The Week That Was (July 4, 2009) brought to you b$EPP
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Best wishes to all on US Independence Day. The Arizan Revolution was mainly a response to
unjust and repressive taxation; there was no way tgote Parliament and George Il out of office.
B e

Quote of the Week:
"The largest corporate welfare program ever enaatdite history of the United States"
Ronald BaileyReason magazine), commenting on the Waxman-Mailkkey

** *% ** *% *

THIS WEEK

After an eventful week there’'ve been a lot of réegations. As the EPA is trying to defend theindiang

of an internal scientific critique of the EndangentFinding, more Gore-y (pun intended) details are
emerging. We don’t know yet how high the “muzzfing Drs Alan Carlin andJohn Davidsonwill reach

— and whether it will involve EPA administratoisa Jackson The most encouraging feature is CEl's call
for an Open Hearing on the science relied on by EFsAay tuned. . .

On the Waxman-Markey bill (aka as Taxman-Malarkg s¥laxman-turkey), people are beginning to read
the text (which most who voted for it never didffs horribly intrusive and truly frightening. Atbe bill
goes to the Senate committee chaired by BarbaraBiwill face more scrutiny and is unlikely temain
in its current form. In any case, it is unliketygurvive a vote of the full Senate.
Summary of H.R. 245#ttp://www.govtrack.us/congress/bill.xpd?bill=h12454&tab=summary
WSJ story http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124610499176664888l#printMode

With Something for Everyone, Climate Bill Passed

By John M. Broder NYThttp://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/01/us/politics/0 hadite. html?th&emc=th

The energy bill that passed in the House was loadgédhundreds of special-interest favors, as
environmentalists lamented that its aims had bé&amished.... it grew fat with compromises, carvesyut
concessions and out-and-out gifts intended to hénvbtes of wavering lawmakers and the support of
powerful industries.

In a profile in the current issue of the New Yorkesigazine, activist James Hansen has some chorcks wo
for any group that supports the Climate Bill takigeshoved down America's collective throat.
http://www.climatechangefraud.com/home/33-envirtremxists/4392-james-hansen-says-organizations-
supporting-waxman-markey-bill-guilty-of-stupidity

** *% * ** *% *

SEPP Science Editorial #20-20007/4/09)
Geo-Engineering (Part 2)

Once one accepts that the human contribution meaté change is minimal, there is really no necg it
geo-engineering. The only exception that | cankfuf would be to overcome the onset of a majoiaige.
Nevertheless, it is worthwhile to study variousesoles and try to arrive at realistic cost estimatéste
we would like to look at ‘air capture’ of carborodide as a way of ameliorating or overcoming
anthropogenic CO2 emissions.

At first glance, air capture would seem to be inotical and extremely costly. It may well be, baeo
needs to research the subject more closely. Thergkidea was first expounded by Lackner, K. S.,
Grimes, P., and Ziock, H. J. (200Dapturing carbon dioxide from air; in Proceedings of the First
National Conference on Carbon Sequestratiashington, DC. A recent Ph.D. thesis at Caméfgllon
University has produced a detailed examinatiomoérgineering scheme to effect air capture andigeov
some credible cost estimategp://wpweb?2.tepper.cmu.edu/ceic/theses/JoshuatarStf PhD_Thesis_2006.pdf
These range widely, from about $80 to $230 fomadbcarbon sequestered. The author expresses the
hope that these costs might be reduced in practice.




One can suggest various ways of lowering the c8stce CO?2 is globally distributed, one can
place the sequestering units at the most favotabltions. These might be where winds are
strong and steady, where cheap energy is availalkrycle the sequestering chemical agents,
and where there exist ready commercial uses for. Qrie possibility that comes to mind is to
co-locate the units with a wind-turbine installatioThis combination might provide cheap power,
since winds are strong and steady, but does natresgreat reliability in power supply.

In the next editorial we will discuss a proposabt@rcome the occurrence of a future ice age.
Such a glaciation is almost certain to happenivelgtsoon and would constitute a true disaster

for most of mankind.
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1. The Carbonated Congress WSJ

2. The EPA Silences a Climate Skeptic kim Strassel

3. Climate Crisis Yet Another Flagrant Con —Paul Driessen

4. No climate debate? Yes, there isdeff Jacoby

5. Scientists Duel with Letters on Global Warming- Cal Beisner

6. Letter to ‘Physics & Society’ “Wally Manheimer

7. Due Diligence on Global Warming Science in Austlia — Bob Carter et al
8. The stimulus bill #2 --Tom Burch

9. Garden of Piggish Delights [very long but worthreading] -- NRO

"My choice early in life was either to be a piandgyer in a whorehouse or a politician. And to tehe
truth, there's hardly any difference." — Presidemiarry S. Truman
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NEWS YOU CAN USE

Five climate studies that don't live up to theipéy Let's hear it for Popular Mechanics!!
http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/earth/43838ml
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A perceptive analysis by Alan Reynolds: Fuel Stadsi@re Killing GM
A higher gas tax is a better way to get green carthe road.

http //onllne ws|. com/artlcle/S81246493320919831'lﬁml#mod diemEditorialPage
<http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,2529724257-7583,00.html

Brendan O'Neill, editor oBpiked writes: Governments across the world are pramgagreen ideology and
economics on the back of the recession. Presidaratc® Obama has spoken of a "green revolution" and
spending $US150 billion to create five million "grecollar” jobs. As a result, the race is on amgregn-
leaning businesses to snap up new government ctsiaad among not-so-green businesses to improve
their green-industrial credentials in the hopeeafning government cash.

