The Week That Was (Aug 8, 2009) brought to you byESPP
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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
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Quote of the Week:

"To kill an error is as good a service as, and sones better than, the establishing of a new toutfact”

-- Charles Darwin

* * *khkkhkhkkhkkhk * *hkkhkhkkkk

THIS WEEK

Senate Takes Up Climate ChangeChemical & Engineering News reports on July 220

“A pair of Senate hearings last week focused os,joltional security, and carbon dioxide as segator
continued to debate provisions in a House-pasdkdrbclimate change. Six committees have jurisdict
over the bill, and two of them dug deeper into ésstelated to climate change on July 21.

Senate Environment & Public Works Committee Chairiarbara Boxe(D-Calif.) began her
committee’s hearing on jobs by stressing climatenade legislation’s potential to develop new clean
technologies and create millions of jobs. The cottemiheard from state and local leaders who have
created agencies to support new industries andagengo-called green jobs. However, several Régarbl
committee members, namely SeKg.S. Bond(Mo.) and James M. Inhofe (Okla.), expressed tieirbts
about job creation. They said green jobs simplit simployment away from other sectors, and they
warned that clean industries need too much govarhsupport, making such green jobs expensive.

On the same day, Seiohn F. Kerry(D-Mass.), chairman of the Senate Foreign Relat@ommittee,
began his committee’s hearing on security by enipimasthe global military threat of climate change.

Senate leadership aims to have a bill completedteySeptember. In the House, legislation squeaked
through last month on a 219 to 212 va@&EN, July 6, page B’

Meanwhile, the NYT reports on August 6, 2009 th@lithate Bill Is Threatened: Ten moderate Senate
Democrats from states dependent on coal and mauatifagsent a letter to President Obama on Thursday
saying they would not support any climate chandeHtzt did not protect American industries from
competition from countries that did not impose &miestraints on climate-altering gases.” On#heften

is newly seated Al Franken from Minnesota, ‘bitthg@ hand that fed him.’

It looks to us that the fate of the climate billyntze tied in intimately with the fate of the Whit®use
healthcare legislation, which is proving to be sisipgly unpopular. There have been stormy ‘Towhha
meetings around the nation, with politicians gettm earful of complaints from an aroused public.

Other political events weighing in heavily on theéapme of the climate bill are the closely watched
elections for governor and other state offices @wNersey and Virginia in November 2009. Their
outcome may be taken as a popular referendum emdelggislative initiatives. The two campaignsyma
likely influence the debates and votes in Congress.
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SEPP Science Editorial #24-2009 (8/8/09)
What Caused the PETM (Paleocene-Eocene Temperatukdaximum)

One of the striking features of the thermal histofyhe earth is the unusually rapid and strongmwiag
about 55 million years ago, termed the PETM. I$wecently again discussed in a paper by Zebddret a
Nature Geoscience online; 13 July 2009 | doi:108/68e0578



The paper brought great joy and jubilation to badimate skeptics and climate alarmists. Skeptitshled
on to the authors’ statement that GH models coatderplain the rapid temperature rise in relatmithie
observed rise of CO2. Alarmists, on the other haratned that such rapid and strong temperature
excursions might even be possible today unlesesteain CO2 emissions.

Of course, it is difficult to be certain about tiieection of cause-effect from a correlation of parature
and CO2, since the data lack adequate time resolutt might therefore be appropriate to develop a
different hypothesis, which happens to make usevofpapers | already published (in 1971 and 1988).

Many authors seem to accept that the cause oéthperature rise was the rapid release of methane
trapped in clathrates in ocean sediments, which Wees oxidized to CO2. The problem with this sienpl
idea is there may not be sufficient oxygen, paldidy in the deep ocean, to accomplish this cheimica
transformation. This will be particularly trueléirge bursts of methane are released in bubblé$réval
rapidly to the sea surface.

Once in the atmosphere, methane released in thegeduantities could survive for a long time, diryy
depleting the available hydroxyl (OH) radicals, eihiexist only in minute concentrations in the syead
state. As a consequence, not only would this metlexert a strong GH effect, but large amounts of
methane could percolate into the stratospheretlad be photolyzed by solar ultraviolet radiation
eventually form both water vapor and CO2, and doute to destruction of ozonéStratospheric Water
Vapour Increase Due to Human Activities." NatdB83543-547. 1971

These large amounts of water vapor released ietodhmally dry stratosphere can lead to important
consequences, including the formation of cirrusidi(consisting of ice particles) in the vicinitiytbe
cold tropopause. Tabulated physical measuremérgsug the ‘complex refractive index’ of water and.
Therefore, a direct calculation based on Mie theaity provide the optical properties of the cirrieaid
cover(“Re-Analysis of the Nuclear Winter Phenomenon. téteology and Atmospheric Physig8:228-
239. 1983

If the cloud cover is very thick, it could exhilagih appreciable optical albedo. But my analysisvshibat
as the cloud thins, it retains a large infraredoitgasufficient to cut off any thermal radiatioroi the
earth’s surface in the IR window of the atmospl{8r&2 microns). Such a GH effect is quite powefdul
warming the global climate; it depends, of couedsp on the areal coverage of the cirrus cloudnight
be strong enough to enhance the warming of thé ead therefore accelerate a further release dfanet
from the ocean, a kind of positive feedback thail@@xplain the observed large temperature increase

But so far all of this is simply hypothesis and@gation. Some obvious questions remain:

» How to test this hypothesis? One would expedinthsome evidence concerning anoxic effects én th
ocean, including a die-off of marine organisms.e THO2 increase observed could partly be caused by a
degassing of a warming ocean.

