tedaear Washington, D.C., it is home to lots ohte
companies and their employees, along with a healtbgortion of people who work in government (and
government has been expanding since Obama becasidgnt) and who lean left.

The Virginia Beach and Richmond areas also haveré/Republicans since Nixon. Unlike their northern
cousins, people in those areas have become re@demma’s victory in Virginia was hugely relatechigh
black voter turnout, especially in the Virginia Bharea. If that voting bloc does not show up feefs,

he is in trouble.

It does not help him that the nation’s first elecbdack governor, Virginia’'s Douglas Wilder, is ¢do him
— so much so that Wilder told theashington Timelast week that Deeds risked becoming a “me too”
candidate. Wilder then complimented McDonnell feaching out to Virginians who don't traditionally

vote Republican.

McDonnell is well positioned as a state officiak Heat Deeds for the attorney general’s job by 8B00
votes in 2005, in what was a more favorable yeabDfemocrats. (Hurricane Katrina had hit and wipetl o
Bush's approval ratings, just as the Irag War'sopogarity heated up and Social Security reform fell
apart).

Obama’s 2008 victory in Virginia, while impressiweas many years in the making, built on demographic
changes and the election of three Democrats —dérgtors Mark Warner (also a former governor) amd J
Webb and Gov. Tim Kaine. They were successful bee#hey built a new brand for Democrats, one that
was fiscally responsible and focused on improviagpe’s lives rather than on divisive social issues

That begs a question: With a healthy party bramtthree popular Democrats in statewide leadersttiy,
is Deeds languishing in the polls? “Washingtorotgies, plain and simple,” said Philip Charlesgtired
D.C. firefighter from Front Royal, Va. “Obama’s etsmna won this state last fall. His policies magtdais
party a seat in the governor’'s mansion this fallith its counter-cyclical election, Virginia is jged to
serve as a check on government’s role in evenyiflgyits expansion and its spending.

Part of Deeds’ problem is that voters are exhaustfied 2008’s “change” hype and discouraged because
they don't feel that things are getting better angfing — fast enough.

The 2010 mid-term elections will hinge on the eaog@nd on spending. Either the economy roars back
and Democrats can claim they made the differen@90 could be another 1982, when Ronald Reagan
took a mid-term hit because the economy had nopytd out of its recession.

One thing is certain: No way will the economy bétdxethis November, when Virginia and New Jersey
vote — and when it comes to the relationship betvgesitics and the economy, jobs matter more thian a
other measures.

*% * *% *

8. CARBON FUTURES AREN'T THE FUTURE
By Alan Oxley, Forbes.com, August 12, 2009

This week climate change negotiators are meetif@@eirmany to review a 260-page document, which U.N.
officials hope will be crafted into a new treatyremluce carbon emissions and adopted by world teade
Copenhagen in December. At the center of this palis a strategy for governments to raise money by
creating a large global market for carbon credits.
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The Chicago Futures Exchange already operateslaraarétet for carbon credits. Prices are low, aun
$1 a ton. Though the market now operates mainlgdonpanies eager to boast a low carbon footprint,
boosters eagerly talk about greater interest anueyprices as high as $40 a ton.

But be wary. Experts predict that no new treaty nél inked at Copenhagen. Policy makers have little
inclination to hike energy costs to reduce greeskajas emissions in the midst of an economic crisis
Moreover, the idea is seriously impractical.

Environmental NGOs like Greenpeace and the WWIEangpaigning for a $160 billion market in carbon
credits, the proceeds of which are to be direatatkt/eloping countries to entice or bribe thenettuce
their own emissions.

Poor countries already receive about $105 billioaid every year. Given widespread doubt about the
effectiveness of this existing aid, no governmigast of all the U.S. Congress, would agree to rtioae
double that amount--especially since China woudificantly benefit from such a transaction andt la
time we looked, it is loaded to the gills with fivee.