Yet the international evidence suggests ttergtt to create green jobs will hamper economiovery.
Obama cited Spain as a country where green jobs ingyoved economic matters. In fact, according to
study by a professor of economics at Juan Carldagedsity in Madrid, for every green job createdthg
Spanish government in recent years, an average aiter jobs were destroyed to make way for it.
Furthermore, green jobs tend not to be permane@pain, only 1 in 10 green jobs exists for a ficant
period. it CCNet

** *% *




Brazil opposes "carbon intensity" proposals thaasnee emissions per dollar of GDP because these fav
bigger economies and risk allowing continued insesan global emissions as economies grow.

FULL STORY at http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/feedarticle/S68®

Benny Peiser, CCNet EDITOR'S NOTIEwould appear that President Obama's climate madis run the
serious risk of alienating international allies ithe developing world, democratic nations (such aslig,
Brazil, South Africa, etc) that may even turn infwotential adversaries if the West's foolish strayeof
green protectionism were to take hold. It would &distorical tragedy if future climate conflicts ah

trade wars were triggered by Western climate hyister.

* * *

UNDER THE BOTTOM LINE

The company whose collapse precipitated the ceeditch, Lehman Brothers, enthusiastically embraced
the idea of carbon trading, which is held up bynadimbers of the green-industrial complex as the way
forward. In its 2007 report, The Business of Cliem@hange: Challenges and Opportunities, Lehman
expressed hope that it might become a "prime begjeefor (carbon) emissions permits”, meaning it
aspired to make money not only from speculatingnantgages but also from trading in thin air.
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1. THE CARBONATED CONGRESS.
Orszag nalils it: The 'largest corporate welfare prgram' ever.
The Wall Street Journal, REVIEW & OUTLOOK, JULY2@09

President Obama is calling the climate bill that House passed last week an "extraordinary" actmient
and so it is. The 1,200-page wonder manages themefeat of being both hugely expensive while goin
almost nothing to reduce carbon emissions.

The Washington press corps is playing th&still9-212 passage as a political triumph, eveagh
one of five Democrats voted against it. The reatysis what Speaker Nancy Pelosi, House baron Henry
Waxman and the President himself had to concededore even that eyelash margin among the House's
liberal majority. Not even Tom DelLay would have giveed the extravaganza of logrolling, vote-buying,
outright corporate bribes, side deals, subsidiéspaticy loopholes. Every green goal, even takeitn
own terms, was watered down or given up for the sdlpolitical rents.

Begin with the supposed point of the exereisee., creating an artificial scarcity of carbiorthe name
of climate change. The House trimmed Mr. Obama/sriad 25% reduction by 2020 to 17% in order to
win over Democrats leery of imposing a huge upftarton their constituents; then they raised the
reduction to 83% in the out-years to placate tleegs. Even that 17% is not binding, since it wdngd
largely reached with so-called offsets, throughclhitiome businesses subsidize others to make ensssio
reductions that probably would have happened anyway

Even if the law works as intended, over thet decade or two real U.S. greenhouse emissionstrney
reduced by 2% compared to business as usual. Hoymresumers would still face higher prices for
electric power, transportation and most goods andces as this inefficient and indirect tax flowdavn
the energy chain.

The sound bite is that this policy would oobst households "a postage stamp a day." But thag's
only as long as the program doesn't really cut gions. The goal here is to tell voters they'll pashing
in order to get the cap-and-tax bureaucracy ingplaeven though the whole idea is to raise prices
change American behavior. At the same time -- wivikk -- Democrats tell the greens they can tighten
the emissions vise gradually over time.

Meanwhile, Congress had to bribe every businesnterest that could afford a competent loktbyis
Carbon permits are valuable, yet the House says28%o of the allowances would be auctioned off; the
rest would be given away. In March, White Housedaidlirector Peter Orszag told Congress that "Uf yo
didn't auction the permit, it would represent thrgest corporate welfare program that has ever been
enacted in the history of the United States."

Naturally, Democrats did exactly that. To igwrindfall profits, they then chose to controlqes,
asking state regulators to require utilities to theefree permits to insulate ratepayers from pricecases.
(This also obviates the anticarbon incentives,newer mind.) Auctions would reduce political favisrin



and interference, as well as provide revenue tdacs to offset higher energy costs. But auctaorst
buy votes.