» And could such an effect happen now?

Not likely. We have to remember that temperatuess the P-E boundary had been unusually high for
long periods of time. In fact, the earth was caetgly ice-free, including also the polar regiofisis is
quite different from the present situation. Furtmething of the sort has happened during the much
warmer (compared to today) Holocene Temperaturen@pt, 8000-5000 years ago.

1. COZ2 Policy as Pipedream -Mackubin Thomas Owens

2. Blunt warning about greens under the bed ¥he Times

w

Listening to India: A lesson for Hillary on climate change- WSJI

N

. Wind energy: Forests of concrete and steelRPaul Driessen



5. Obama blocks new energy exploration -- NCPA
6. Labour government to create green jobs -- in Gha — The Times
7. When it comes to global warming, talk of treasois in the air —Bjorn Lomborg

8. Time for a new paradigm on climate change? Scientific Alliance

* * * * * * *

NEWS YOU CAN USE

From “Cooler Heads Digest” of July 24 Myron Ebell (CEI): “A recent whining fundraising appeal
from Fred Krupp of Environmental Defense Fund confirms that theiséowas flooded with calls and e-
mails opposing Waxman-Markey: For some House affitteir calls overwhelmed the switchboard.
Krupp blames it on an organized conspiracy ledRagh Limbaugh and Sarah Palimnd financed with
hundreds of millions of dollars from big polluteii®o bad he doesn’t mention who those big polluaess
As far as | can tell, many of the biggest compaimdbe U. S. support cap-and-trade and a coupleetio
of them belong to thd. S. Climate Action PartnershigDF is also a member of USCAP and works as a
front group for big companies that hope to get ri¢hthe backs of American consumers from the highe
energy prices required by cap-and-trade. ‘Hundre@imillions’ has a nice ring, but does anyone adiu
believe that the opponents of cap-and-trade haea eventh of the funding of its supporters?”

* * * * *% *

Can you guess who wroteTHe current rush for large-scale onshore wind depeients, connected by a
hugely centralized grid system shows a povertynafjination and thinking rooted in the early 20th
Century. If attention continues to be focused angasing renewable energy targets, without any
requirement to demonstrate what each developméinaetiieve in greenhouse gas emissions reductions
(including all aspects of the generation and traission), we face a possible worst-case scenarierevh
we achieve renewable energy targets through ingmsite developments and at great cost to important
environments only to discover that our greenhowseamissions are up, along with our energy
consumption, and our energy supply is not secure.”

Amazingly, a leading environmental organizatione Tohn Muir Trust http://www.jmt.org/what-we-

think.asp
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Wong horse knackered but . . .. Carbon Tax is sattand ready.
A Statement by Wiv Forbes Chairman, The Carbon Sense Coalition, Australia.
http://carbon-sense.com/2009/07/19/carbon-tax-gsaidd|

The aging galloper Ration-N-Tax (RAT) from the [Aadian environment minister] Wong stable is
knackered. Anyone with any economic or politicalis knows that the carbon cap proposals are neither
politically nor economically possible in Austratia the USA. No electorate in the western world wiillby
to see their standard of living reduced until thogirbon emissions per capita are equal to thobsdat or
China while they transfer their businesses, jolustanhnology to these growing industrial gianté\sia.

From now on, those pushing the RAT schemelaggihg a dead horse. Public opinion is changing
swiftly and any time soon even [the White Housd] switch his bets.

But the canny handlers anticipated this remult have another nag saddled and ready. The taetdrs
will be Carbon Tax, a donkey with no pedigree, ddetermined stayer, which has been in secreirigain
within big business circles. He must be stoppeldeowill father many sterile mules in Australialustry.

The Climate Change industry is already runmsitogies and conferences on the chances of Carbon Ta
winning the Green Derby. (He has a good chance aosdpto that aged mare from the Wong/[Waxman]
stable.) The backers of Carbon Tax love his hegenue potential.

Just a small carbon tax will fund never endhiys to race meetings in Bali, Rio, CopenhagemisRand
Kyoto. It will feed the voracious nationalised céite research industry, provide eternal corporatéaves
for the alternate energy punters, and allow pdditis to continue buying votes with taxes colledtedh
every consumer of electricity, transport, food, eator anything manufactured in Australia.



Carbon Tax should be knackered for the sansoresthat the RAT Scheme is unacceptable it wileha
no climate benefits but it will destroy businesses| jobs and living standards.

* * *hkkkhkhkkhkkhk * *khkkkkhkkhkkhk

On the costs of U.S. Taxman-Malarkey scheme
http://www.heartland.org/custom/semod policybot/(&§679.pdf
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The Competitive Enterprise Institutdvéarlo Lewis has unveiled his new filnRolicy Peril: Why Global
Warming Policies Are More Dangerous Than Global Wvimg Itself Over the next two weeks, he’ll be
posting orglobalwarming.orgone excerpt from the film a day along with comrseanid links to newer
information that has since come out. The videesgmt a powerful argument that the global warming
debate is very far from over.

* * *hkkkkhkkhkkhk * *khkkkkhkkhkkhk *

TheMarshall Institute this week releasetihe Cocktail Guide to Global Warming succinct
compendium of replies to questions about climasngk.