As for the aid at hand, a quarter of the $160dgilliaised annually from this emissions trading \ddé
earmarked for poor countries with forestry. Butré®a catch. Nations would only receive theseduhd
they agree to use forestlands to farm carbon idstésimber or other crops. The World Bank is tedlithe
developing world that emissions farming would gatebetter returns. That's just not true.

According to a new study by World Growth Internatiy the returns from developing forestlands are at
least four to eight times greater than farming oarlAnd since forestry directly and indirectly cdntites
up to about 7% of the national economy of foresltsriropical, developing countries, these antigore
initiatives threaten to significantly impede thefrances to create new jobs and wealth.

The World Bank's stated mission is to reduce pgvatet, by encouraging poor nations to select the
lowest-yielding option, its anti-forestry campaidinectly conflicts with that core principle.

The organization's environmental economists argaeit governments create a large global market for
carbon credits, the carbon stored in the treesdvoetome more valuable and, therefore, entice poor
communities to farm the carbon instead of the ffée. World Bank has garnered several hundred millio
dollars to encourage and equip developing countiniggt into this game, despite the improbability o
agreement on a global emissions trading market.

The touting of "easy money" has already had unhaeguyits. Last week, for example, the government of
Papua New Guinea (PNG) closed its official offioe ¢limate change. That's because the countryrsatsi
change director had been circulating certificategifjhts to allocate carbon, even though there'sw in
the country that creates such rights. There had teggorts of multimillion-dollar sales to compangest up
in Australia to make these trades. And hustlerstiesh selling permits (along with large paper b&ys)
$500 a pop to locals to collect carbon dioxide fritva air and deliver it to the climate change @ffic

These kinds of policies come at the expense of thatiplanet and the poor. As such, the World Bank,
Greenpeace, WWF and other groups presently pustiragglobal carbon market should pause and
reassess their plan.

If our true intent is to protect global forest bivetsity and enable poor countries to become ecaraiin
self-sufficient, then we need to encourage a mer@ss and nuanced approach: allowing sustainably
managed forestry.

Some sort of global compact on climate changeheilagreed upon sometime in the next decade. Bt don
waste any money on global carbon futures--theyaligely to be a part of it.

Alan Oxleyis chairman of World Growth International, a Ulsased free-market non-governmental
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organization, and the author afnew reporbn how forestry can reduce poverty. He formerlywsdras
chairman of the General Agreement on Tariffs arad&; the predecessor to the World Trade
Organization.

* * *% * *% *

9. DOOMED PLANET: RESISTING CLIMATE HYSTERIA:

A Case Against Precipitous Climate Action
by Richard S. Lindzen, July 26, 2009
http://www.quadrant.org.au/blogs/doomed-planet/2008esisting-climate-hysteria

"Today's debate about global warming is essentialiebate about freedom. Environmentalists
would like to mastermind each and every possibite (enpossible) aspect of our lives." \faclav
Klaus“Blue Planet in Green Shackles”

The notion of a static, unchanging climate is fgneio the history of the earth or any other planet
with a fluid envelope. The fact that the developexld went into hysterics over changes in global
mean temperature anomaly of a few tenths of a @agiltastound future generations. Such
hysteria simply represents the scientific illiterat much of the public, the susceptibility of the
public to the substitution of repetition for truimd the exploitation of these weaknesses by
politicians, environmental promoters, and, aftely@ars of media drum beating, many others as
well.

Climate is always changing. We have had ice agesvamnmer periods when alligators were found
in Spitzbergen. Ice ages have occurred in a 100stdwd-year cycle for the last 700 thousand
years, and there have been previous periods tpabapo have been warmer than the present
despite CO2 levels being lower than they are now.

More recently, we have had the medieval warm peaiwdithe little ice age. During the latter,
alpine glaciers advanced to the chagrin of ovewillages. Since the beginning of the 19th
Century these glaciers have been retreating. Rrawe don't fully understand either the advance
or the retreat.