Then there was the peace treaty signed wgtiicAlture Chairman Colin Peterson, which banned th
EPA from studying the carbon produced by corn athand transferred farm emissions to the Ag
Department, which mainly exists to defend farm &libs. Not to mention the 310-page trade amendment
that was introduced at 3:09 a.m. When Congresshvartehe bill later that day, the House clerk didmen
have an official copy.

The revisions were demanded by coal-deperiiastt Belt Democrats to require tariffs on goodsrr
countries that don't also reduce their emissiomsn@trats were thus admitting that the critics aylet that
this new energy tax would send U.S. jobs overd@aisinstead of voting no, their price for votingsyis to
impose another tax on imports from China and Inaliagng others. So a Smoot-Hawley green tariff i8 no
official Democratic policy.

Mr. Obama'’s lobbyists first acquiesced tes thriff change to get the bill passed. Afterwattls,
President said he disliked "sending any protedtiosignals” amid a world recession, but he refuseshy
whether this protectionism was enough to veto theTthen in a Saturday victory lap, he talked abou
green jobs and a new clean-energy economy, butslde mo reference to cap and trade -- no doubt becau
he knows that energy taxes are unpopular andhbdiill faces an even tougher slog in the Senate.

Mr. Obama wants something tangible to takiaéoU.N. climate confab in Denmark in Decembet, bu
the more important issue is what this exercise ahgsit his approach to governance. The Presidenise
to believe that the Carter and Clinton Presidenfeigsd by fighting too much with Democrats in Coess.
So his solution is to abdicate his agenda to Casgrefirst the stimulus, now cap and trade, armhso
health care. We wish he had told us he was rurioifig Prime Minister.

*
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2. THE EPA SILENCES A CLIMATE SKEPTIC
The professional penalty for offering a contrargwito elites like Al Gore is a smear campaign.
By KIMBERLEY A. STRASSEL, WSJ

Wherever Jim Hansen is right now -- whatever spdieeticensored” NASA scientist is giving -- perhaps
he'll find time to mention the plight of Alan CarliThough don't count on it.

Mr. Hansen, as everyone in this solar systeaws, is the director of NASA's Goddard Institute f
Space Studies. Starting in 2004, he launched aa@igmpagainst the Bush administration, claimingasw
censoring his global-warming thoughts and fiddhvith the science. It was all a bit of a hoot, gin
Hansen was already a world-famous devotee of #arytof man-made global warming, a reputation
earned with some 1,400 speeches he'd given, maitg/widrking for Mr. Bush. But it gave Democrats a
fun talking point, one the Obama team later pickpd

So much so that one of President Barack Olsdirst acts was a memo to agencies demanding new
transparency in government, and science. The nentmbead the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), Lisa Jackson, joined in, exclaiming, "As auistrator, | will ensure EPA's efforts to addréiss
environmental crises of today are rooted in thteelémental values: science-based policies and gmggr
adherence to the rule of law, and overwhelmingsjparency." In case anyone missed the point, Mr.
Obama took another shot at his predecessors i, Apviing that "the days of science taking a baakse
ideology are over."

Except, that is, when it comes to Mr. Caréirsenior analyst in the EPA's National Center for
Environmental Economics and a 35-year veteraneftiency. In March, the Obama EPA prepared to
engage the global-warming debate in an astoundimgway, by issuing an "endangerment" finding on
carbon. It establishes that carbon is a pollutamd, thereby gives the EPA the authority to regutate
even if Congress doesn't act.

Around this time, Mr. Carlin and a colleaguegented a 98-page analysis arguing the agencydshou
take another look, as the science behind man-matialgvarming is inconclusive at best. The analysis
noted that global temperatures were on a downwartlt It pointed out problems with climate modéls.
highlighted new research that contradicts apocahgaenarios. "We believe our concerns and resenst
are sufficiently important to warrant a seriousieavof the science by EPA," the report read.

The response to Mr. Carlin was an email frésrbloss, Al McGartland, forbidding him from "anyelit
communication" with anyone outside of his officgtwiegard to his analysis. When Mr. Carlin trieciag
to disseminate his analysis, Mr. McGartland decr&&lde administrator and the administration have
decided to move forward on endangerment, and yomntents do not help the legal or policy case fiw th



decision. . . . | can only see one impact of ymmments given where we are in the process, and that
would be a very negative impact on our office."

Mr. McGartland blasted yet another email: tWthe endangerment finding nearly final, you need
move on to other issues and subjects. | don't waunto spend any additional EPA time on climatengjea
No papers, no research etc, at least until we bat BPA is going to do with Climate." Ideology? Nop
not here. Just us science folk. Honest.