* * * *%k * kkkkkkkkkhk

If you want a better understanding of Global Waigniithout the political and media hype, you
should click the link below and take the "testhiSTinformation is scientific, not political.
http://www.geocraft.com/WVFossils/GlobWarmTest/staml
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CongressmaBlaine Luetkemeyer(R-MO) has introduced legislation (H.R. 3129) thauld prohibit
United States contributions to the United Natibrisrgovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).
This would save taxpayers $12.5 million this yezd anillions more in the years to come.

* * *hkkkkhkkhkkhk *khkkkkkk

BELOW THE BOTTOM LINE
Cap&Trade on the Comedy Houttp://thechillingeffect.org/2009/07/22/video-da#irow-hits-cap-and-trade/
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1. POLICY AS PIPE DREAM
The Waxman-Markey energy bill spells bad news.
By Mackubin Thomas Owens / Boston Her&ldgust 07, 2009

While the attention of the American public was feed on the circus surrounding the death of Michael
Jackson, the House of Representatives was layagritundwork for picking that same public’'s pockets
The Waxman-Markey energy bill, set for debate lgter year in the Senate, would hamstring the U.S.
economy, raise unemployment and burden taxpayers.

The centerpiece of the legislation is a “cap aaddi provision designed to reduce carbon dioxid@ZC
emissions by raising the price of CO2-intensivedgoand services such as gasoline, electricity aartym
industrial products. Legislation should be subjédtesome basi*c cost-benefit analysis. This bitlyides
little in the way of benefits to Americans but inges very high costs.

The goal of the bill is to reduce greenhouse gasstoms that allegedly cause “global warming,” siitas
now known, “climate change.” But global temperasuh@ve been decreasing since 1998.

On the benefits side, there is another problemnkvine United States were to significantly red@@2
emissions, it would have little global effect, givihat the biggest producers of greenhouse gasiemss
are rapidly developing countries such as Chinaladé. And U.S. businesses have reduced such
emissions in response to market forces.

On the other hand, the costs of something alongjrtee of Waxman-Markey are staggering. Carbon-thase
fuels (oil, coal, natural gas) provide about 85pet of U.S. energy needs and generate most greseho



gases. Companies would need annual allowanceglibsuthe government in order to emit greenhouse
gases.

Under the “cap” part of the bill, these allowaneexnild gradually decline. Indeed, Waxman-Markey
requires the CO2 level in 2050 to be 83 percesttiean it was in 2005. The “trade” permits utiktignd
refineries that need extra allowances to buy them fother companies. As the annual allowances atiow
by Washington are reduced, their price would rise.

The EPA estimates that the price of a permit woisiel from $20 a ton in 2020 to $75 a ton by 2050.
Companies would pass the extra cost to customers.

The Congressional Budget Office estimates thataieduthe level of CO2 to 15 percent less than el t
level of emissions in 2005 would increase a houséhannual cost of living by $1,600.

Meanwhile, American companies would suffer in expoarkets as American prices rose. Domestic
producers would suffer because of competition famqorts from countries that do not impose the CO2
tax.

The idea that we can shift effortlessly from carbaised fuels to alternative “clean” forms of eneagyl
conservation is a pipedream. Population increast®i United States alone will raise energy demHnd.
the supply of electricity doesn’t keep pace witmded, brownouts, blackouts or other disruptionsldiou
mount.

Western European countries have found that itiig gficult and expensive to reduce carbon emissio
Nearly every western European state has had higleamployment and energy costs than America, and a
weaker overall economy. And the promise of the fggwen” economy is proving elusive as well.

Let's hope the Senate does a better job of costfliemalysis than the House. It should not be
Washington'’s job to wreck the economy.
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2. BLUNT WARNING ABOUT GREENS UNDER THE BED

Once the lure of communism seduced the idealisti€oday’s environmental ideologues risk becoming
just as dangerous

By Antonia Senior, The Times, July 24, 2009

Britain is, thankfully, an ideologically barren nThe split between Right and Left is no longer
ideological, but tribal. Are you a nice social lieBewho believes in markets, or a nasty socialribasho
believes in markets? [Soviet spy] Anthony Blunt'smwirs, published this week, reveal a different, age
one in which fascism and communism were lockedseamingly definitive battle for souls.

Blunt talks of the religious quality of the enthasin for the Left among the students of Cambridgerd
is only one ideology in today’s developed worldttegercises a similar grip. If Blunt were youngagdhe
would not be red; he would be green.

His band of angry young men would find Gore wheareethey found Marx. Blunt evokes a febrile
atmosphere in which each student felt his own dmtisad the power to shape the future. Where dmee t
raged about the fleecing of the proletariat anckgdaat the march of fascism, Blunt and his circle,
transposed to todays college bar, would rage abetfteecing of the planet and quake at its imminen
destruction. If you squint, red and green look digagly similar.

Both identify an end utopia that is difficult tospute. The diktat from each according to his ahitit each
according to his means sounds lovely on paper.rGrpomise a world in which we actually survive a
coming ecological apocalypse. A desirable outcamédpubtedly.



But the means to these ends seem similarly insuntable. Both routes demand an immediate suspension
of human nature.

Ideologies often credit man with either more napitir more venality than he deserves. In realigyjsha
mundane creature. He wants a home for himselffaogkthe loves, stocked with food. And he wants to
have the right to control his own destiny, owndig stuff, and to acquire more if he can without
interference or fear of imminent death. Such lowelecquisitive desires support high concepts: @ryp
rights and the rule of law, without which there \Wbbe no foundation for democracy.