For small changes in climate associated with teotlasdegree, there is no need for any external
cause. The earth is never exactly in equilibriutme Totions of the massive oceans where heat is
moved between deep layers and the surface provatesility on time scales from years to
centuries. Recent work (Tsonis et al, 2007), suggeat this variability is enough to account for
all climate change since the 19th Century.

Supporting the notion that man has not been theecatithis unexceptional change in temperature
is the fact that there is a distinct signaturereeghouse warming: surface warming should be
accompanied by warming in the tropics around atud# of about 9km that is about 2.5 times
greater than at the surface. Measurements showérating at these levels is only about 3/4 of
what is seen at the surface, implying that onlyulaothird of the surface warming is associated
with the greenhouse effect, and, quite possiblyati®f even this really small warming is due to
man (Lindzen, 2007, Douglass et al, 2007).

This further implies that all models predictingrsficant warming are greatly overestimating
warming. This should not be surprising -- thougévitably in climate science, when data
conflicts with models, a small coterie of sciergtisan be counted upon to modify the data. Thus,
Santer, et al (2008), argue that stretching uniciea in observations and models might
marginally eliminate the inconsistency. That theadshould always need correcting to agree with
models is totally implausible and indicative ofeatain corruption within the climate science
community.
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It turns out that there is a much more fundameantdl unambiguous check of the role of
feedbacks in enhancing greenhouse warming thasal®as that all models are greatly
exaggerating climate sensitivity. Here, it mushbéed that the greenhouse effect operates by
inhibiting the cooling of the climate by reducingtroutgoing radiation.

However, the contribution of increasing CO2 alonesinot, in fact, lead to much warming
(approximately 1 deg. C for each doubling of CO2)e larger predictions from climate models
are due to the fact that, within these modelsntbee important greenhouse substances, water
vapor and clouds, act to greatly amplify whatevex2Gloes. This is referred to as a positive
feedback. It means that increases in surface teperare accompanied by reductions in the net
outgoing radiation - thus enhancing the greenhawsening. All climate models show such
changes when forced by observed surface tempesature

Satellite observations of the earth's radiationgetidllow us to determine whether such a
reduction does, in fact, accompany increases faseitemperature in nature. As it turns out, the
satellite data from the ERBE instrument (Barkstrd884, Wong et al, 2006) shows that the
feedback in nature is strongly negative -- stromghjucing the direct effect of CO2 (Lindzen and
Choi, 2009) in profound contrast to the model béaw his analysis makes clear that even when
all models agree, they can all be wrong, and thiati$ the situation for the all-important question
of climate sensitivity.

According to the UN's Intergovernmental Panel oim@te Change, the greenhouse forcing from
manmade greenhouse gases is already about 86%abbwé expects from a doubling of CO2
(with about half coming from methane, nitrous oxiffeons and ozone), and alarming predictions
depend on models for which the sensitivity to aldimg for CO2 is greater than 2C, which
implies that we should already have seen much marming than we have seen thus far, even if
all the warming we have seen so far were due ta man

This contradiction is rendered more acute by tletfzat there has been no statistically significant
net global warming for the last fourteen years. Bleds defend this situation by arguing that
aerosols have cancelled much of the warming, aatdniodels adequately account for natural
unforced internal variability. However, a recenppa(Ramanathan, 2007) points out that aerosols
can warm as well as cool, while scientists at thkesUWHadley Centre for Climate Research

recently noted that their model did not approphatieal with natural internal variability thus
demolishing the basis for the IPCC's iconic attiidou(Smith et al, 2007).

Interestingly (though not unexpectedly), the Britiaper did not stress this. Rather, they
speculated that natural internal variability migtgp aside in 2009, allowing warming to resume.
Resume? Thus, the fact that warming has ceaselddgrast fourteen years is acknowledged. It
should be noted that, more recently, German mosléleve moved the date for ‘resumption’ up to
2015 (Keenlyside et al, 2008). Climate alarmistpoad that some of the hottest years on record
have occurred during the past decade. Given thatreven a relatively warm period, this is not
surprising, but it says nothing about trends.