The emails were unearthed by @@mpetitive Enterprise Institut®epublican officials are calling for
an investigation; House Energy Committee rankingnimer Joe Barton sent a letter with pointed question
to Mrs. Jackson, which she's yet to answer. The E&#Aissued defensive statements, claiming MrirCarl
wasn't ignored. But there is no getting around thetObama administration has flouted its own psesi
of transparency.

The Bush administration's great sin, forréngord, was daring to issue reports that laid lo@it t
administration's official position on global warrginT hat the reports did not contain the most do@ysd
predictions led to howls that the Bush politicakrg/suppressing and ignoring career scientists.

The Carlin dustup falls into a murkier catggdJnlike annual reports, the Obama EPA's endanget
finding is a policy act. As such, EPA is requirediiake public those agency documents that pexatimet
decision, to allow for public comment. Court rukingay rulemaking records must include both "the
evidence relied upon and the evidence discardedé&fusing to allow Mr. Carlin's study to be ciratdd,
the agency essentially hid it from the docket.

Unable to defend the EPA's actions, the d¢iathange crew -- led by anonymous EPA officiais --
doing what it does best: trashing Mr. Carlin aglerller.” He is, we are told, "only" an economig {in
fact holds a degree in physics from CalTech). kmithis "job" to look at this issue (he in factr®in an
office tasked with "informing important policy de@ns with sound economics and other sciencess') Hi
study was full of sham science. (The majority ofifact references peer-reviewed studies.) Whate's
Hansen and his defense of scientific freedom wieenrgally need him?

Mr. Carlin is instead an explanation for vihg science debate is little reported in this courithe
professional penalty for offering a contrary viewelites like Al Gore is a smear campaign. The glob
warming crowd likes to deride skeptics as the egjaivt of the Catholic Church refusing to accept the
Copernican theory. The irony is that, today, thiese who dare critique the new religion of humashuced
climate change who face the Inquisition.

* * ** *

3. CLIMATE CRISIS YET ANOTHER FLAGRANT CON
By PAUL DRIESSEN, Investors Business Daily, Jun@309
http://www.ibdeditorials.com/IBDArticles.aspx?id=B353421781662#

A 1,500-page bill to tax, regulate and penalizéJa8. hydrocarbon energy use to "save the planeit f
climate Armageddon has passed the House 219-2 heléise fact that not one member read it. The
Senate promises an August vote.

But average global temperatures peaked in 199&iacd have fallen slightly, even as carbon dioxide
levels continued climbing. Thousands of sciensistg CO2 has little effect on planetary temperafuaed
there is no climate crisis. The legislation woutdttmillions of jobs and trillions of dollars, far
hypothetical 0.1 degree F reduction in global terapees.

The administration responded to these inconvenmietits by issuing another "report" by government
scientists carefully selected to include only clienerisis believers. It then hired an activist nagfitim that
specializes in environmental campaigns, to hypening&ess computer-generated Hollywood disaster
scenarios:

Catastrophic sea levels, floods in lower Manhat@alifornia beaches permanently submerged. Fersciou
hurricanes. Droughts. Food shortages, epidemiasése a quadrupling of heat-wave deaths. Aged sewer
systems convulsing from massive storm runoff. Pbkars disappearing from the Arctic. It may be the
most flagrant attempted con job in U.S. history.

If successful, Congress, activists, courts anddugeats will gain control over almost every aspdct
American life. Government will confiscate hard-esdrdollars, convert them to payoffs for activigts a



companies that get on the climate-crisis bandwagmmsign uncooperative companies to oblivion, ingpos
eco-tariffs on imports, restrict access to eneagyl inflict soaring costs on families, industry and
transportation.

The sham "report" conflates and confuses humawitkesi and emissions with powerful natural fordestt
have caused major and minor climate changes anth@e@nomalies since the dawn of time. It relies on
conjecture, conformist thinking and conspicuousilation of contrary, skeptical, realist scientistel
studies that do not support climate cataclysm atuje.

The authors "largely ignored" critical comment®tolier drafts and made the final version "evenanor
alarmist," says Joseph D'Aleo, first director ot@agology at the Weather Channel and ex-chairmaheof
American Meteorological Society's Weather Analysisl Forecasting Committee.

The report "misrepresents my own work," says Umigiof Colorado environmental studies professor
Roger Pielke, Jr. It makes claims that aren't sttppdoy citations provided, relies on analyses tere
never peer reviewed, ignores peer-reviewed stubdagseach opposite conclusions from those proadim
by the report, and cites papers that don't supgmortiusions.

The report also relies heavily on surface tempeeatata from monitoring stations located next tckipa
lots and air conditioning exhaust ports — falsédgvsing temperature records upward. It relies oiglon
chains of assumptions and speculation, but provitilessupporting evidence.

An even more egregious miscarriage of science ieltance on worst-case scenarios conjured up by
computer models. These climate models have ner Yaidated by actual observations, notes Prof.
Robert Carter of the Marine Geophysical Laboratdrfwustralia’'s James Cook University. "Modeling
results are interesting — but worthless for setfinglic policy," Carter says. But that's exactiywhibey're
used.