My desire to live a free, mundane life is a fundatakcog in our messy, glorious, capitalist demogrét
is built on millions of such small entrenched piosis. Red-filtered, my desires are despicable and
bourgeois and must be beaten out of me with indwtton or force. Green-filtered, my small desiags
despicable acts of ecological vandalism. My hossedarbon factory. My desire to travel, to owrffsto
eat meat, to procreate, to heat my house, to shimwarreally, really long time; all are evil.

The word evil is used advisedly. Both the greenrauadpositions are infused with overpowering
religiosity. Dissenters from the consensus are shdrapostates. Professor lan Plimer, the Australian
geologist and climate-change sceptic, could nat éirpublisher for his bodkeaven and Earthwhich
guestions the orthodoxy about global warming. H&éssubject of hate mail and demonstrations. It is
entirely immaterial whether he is right or wrong Anvironment that stifles his right to a voicevisrse
than one that is overheating.

Even within the convinced camp, dissent from cargairty lines is frowned upon. Nuclear power is the
cheapest, greenest alternative to fossil fuelsvtiegbossess; yet it is anathema to advocate itfguation
at the expense of wind and sun. Fans of nucleahar&rotskys of the movement, subject to battarimg
verbal ice pick.

The great ecological timebomb is population grow 2050 the United Nations demographers expect the
worlds population to reach 9.2 billion, comparetwd.8 billion today. That's 2.4 billion extra caip
footprints. Half measures seem futile. We all hfiggesome new technology to rescue us. But whiat if
never materialises? The logical position is to loheerleader for swine flu, but not in my backyd»d.we
have to pray for swine flu to ravage foreign cleldrto save our own from frying in the future?

We are at the early stage of the green movemetitné\akin to pre-Bolshevik socialism, when all betd
in the destruction of the capitalist system, butengtill relatively moderate about the means ofiiggt
there. We are at the stage of naive dreamersaamasists. Russia was home to the late 19th-century
Narodnik movement, in which rich sons of the adsaey headed into the countryside to tell the pstasa
was their moral imperative to become a revolutigridass. They retreated, baffled, to their richégmthe
patronised peasants didn’t want to revolt. Zac Gwith and Prince Charles look like modern Narodniks
talking glib green from the safety of their gildiages.

Indulge me in some historical determinism. We,gbasants, are failing to rise up and embrace tbé twe
change. We will not choose to give up modern lifigh all its polluting seductions. Our intransigent
refusal to choose green will be met by a new mmititafrom those who believe we must be saved from
ourselves. Ultra-green states cannot arise witbonite form of forced switch to autocracy, the datsttip
of the environmentalists.

The old two-cow analogy is a useful one. You hawe ¢ows. The communist steals both your cows, and
may give you some milk, if you’re not bourgeois s he fascist lets you keep the cows but seizes th
milk and sells it back to you. Today’s Green says gan keep the cows, but should choose to giva the
up as their methane-rich farts will unleash heB@ne unspecified point in the future. You say, isod|

keep my cows, thanks. Tomorrow’s green, the Bolghgneen, shoots the cows and makes you forage for
nuts.

If the choice is between ecological meltdown oraerimmediate curtailment of our freedom, where do
those of us who are neither red nor green, butaaitrant grey, turn? Back to those small desiaes, a



blinkered hope that the choice never becomes sk $tét does, I'll take my chances with Armageddo
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/columnigisest _contributors/article6725471.ece
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3. LISTENING TO INDIA: A LESSON FOR HILLARY ON CLI MATE

CHANGE.
WSJ, July 24, 2009

President Obama bills himself on the world stagaraempathetic guy, and Secretary of State Hillary
Clinton is a veteran of a famous “listening touf’her own. Let's hope the Administration was paying
attention to India’s environment minister when blel tMrs. Clinton a thing or two about climate pglic
Sunday “There is simply no case for the presswaewe, who have among the lowest emissions petagapi
face to actually reduce emissions,” Jairam RamashMrs. Clinton in a closed-door meeting, accogdio

a copy of his remarks distributed after the sessind as if this pressure was not enough, we fdse the
threat of carbon tariffs on our exports to coustsach as yours.”

Mr. Ramesh was simply repeating the widespreadesms in India that it's irresponsible to sacrifice
economic growth benefiting hundreds of millionswadstly poor people for the sake of environmental
absolutism. India’s per-capita GDP is around $1,8Aile its mostly state-owned energy industry is
grossly inefficient and the country could benefitmh less wasteful energy usage, emissions capghare
wrong way to go. Caps would send prices on enemgyogher goods higher, not to mention the longemte
damage to economic growth. China conveyed simdacerns at the Group of Eight meeting in Italy
earlier this month.

Mr. Ramesh'’s remarks point to another cost Indidabear even if New Delhi resists imposing its own
emissions caps: the cost of protectionist measmessed by developed countries to shield their
businesses from the costs of their own nationassioms targets. The cap and tax bill recently mhbge
the U.S. House is explicit in proposing tariffsgaods from countries that don’t follow the develdpe
world’s anticarbon line.

Instead Mr. Ramesh repeated New Delhi’s longstandail for developed countries to finance the inhpor
of expensive green technologies, which would imtidelp India reduce emissions without incurrisg a
many out-of-pocket costs. At the same time, In@ia rejected any calls for legally binding emissions
targets.

If this concept sounds familiar, it should. Presitd&eorge W. Bush proposed such a framework almost
exactly four years ago. The Asia-Pacific Partngrsim Clean Development and Climate brought together
the U.S., India, China and four other countrieSrtd ways to spread green technologies. Environaiisis
derided it at the time, partly because it didnttreandatory emissions reductions and partly beckirse
Bush had proposed it. It has since dropped offdldar screen, although it’s still in operation.