Given that the evidence (and | have noted onlywademany pieces of evidence) strongly implies
that anthropogenic warming has been greatly exatgrthe basis for alarm due to such
warming is similarly diminished. However, a redlyportant point is that the case for alarm
would still be weak even if anthropogenic globalmig were significant. Polar bears, arctic
summer sea ice, regional droughts and floods, @eakching, hurricanes, alpine glaciers, malaria,
etc. etc. all depend not on some global averagarféice temperature anomaly, but on a huge
number of regional variables including temperattremidity, cloud cover, precipitation, and
direction and magnitude of wind. The state of tbeam is also often crucial. Our ability to
forecast any of these over periods beyond a few taginimal (a leading modeler refers to it as
essentially guesswork).

Yet, each catastrophic forecast depends on edtiesé being in a specific range. The odds of any
specific catastrophe actually occurring are alraesp. This was equally true for earlier forecasts
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of famine for the 1980's, global cooling in the %7 Y2K and many others. Regionally, year to
year fluctuations in temperature are over four sineeger than fluctuations in the global mean.
Much of this variation has to be independent ofgloal mean; otherwise the global mean would
vary much more.

This is simply to note that factors other than glolsarming are more important to any specific
situation. This is not to say that disasters will accur; they always have occurred and this will
not change in the future. Fighting global warminthveymbolic gestures will certainly not change
this. However, history tells us that greater weahl development can profoundly increase our
resilience.

In view of the above, one may reasonably ask whyetlis the current alarm, and, in particular,
why the astounding upsurge in alarmism of the pag&ars. When an issue like global warming is
around for over twenty years, numerous agendadeneloped to exploit the issue. The interests
of the environmental movement in acquiring more @unfluence, and donations are reasonably
clear. So too are the interests of bureaucratatiom control of CO2 is a dream-come-true. After
all, CO2 is a product of breathing itself. Poliéins can see the possibility of taxation that wéll b
cheerfully accepted because it is necessary fantgahe earth.

Nations have seen how to exploit this issue in otalgain competitive advantages. But, by now,
things have gone much further. The case of ENRONb(abankrupt Texas energy firm) is
illustrative in this respect. Before disintegratinga pyrotechnic display of unscrupulous
manipulation, ENRON had been one of the most imtdmisbyists for the 1997 Kyoto [Protocol].

It had hoped to become a trading firm dealing ilboa emission rights. This was no small hope.
These rights are likely to amount to over a trilidollars, and the commissions will run into many
billions. Hedge funds are actively examining thegbilities; so was the late Lehman Brothers.

Goldman Sachs has lobbied extensively for the acaptrade’ bill, and is well positioned to make
billions. It is probably no accident that Gore, bati, is associated with such activities. The sale
of indulgences is already in full swing with orgaations selling offsets to one's carbon footprint
while sometimes acknowledging that the offsetsraedevant. The possibilities for corruption are
immense. Archer Daniels Midland (America's largagibusiness) has successfully lobbied for
ethanol requirements for gasoline, and the reguttamand for ethanol may already be
contributing to large increases in corn prices assbciated hardship in the developing world (not
to mention poorer car performance).

And finally, there are the numerous well-meanirgjviduals who have allowed propagandists to
convince them that in accepting the alarmist viéaraghropogenic climate change, they are
displaying intelligence and virtue For them, thesdychic welfare is at stake. With all this at stake
one can readily suspect that there might be a s#nsgency provoked by the possibility that
warming may have ceased and that the case forvgaiching as was seen being due in significant
measure to man, disintegrating.

For those committed to the more venal agendas)ebd to act soon, before the public appreciates
the situation, is real indeed. However, for monéoges leaders, the need to courageously resist
hysteria is clear. Wasting resources on symbolidaghting ever-present climate change is no
substitute for prudence. Nor is the assumptiontti@earth's climate reached a point of perfection
in the middle of the twentieth century a sign délligence.
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