Sure, it's conceivable that Antarctica could megdtjsing sea levels to rise 20 feet, as Al Goretlaad
government con-artists suggest. Greenhouse gasdd merely have to increase average annual Antarcti
temperatures from —50 F today to +40 F for a femtwees to melt 200,000 cubic miles of South Pole
icecaps. That may be as likely as having the planetrun by T-rexes cloned from DNA in fossilized
mosquitoes. But it's conceivable. And in the reafrglobal warming politics, that's all that matters

As one activist group put it: "The task . . . ig tmpersuade by rational argument.” It is "to wiorla more
shrewd and contemporary way, using subtle techsigfiengagement. The ‘facts' need to be treated as
being so taken-for-granted that they need not b&esp" The strategy is to treat "climate-friendbiaity

as a brand that can be sold. This is the routeatssrhehavior change."

If the congressional, administration and activestgpirators behind this deceit were in the prisaetor —
peddling bogus drugs, rather than bogus scienckey‘d be convicted of fraud. Instead, they'll ptaipa
get bonus checks. It's time to tell Congress: Noenoon jobs and tax hikes.

Driessen is senior policy adviser for the Committee A Constructive Tomorrow and Congress of Racial
Equality.
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4. NO CLIMATE DEBATE? YES, THERE IS
by Jeff Jacoby The Boston Globe July 1, 2009
http://www.jefflacoby.com/5782/no-climate-debatesythere-is

IN HIS weekly address on Saturday, President Olsahded the House of Representatives for passing
Waxman-Markey, the gargantuan energy-rationingthét would amount to the largest tax increaséén t
nation's history. It would do so by making virtyadiverything that depends on energy -- which itusity
everything -- more expensive.

The president didn't describe the legislation osthterms on Saturday, but he made no bones dbastt i
year. In an interview with the San Francisco Chelenin January 2008, he calmly explained how cap-an
trade -- the carbon-dioxide rationing scheme thatt ithe heart of Waxman-Markey -- would work:



"Under my plan of a cap-and-trade system, eledtricites would necessarily skyrocket . . . becduse

capping greenhouse gases, coal power plants, negias you name it. . . . Whatever the plants were,
whatever the industry was, they would have to fiétitoeir operations. That will cost money, andythvill

pass that [cost] on to consumers."

In the same interview, Obama suggested that higgmelicy would require the ruin of the coal inthys
"If somebody wants to build a coal-fired plant,yttoan," he told the Chronicle. "It's just that itlw
bankrupt them, because they are going to be char¢pede sum for all that greenhouse gas that'gbein
emitted."

The justification for inflicting all this financiahisery, of course, is the onrushing catastropheuofan-
induced global warming -- a catastrophe that caprbeented only if we abandon the carbon-based fuel
on which most of the prosperity and productivitynaddern life depend. But what if that looming
catastrophe isn't real? What if climate changdlittiesor nothing to do with human activity? Whét i
enacting cap-and-trade means incurring excruciatirggs in exchange for infinitesimal benefits?

Hush, says Obama. Don't ask such questions. Antllt@n to anyone who does. "There is no longer a
debate about whether carbon pollution is placingpdanet in jeopardy,” he declared in his Saturday
remarks. "It's happening.”

No debate? The president, like Humphrey Bogartimage been misinformed. The debate over global
warming is more robust than it has been in yeard,rmt only in America. "In April, the Polish Acatg

of Sciences published a document challenging mattergiobal warming," Kimberly Strassel noted in The
Wall Street Journal the other day. "In France, iBesg Nicolas Sarkozy wants to tap Claude Allegre t
lead the country's new ministry of industry andowation. Twenty years ago Allegre was among ths fir

to trill about man-made global warming, but the geamist has since recanted. . . . Norway's lvaeig
Nobel Prize winner for physics, decries it as tesv religion.™

Closer to home, the noted physicist Hal Lewis (émeat the University of California, Santa Baraga
mails me a copy of a statement he and severaifeltientists, including physicists Will Happer and
Robert Austin of Princeton, Laurence Gould of thevdrsity of Hartford, and climate scientist Ricthar
Lindzen of MIT, have sent to Congress. "The skyasfalling,” they write. Far from warming, "the Ha
has been cooling for 10 years" -- a trend that "m@predicted by the alarmists' computer models."

Fortune magazine recently profiled veteran climai@t John Christy, a lead author of the 2001
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change repattcarauthor of the American Geophysical Union's
2003 statement on climate change. With his greedecttials, Fortune observed, Christy is the warm-
mongers' "worst nightmare -- an accomplished cknsaientist with no ties to Big Oil who has prodiice
reams and reams of data that undermine argumeaitththearth's atmosphere is warming at an unusual
rate and question whether the remedies being talkedt in Congress will actually do any good."