Call it a more honest form of environmentalism. Tinian government recognizes the public would neve
be willing to shoulder the costs of emissions aasfrand that it's unfair to ask millions of poaqgple to

try. Mr. Bush understood that the developed wodd best help developing countries green themselves
by supporting freer trade in environmentally frigngtchnologies. It's a stark contrast to climatditcs in
today’s Washington, where Democrats try to pusharagtrade through Congress before anyone notices
the costs, while special interests slip in protedst carbon tariffs.

There is still serious scientific debate aboutdheses, effects and possible solutions for clirobéage.
But if President Obama is determined to tackleishae anyway, he could do worse than listen to What
Ramesh said.

* * * *khkkhkkhk * * *khkkhkkhk




4. FORESTS OF CONCRETE AND STEEL

Many words could describe wind energy and green jab ‘Sustainable’ is not one of them.
By Paul Driessen

Boone Pickens, Nacel Energy, Vestas Iberia and®tieve been issuing statements and running ads,
extolling the virtues of wind as an affordable,tairsable energy resource. Renewable energy réslity
slowly taking hold, however.

Spain did increase its installed wind power capaoitl0% of its total electricity, although acteslergy
output is 10-30% of this, or 1-3% of total eledtsicbecause the wind is intermittent and unrebabl
However, Spain spent $3.7 billion on the prograr@dA7 alone, King Juan Carlos University economics
professor Gabriel Calzada determined.

It created 50,000 jobs, mostly installing wind fneds, at $73,000 in annual subsidies per job --14h600
of these jobs have already been terminated. Theidiab have been slashed, due to Spain’s growing
economic problems, putting the remaining 40,008 jatorisk.

Meanwhile, the cost of subsidized wind energy aartben dioxide emission permits sent electricitg @si
soaring for other businesses causing 2.2 jobs todtdor every green job created, says Calzadaingp
unemployment rate is now 17% and rising. That'sllyathe success story so often cited by Congreds an
the Obama Administration.

Across the Channel, Britain’s biggest wind-energyjgcts are in trouble. Just as the UK government
announced its goal of creating 400,000 eco-job20db, major green-energy employer Vestas UK is
ending production. All 7,000 turbines that DownfBigeet just committed to installing over the nextalde
will be manufactured not in Britain, but in Germa®enmark and China.

For businesses, existing global warming policiesehedded 21% to industrial electricity bills sirz@01,

and this will rise to 55% by 2020, the UK governinadmits. Its latest renewable energy strategyawuit
another 15% -- meaning that the total impact otigrindustry will likely be a prohibitive 70% cost
increase over two decades. This is the resultefdvernment’s plans to cut carbon dioxide emission
34% below 1990 levels by 2020, and increase theegifarenewables, especially wind, from 6% to 31f% o
Britain’s electricity.

These cost hikes could make British manufacturecompetitive, and send thousands more jobs overseas
the Energy Intensive Users Group reports. Englisél snills could become unable to compete globally,
even at current domestic energy prices, says Bijitisrnalist Dominic Lawson; but deliberately tokaa

them uncompetitive is industrial vandalism and ewerness -- a futile gesture ... and immoral.

On this side of the pond, President Obama andhgdtiecarbon members of Congress are promoting green
energy and jobs, via new mandates, standardsyeak$and subsidies. However, the United Statesdwou
need 180,000 1.5-megawatt wind turbines by 202 tpugenerate the 600 billion kilowatt-hours of
electricity that compliance with the narrowly pas$#axman-Markey global warming bill would

necessitate, retired energy and nuclear engineprofgssor James Rust calculates.

This would require millions of acres of scenic hliaband agricultural lands, and 126 million tons of
concrete, steel, fiberglass and rare-earth minésakhe turbines, at 700 tons per turbine; prauligi
guantities of concrete, steel, copper and landéov transmission lines; and still more land, fue aaw
materials for backup gas-fired generators. Amesic&w national forests will apparently be made of
concrete and steel.

Those miners and drillers would likely be reclassifas green workers, based on the intended pugdose
their output. However, the raw materials will prblanot be produced in the States, because so many
lands, prospects and deposits are off limits afdBW litigation will further hamper resource extramt.
Air quality laws and skyrocketing energy costs (thuearbon taxes and expensive renewable energy
mandates) will make wind turbine (and solar panghufacturing in the USA equally improbable. Thus,



manufacturing could well be in China or India, andst green jobs could be for installers, as Spaéh a
Britain discovered.

Posturing has already collided with reality in Texéne nation’s wind energy capital. Austin’s
GreenChoice program cannot find buyers for eldtyrgenerated entirely from wind and solar powts. |
latest sales scheme has been a massive flopsaften months, 99% of its recent electricity offgrin
remains unsold.

Austin officials admit that times have changed, terecession and falling energy prices may miake i
impossible for the city to meet its lofty goals.eTtompany’s renewable electricity now costs alrttoste
times more than standard electricity, and evencerscious consumers care more about the coloeof th
money than the hue of their purported ideology.

Even worse for global warming alarmists and rendgvabergy advocates and rent seekers, global
warming patterns have reversed during the pastide&atellite data reveal that the planet is cgolin
despite steadily rising carbon dioxide levels, anchmertime low temperature records are being braken
over the United States.