No one who cares about the environment or the miatezonomic well-being should take it on faithttha
climate change is a crisis, or that drastic chahgéise economy are essential to "save the planet."
Hundreds of scientists reject the alarmist nareativor non-experts, a steadily-widening shelf afedient
books surveys the data in laymen's terms and expgheaveaknesses in the doomsday scenario -- among
others, Climate Confusion by Roy W. Spencer, ClaradtFear by Thomas Gale Moore, Taken by Storm,
by Christopher Essex and Ross McKitrick, and Unsatye Global Warming: Every 1,500 Years, by S.
Fred Singer and Dennis Avery.

If the case for a war on carbon dioxide were urkdda, no one would have to warn against debating
The 212 House members who voted against Waxmanéeydalst week plainly don't believe the matter is
settled. They're right.

*% *% * Kkkkkkk

5. SCIENTISTS DUEL WITH LETTERS ON GLOBAL WARMING
E. Calvin Beisner, National Spokesman, Cornwalibalte for the Stewardship of Creation, July 1, 2009

On June 19, the Woods Hole Research Center releasgzbn lettefrom scientists to the President and



members of Congress calling for "strong leaderstavert "a rapidly developing global climatic
catastrophe." The letter called for passage offa@man-Markey cap-and-trade bill then pending & th
House, now passed and moving to the Senate.

But on July 1 another group of scientists releaséadter in direct responsgquestioning the independence
of the Woods Hole group because of ties with pesdidl science advisor John Holdren, "the samenseie
advisor who has given us predictions of ‘almostaderthermonuclear war or eco-catastrophe by gz y
2000, and many other forecasts of doom that sometewer seem to arrive on time."

Signed by physics professors Robert Austin andisillHapper of Princeton, Laurence Gould of thefU o
Hartford, Harold Lewis of the University of Califuia, Santa Barbara, meteorology professor Richard
Lindzen of Massachusetts Institute of Technology d of VA environmental sciences professor and
atmospheric physicist Fred Singer, tetter adds:

« Earth has been cooling for ten years;
» the present cooling was not predicted by the aktgntomputer models;

» legislation supported by the Woods Hole Letter "ldaripple the US economy, putting us at a
disadvantage compared to our competitors."

"For such drastic action," it continued, "it is pprudent to demand genuine proof that it is needet
guesswork, and not false claims" that the evidénckear and the debate is over.

The new letter concluded by warning, "Finally, dite alarmism pays well. Many alarmists are prdfitin
from their activism. There are billions of dolldlsating around for the taking, and being taken."

http://climatedepot.com/a/1745/Scientists-Write-@petter-to-Congress-You-Are-Being-Deceived-
About-Global-Warming--Earth-has-been-cooling-fon-tgears

Scientists Write Open Letter to Congress: 'You Being Deceived About Global Warming' -- 'Earth has
been cooling for ten yearBresent cooling was NOT predicted by the alarr&imputer models, and has
come as an embarrassment to them™

* * *hkkhkhkkhkkhk * *hkkkkkk

6. LETTER TO ‘PHYSICS & SOCIETY’ (AMERICAN PHYSICA L
SOCIETY) July 2009

http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/20090 félest. cfm

In the January 2009 edition Bhysics & SocietyRobert Levine wrote a thoughtful letter objecttoghe
statement on climate change adopted by the APSclmmNovember 18, 2007. As an APS member |
also strongly object to this statement. It is \eritbelow:

Emissions of greenhouse gases from human actigiteeshanging the atmosphere in ways that affezt th
Earth's climate. Greenhouse gases include carboride as well as methane, nitrous oxide and other
gases. They are emitted from fossil fuel combustiwha range of industrial and agricultural process

The evidence is incontrovertible: Global warmingéurring. If no mitigating actions are taken,
significant disruptions in the Earth's physical aecblogical systems, social systems, security anaain
health are likely to occur. We must reduce emissa@frgreenhouse gases beginning now.

Because the complexity of the climate makes acepradiction difficult, the APS urges an enhanced
effort to understand the effects of human actimitthe Earth's climate, and to provide the techgal
options for meeting the climate challenge in tharrend longer terms. The APS also urges governments
universities, national laboratories and its memlibgpsto support policies and actions that will reéuthe
emission of greenhouse gases.



It is mostly the second paragraph that | objecCertainly for the past ten years, the assertion is
demonstrably false; the earth's average temperaigeemained about constant after a 30-year period
during which the average temperature increasedbytahree quarters of a degree Fahrenheit. Segond|
the disruptions APS considers 'likely' are baseubat entirely on models, simulations, and specuiai
but are nearly devoid of any experimental justifma Can the APS really point to any existing tten
occurring today, which extrapolates to the sod@dm and gloom the second paragraph implies? The
population of polar bears is increasing. Glaciergehbeen receding for at least the past 200 ykear
Greenland and the Antarctic is melting in some gdaand thickening in others. Humans are getting
healthier, lifespan is increasing, and social sgstpersist (at least in the democracies). In tagtr the
millennia of human civilization, warm periods haween beneficial, cold periods, harmful. Shouldt w
physicists consider today's empirical evidence elbas projections?

The paragraph then goes on to say "we must rettecenission of greenhouse gases beginning now."
Does the APS seriously believe that we can just giw carbon the way a smoker can just give up
cigarettes? Civilization takes energy and lotd.dRight now, we get 85% of our energy from carlbased
sources. What does the APS propose to replacéht salar panels, windmills, nuclear reactors? {€an
make the case that this is scientifically and téxdily possible? Unquestionably, to eliminate carlfeels
and not replace them with equivalent energy isih @vilization as we know it. The APS statement
completely ignores this vital truth.

As a middle ground between the APS statement dref statements that deny manmade contributions to
global warming and climate change, | propose tsitement:

The issue of increased G the atmosphere and its effect on climate issane of increasing concern. A
great deal of this C&comes from energy production. As physicists whzeethat 85% of the world's
energy comes from carbon-based fuel. We recoghédtiere is no economical substitute for this farel
the scale required, and most likely will not be éoredecades. While the APS certainly advocates
conservation and improved efficiency, we recogtiia¢ as the world develops, it will need more egerg
not less. We recognize the inextricable link betwaféordable energy and human well-being, good theal
education and a clean environment. Finally we retpg that eliminating carbon-based fuel before a
replacement fuel is ready on the required scal@bmut the same price, constitutes at least aseyeav
threat to human civilization as global warming.

As physicists we understand the greenhouse effeatever, we also know that the earth's climate is
extremely complicated and there is much more ttoaih the greenhouse effect. Other scientists utaleds
this better than we do. The American Meteorolog®atiety has come out with two statements of cancer
in 2003 and2007. Each statement emphasizes risks of increasingaCumulation in the atmosphere,
but each also mentions that there are great unaetitss. Each points out that much more is needed in
theory, simulation and measurement. The 2007 stateeven mentions that there could be benefits to
global warming, and points out that while ice islting in some parts of Greenland and Antarcticdsit
thickening in other parts.

In 2005 the presidents of the Academies of Scieht#& countries jointly signed a letter expressing
concern over CO2 accumulationtime atmosphere and global warrginHowever, they emphasized
adaptation as well as prevention. Also, unlikertiare dire predictions, they foresee a sea level 0is10-
90 cm during the 21st century.

As regards the science of global warming, APS stpploe 2003 and 2007 statements of the American
Meteorological Society and the statement of thadademy presidents.

| hope that Robert Levine's letter, and this lestenulate much-needed discussion in the APS ah&t
our appropriate role in this issue should be. Mdstll, | hope the APS puts out a new statemeniemor
scientifically defensible and more balanced ircgaclusions and recommendations.

Wallace Manheimerrétired from U.S. Naval Research laboratory)

* * * *
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7. DUE DILIGENCE ON GLOBAL WARMING SCIENCE IN
AUSTRALIA

By Prof. Bob Carter, David Evans, Stewart Frankd, Fninmonth

You will have heard on the news over the last 3ksex the activities of Senator Steve Fielding in
Australia. He is an independent cross-bench semdtorholds a casting vote over the passage of the
Australian ETS (Emission Trading Scheme, termedXheon Pollution Reduction Scheme).

After attending the Heartland-3 climate confeeein Washington in early June this year, he netdito
Australia and asked Climate Minister Penny Wongéhsimple questions about climate change. The
Minister replied, first in a meeting at which heni€f Scientist (Penny Sackett) and departmentahse
adviser (Will Steffen) presented a briefing paperd secondly in writing.

Senator Fielding then asked his advisory sisienBob Carter, David Evans, Stewart Franks atid Bi
Kininmonth to perform an audit of the Minister'spfies to his questions. Copies of Senator Fielding
original questions, Minister Wong's written repnd other papers relevant to the matter are avaifab
download from: fttp://joannenova.com.au/global-warming/the-worgefing-meeting-on-global-
warming-documents/

And Senator Fielding’s summary of the resufthis discussions with Minister Wong can be foumdeh
http://mww.stevefielding.com.au/climate change/

The Due Diligence Paper has been released publc8enator Fielding's office today (July 3). It si®
first, that the Minister and her Department havgddy been unable to answer the questions thatweeg
asked. And, second, that the Australian Departmg@limate Change has little capacity to assess the
science of global warming in an expert, knowleddeealnd independent way.

We believe that this is the first time recenkisit a member of a western parliament has releagedblic
document that makes an independent science assessitiee danger of human-caused global warming
(as promulgated by the IPCC), thereby demonstrdijrtge lack of empirical evidence that carbonxitie
emissions are damaging to the environment, anth@) ETS are unnecessary.