You'd better hope global warming is caused by maen@O?2 if you're investing in [renewable] sectors,
says Daniel Rice, the past decade’s best-perforiiBg@quity fund manager (BlackRock Energy and
Resources Fund). But evidence for manmade catdwtrgfwbal warming is dissipating faster than carbo
dioxide from an open soda bottle on a hot summgr da

The crucial fact remains: wind and solar are sinmtyeconomical without major government subsidies
monstrous carbon taxes. Moreover, cap-and-taxi&ga currently being promoted in the House and
Senate is not enough to do anything about suppglebdl warming disasters, notes Rice.

All it does is provide Obama a pass to Copenhaghbare the UN will host a climate change conferance
December, Rice says. And those subsidies and texalsl drive energy prices still higher, killing jsland
skyrocketing the cost of everything we eat, driveat, cool, grow, make and do.

Congress and the Administration are dragging tieeir on nuclear power, closing off access to more
resource-rich lands, and imposing layers of newlegmns on oil, gas and coal energy -- denying
Americans these vast stores of energy and hundfeaillions in revenue that developing them would
generate. Meanwhile, slick wind-turbine ad campsigromote expensive, heavily subsidized, unreliable
technologies that only climate activists and comydahbyists would describe as sustainable, affdejab
eco-friendly or socially responsible.

The ads and lobbyists seek more mandates, taxdagaksubsidies. Wind promoters want to quiet
opponents long enough to get energy and climaisléign enacted before Americans realize how it
would drive the price of energy still higher, kidbs, curtail living standards and liberties, aatse the cost
of everything we eat, drive, heat, cool, grow, makd do.

Paul Driessen is senior policy advisor for the Caittee For A Constructive Tomorrow and Congress of
Racial Equality, and author of Eco-Imperialism: @rePower Black Death.

*hkkkkhkkhkkhk * *hkkkkhkkhkkhk

5. LABOUR GOVERNMENT TO CREATE GREEN JOBS -- IN CH INA
Ben Webster, Environment Editor, The Times, 152008
<http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environmenticle6710815.ece

One of Britain’s biggest employers in the greenrgnéndustry is to cease production within hoursof
government announcement today pledging as man@@&®8@0 green jobs by 2015.

Ed Miliband, the Energy and Climate Change Secyetaitl claim that Britain will become a world lead
in low-carbon technology and manufacturing. He aitjue that raising household energy bills to jay f
investment in wind, solar and tidal power is justifnot only by the dangers of global warming Habdhe
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opportunity to build a new “green economy”.

However, tomorrow morning the Vestas factory in ldew, Isle of Wight, Britain’s only significant
manufacturer of wind turbines, will produce itstlbatch of seven-tonne blades. More than 600 people
employed at the plant, and a related facility imtBampton, will be made redundant at the end of the
month. All 7,000 turbines that the Government wilmmit today to installing over the next decadé bel
manufactured overseas, mainly in Germany, DenmadkChina.

FULL STORY at &ttp://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environmentizie6710815.ece  H/t CCNet
For the future of competitive and cheap green gnesee also "Asian Nations Could Outpace U.S. in
Developing Clean Energy", The Washington Post,uly 2009
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/agi2z009/07/15/AR2009071503731.html

* * *khkkhkkk

6. OBAMA BLOCKS NEW ENERGY EXPLORATION

Although the President regularly expresses venapbart for a comprehensive energy plan, his
Administration has demonstrated that no matter mamy Americans are out of work, it will continue to
take steps to proactively discourage certain tgbezonomic development -- including the creatién o
natural gas jobs, oil drilling jobs and nucleargpbays Doc Hastings, a congressman from central
Washington.

Exactly a year ago, President Bush issued aoutixe order lifting the ban on offshore oil aratural
gas drilling on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCB8J) apened the door for new energy production aad th
creation of millions of new energy jobs in our ctoyn But today -- July 14, 2009 -- a defacto bamains
in place only because the Obama Administrationdetisely blocked the new five-year leasing program
which would open areas for offshore exploration dedelopment, says Hastings.

The Obama Administration's decision has preadn
o Americans from enjoying 1.2 million new, webypng jobs annually across the country and $7®hill
in additional wages each year.

o And the federal government from receiving d¥212 trillion in total tax receipts -- revenue thasuld
go a long way towards addressing the historic $ill®n deficit that reportedly keeps the Presitlawake
at night.

In addition to obstructing the creation of fidiAmerican energy jobs, the Obama Administrattoalso
eliminating current energy jobs. On February 4tk, Interior Department withdrew areas offered foioi
and gas leases in Utah that thousands of Utalecgiere depending on for employment.

Environmentalists may cheer the Obama Admitisin's obstructionism as a victory against "Bidj' Oi
but the truth is that fewer drilling leases equat fjobs, higher unemployment, a higher nationéitie
and increased dependence on foreign oil, saysndgsti H/t NCPA
http://townhall.com/columnists/DocHastings/20090%W6bama_blocks new_energy exploration

* * *

7. WHEN IT COMES TO GLOBAL WARMING, TALK OF TREASO NISIN
THE AIR
By Bjorn Lomborg, July 16, 2009

Discussions about global warming are marked byareasing desire to stamp out “impure” thinking, to
the point of questioning the value of democratibate. But shutting down discussion simply means the
disappearance of reason from public policy. In Ma/l Gore’s science adviser and prominent climate
researcher, Jim Hansen, proclaimed that when iesdmdealing with global warming, the “democratic
process isn't working.” Although science has demraited that carbon-dioxide from fossil fuels is tireg
the planet, he claims, politicians are unwillingatiow his advice and stop building coal-fired paw
plants.

Hansen argues that, “the first action that peopteikl take is to use the democratic process. Véhat i
frustrating people, me included, is that democratiton affects elections, but what we get themfro
political leaders is greenwash.” Although he doewl us what the second or third action is, he tuaned
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up in a British court to defend six activists whanthged a coal power station. He argues that we need
“more people chaining themselves to coal plantpdiat repeated by Gore.

The Nobel laureate in economics Paul Krugman goekdr. After the narrow passage of the Waxman-
Markey climate-change bill in the US House of Repreatives, Krugman said there was no justification
for a vote against it. He called virtually all &t members who voted against it, “climate deniedsd

were committing “treason against the planet.”

Krugman said that the “irresponsibility and immdsélof the representatives’ democratic viewpoinisre
“unforgivable” and a “betrayal.” He thus accuseah@st half of the democratically elected memberthef
House, from both parties, of treason for holdingtfews that they do — thereby essentially negating
democracy.

Less well-known pundits make similar points, sugjggshat people with “incorrect” views on global
warming should face Nuremburg-style trials or lectifor crimes against humanity. There is clearly a
trend. The climate threat is so great — and demgsare doing so little about it — that peopleatode
that maybe democracy is part of the problem, aatghrhaps people ought not to be allowed to expres
heterodox opinions on such an important topic.

This is scary, although not without historical prdent. Much of the American McCarthyism of the 1940
and 1950s was driven by the same burning faithérrighteousness of the mission — a faith that saw
fundamental rights abrogated. We would be wellesgite go down a different path.

Gore and others often argue that if the scienadimofite change concludes that carbon-dioxide eomissi
are harmful, it follows that we should stop thosenhful emissions — and that we are morally obliteedo
so. But this misses half the story. We could jgsivall point out that since science tells us tipaesling
cars kill many people, we should cut speed lingtaltnost nothing. We do no such thing, because we
recognize that the costs of high-speed cars muselighed against the benefits of a mobile society.

Indeed, nobody emits carbon-dioxide for fun. Carbdmxide emissions result from other, generally
beneficial acts, such as burning coal to keep whuming kerosene to cook, or burning gas to trarisp
people. The benefits of fossil fuels must be weibhgainst the costs of global warming.

Gore and Hansen want a moratorium on coal-firedgugiants, but neglect the fact that the hundréds o
new power plants that will be opened in China amdid in the coming years could lift a billion peemut
of poverty. Negating this outcome through a motiataris clearly no unmitigated good.

Likewise, reasonable people can differ over thagrpretation of the Waxman-Markey bill. Even if st
aside its masses of pork-barrel spending and sssthst show it may allow more emissions in thef@fS
the first decades, there are more fundamental @nabivith this legislation.

At a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars antygait will have virtually no impact on climate chge. If
all of the bill's many provisions were entirely filled, economic models show it would reduce the
temperature by the end of the century by 0.11 @eycentigrade — reducing warming by less than 4
percent.

Even if every Kyoto-obligated country passed its)pduplicate Waxman-Markey bills — which is
implausible and would incur significantly higherste— the global reduction would amount to jus0.2
degrees centigrade by the end of this century.rétiection in global temperature would not be meatsler
in a hundred years, yet the cost would be signifiead payable now.

Is it really treason against the planet to expsesse skepticism about whether this is the right way
forward? Is it treason to question throwing hugaswof money at a policy that will do virtually noad in
a hundred years? Is it unreasonable to point @itttie inevitable creation of trade barriers thiitemsue
from Waxman-Markey could eventually cost the wdriitimes more than the damage climate change
could ever have wrought?
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Today'’s focus on ineffective and costly climateigies shows poor judgment. But | would never want t
shut down discussion about these issues — whetisaerith Gore, Hansen, or Krugman. Everybody
involved in this discussion should spend more timiding and acknowledging good arguments, and less
time telling others what they cannot say. Wantmghut down the discussion is simply treason agains
reason.

Bjorn Lomborg, the director of the Copenhagen Caosas Center, is an adjunct professor at the
Copenhagen Business School, and author of “ThetBl¢fnvironmentalist” and “Cool It: The Skeptical
Environmentalist’'s Guide to Global Warming.”

*kkhkkkkhkkkkhkx

8. TIME FOR A NEW PARADIGM ON CLIMATE CHANGE?

There are two alternative ways to look at how smeprogresses. In one corner is the concept of the
falsifiable hypothesis, credited to Karl Popperpper argued that all science is based on hypotheses
which must be tested to destruction. Sound evidernieh does not fit with the hypothesis must lodica
cause it to be rejected. However, the other sideebame coin is that no hypothesis can everideshe
proven Over time, the body of evidence consistent wituecessful hypothesis builds up to the extent that
it becomes regarded asheeory, for example the theory of General Relativity,T@ctonic Plate theory.

At this stage, theories are treated, to afiritg and purposes, as fact. However, even thete, loasic
knowledge may, with time, be seen as merely prowmali A classic example is Newtonian mechanics,
which fully describes the motion of bodies on thale we are familiar with, but which breaks dowrhbat
the level of elementary particles (hence the depraknt of quantum mechanics) and at a cosmological
scale (where relativity comes into play).

Popper used the concept of falsifiability asdriterion for whether something is genuinely stifee or
not. Thomas Kuhn, in the other corner of this cefyteontributed a different view of how scientistsrk.
He introduced the concept of "normal science" teecdhe situation where scientists work on various
topics within a central paradigm. In contrast t@per, the Kuhnian view is that "wrong" results {fgse
which are in conflict with the prevailing paradigare considered to be due to errors on the pahteof
researcher rather than findings which jeopardieecinsensus view. However, as conflicting evidence
increases, a crisis point is reached where a nesersus view is arrived at: a so-called paradigfh sh

These two philosophical approaches represergxtremes of a spectrum. Popper is the purist, who
describes how scientific progressghtto work in an ideal world. On the other hand, Kshdescription is
more pragmatic and a more realistic view of whatiaty happens. When a hypothesis is first put oy
it would be quite easy to discard it if early expental results falsified it. However, when a corges
builds up over time that a particular view is "@mt", it takes plenty of hard evidence to convipeeple
they have been wrong. After all, scientists areg twiman.

The example often used of this happening irfditey recent past was the derision which wasaad at
Wegener's hypothesis of continental drift, whengteyvailing scientific view was that land masseseve
immobile. Although there were some supporters isfilew during the first half of the twentieth ceny, it
was only in the 1950s that an understanding ofpkattonics led to the general acceptance thainemts
are not static. This was a revolutionary shiftiimking, but the paradigm took many years to change

But Popper's description was more nearly corretiténcase of cosmology. In the 1950s, there weoe tw
competing primary models of the Universe: the BanB and the Steady State. By the mid-60s, the
accumulation of evidence led most astronomers tegtdhat the Big Bang was the hypothesis whiclegav
the better explanation of how the Universe behaves.

Coming now to the more topical and contenticase of climate change, it is clear that science is
operating in a Kuhnian fashion. There are a nurnbebservations which would apparently serve tsifial
the hypothesised enhanced greenhouse effect. Akitdéthese are the missing signature of-@ven
warming (an enhanced rate of warming in the upmgrasphere relative to the Earth's surface) anthttie
of warming across the greater part of Antarctidae Tesponse to this - from those who do not simply
dismiss the evidence out of hand - is to pointeiadtto evidence whiak consistent with the AGW
hypothesis and to introduce a range of fudge factach as aerosols to account for the observedfack
correlation between atmospheric carbon dioxidelland average temperatures.

The behaviour of a great many researchersyedoih climate change is far from Popperian. Rathan
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test their hypothesis by trying to falsify it, thiepk instead for evidence which supports it anch deeply
unscientific manner, will often simply dismiss ca@ry evidence on the basis of minor flaws or dstit
This is research done according to prejudice rdtkear with an open mind. To compound the error, and
because evidence can only be gathered by observativer than experiment, increasing reliance lkeas b
placed on computer models.

Making headlines in thBuardianlast week was a study not yet even publishedilyaimitten by
Judith Lean of the US Naval Research LaboratorylZand Rind of the NASA Goddard Institute for
Space Studies and due to appear in GeophysicahRésketters, this is billed as the first analysishe
combined impact of human influences (including,@@ad aerosols), solar radiation, volcanic eruptems
ENSO (the El Nino Southern Oscillation) on glotshperatures.

Their main conclusions are that anthropogeliba) warming has been masked in recent years by
reduced solar activity and a lack of a strong pasiEl Nino, but that a projected increase in salztivity
will cause temperatures to rise at a rate 50% féisten projected by the IPCC. Many readers wilktadfirse
remember that mainstream researchers have gengoaltyplayed the role of variations in the Sun'patit
as insignificant in terms of global temperaturas,there now seems to have been a reinterprettatifin
the facts.

But the main criticism of this paper (or atdeavhat has been reported prior to publicatiotiad it is
not a scientific study but the output of a computedel. The study smacks of damage limitation, of a
desire to find some rational explanation for treklaf temperature rise over the past seven or iyeaes.
The explanation is that well, yes, natural variatian be important, but that this is only creating
temporary masking effect, soon to disappear. SimspE@bout the motivation for the paper are only
increased by the Guardian headline: "New estimased on the forthcoming upturn in solar activity &
Nio southern oscillation cycles is expected torgieglobal warming sceptics".

Highly unlikely, as this is merely hypothesrsdacrucially, it is not directly falsifiable. Buthat is
important is that the authors are predicting therreof global warming in the next few years, ahattthe
upward trend will be higher than before. If thissdaot occur, then we must conclude that theiryaisais
wrong. If they are wrong, it may be because theingmolar cycle will be a weak one, as many peapde
predicting. And, if so, the logical conclusion mag that natural cycles are more important thanararb
dioxide emissions.

In the meantime, Henrik Svensmark and colleadumn the Danish National Space Centre have
published a paper in the same journal which giuppert for the hypothesis that cosmic rays, moeédlat
by the solar wind, can indeed alter the degredonfdccover and hence affect temperature (Svensatark
al; Cosmic ray decreases affect atmospheric aerasal clouds; Geophysical Research Letters; Vol 36,
L15101, doi:10.1029/2009GL038429, 2009). Their mearments indicate that cloud cover measured over
oceans decreases to a minimum approximately a afesekcosmic ray minima. The effect can take large
guantities of liquid water out of the atmospherkisThypothesis may or may not be right, but it remma
working possibility and should certainly not berdissed lightly.

So, climate science, heavily influenced by globaiwing politics, continues to adhere to a central
paradigm as described by Kuhn. Contrary evidencke#ly not going to be accepted as falsificatibn.
will be fascinating to see what trends there abtuak in climate over coming years and, if thedicgons
of renewed (and faster) global warming come to ingththen what else will be necessary to cause the
crisis which will lead to a paradigm shift. In theantime, we have to hope that politicians do alo¢ us
too far down the road of trying to control the dita based on the current paradigm.
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