However, though raising the issue in parliaragntontext may be new, our general conclusions are
most certainly not. For many other qualified stig&s have reached them too; for example, the two
independent assessments that have been providatlyelny Craig Idso and Fred Singer (NIPCC)
http://www.nipccreport.org/and Alan Carlin (EPA): kttp://cei.org/news-release/2009/06/25/cei-releases
global-warming-study-censored-epa

Given the large costs and the industrial amiasdisruption that established ETS are alreadssicay -
for example in Europe -- and which will be addedteatly should similar bills pass parliament im@da,
Australia, N.Z., USA and elsewhere -- we ask fouryleelp in giving our Due Diligence document wide
promulgation.

The major conclusions of the science audit teanewer

»Global temperatures have remained steady since, @3ite a 5% increase in atmospheric carbon
dioxide

*No strong evidence exists that human carbon dicsidissions are causing, or are likely to cause,
dangerous warming on top of natural trends

*No scientific consensus exists

“The 'Independent Due Diligence Repdiighlights a number questions which needed tonisevered
before Australia should think about voting on arission trading scheme,” Senator Fielding said.
The full'Independent Due Diligence Reparéin be seen attp://www.stevefielding.com.au/climate_change/

Due Diligence on Minister Wong's Climate Answers
Prof. Bob Carter, David Evans, Stewart Franks & Biininmonth

Minister Wong's responses to Senator Fielding'siatie questions have provided the opportunity for an
independent audit of Australia’s scientific justédtion for proceeding with emissions trading legisin.
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Time constraints necessitated that our audgehective. Nonetheless, we provide in the attachpdrt a
preliminary due diligence assessment of the Mirist@sponse, and therefore of the IPCC advice upon
which the government has shaped its climate lagsla

Senator Fielding’s summary of the results sfdiscussions with Minister Wong can be found here:
http://www.stevefielding.com.au/climate changéhd a full set of relevant documents are posiee:
http://joannenova.com.au/global-warming/the-worglefing-meeting-on-global-warming-documents/

Our conclusion is that, in responding to thegjions posed by Senator Fielding, the Ministerfhied
to provide any evidence that human carbon dioxidssions are causing dangerous global warming.

Beyond that, it is evident that the whole IP€Ge for dangerous warming is irredeemably flawed,
because it rests on speculative computer modedimaglacks empirical support in fundamental areas.

We recommend, therefore, that a commissiomqtiiey be convened in Australia to hear the argumen
for and against a dangerous human influence oratdinim a strictly evidence-based setting.

Our conclusions regarding a lack of evidence ferggaous human-caused warming are similar to those
contained in two other recent, independent reviéivghe comprehensive report of the Nongovernnienta
International Panel on Climate Change (NIPCC), @h@n internal audit report by the U.S. Enviromted
Protection Agency (EPA). These documents can besaed at:

http://www.nipccreport.org/
http://wattsupwiththat.com/2009/06/27/releaseddbrsored-epa-document-final-report

Our conclusions are:

(i) that whilst recent increases in greenhouse gqsay a minor radiative role in global climate, strong
evidence exists that human carbon dioxide emissionsausing, or are likely to cause, dangerousglo
warming;

(i) that it is unwise for government environmergalicy to be set based upon monopoly advice, and
especially so when that monopoly is representeahbipternational political (not scientific) agencgnd
(iii) that the results of implementing emissioreding legislation will be so costly, troublinglygeessive,
socially divisive and environmentally ineffectibatt Parliament should defer consideration of theRSP
bill and institute a fully independent Royal Consiga of enquiry into the evidence for and against a
dangerous human influence on climate.

We add, with respect to (iii), that the scientdfimmmunity is now so polarised on the controveiisiie of
dangerous global warming that proper due diligemtéhe matter can only be achieved where competent
scientific withesses are cross-examined under adhunder strict rules of evidence.

* * *hkkkkkkkhkkhk * *hkkkhkhkkkk

8. THE STIMULUS BILL #2:

Rep. Kaptur gets $3.5 billion sweetener in climatbill
By Tom Burch < thomasburch@comcast.net>

When House Democratic leaders were rounding upsvetielay for the massive climate-change bill, they
paid special attention to their colleagues fromdOkino remained stubbornly undecided. They finally
secured the vote of one Ohioan, veteran Demodratic Marcy Kaptur of Toledo, the old-fashioned way.
They gave her what she wanted - a new federal pauthority, similar to Washington state's Bonnewvill
Power Administration, stocked with up to $3.5 billiin taxpayer money available for lending to reakele
energy and economic development projects in Ohibatiner Midwestern states.

House Energy and Commerce Chairman Henry A.riéax California Democrat, included the Kaptur
project in a 310-page amendment to the legislatioweiled at 3 a.m. Friday, just hours before thlewss
to be debated on the House floor.

Miss Kaptur trumpeted her handiwork on her ceagional Web site. She said the new federal aitghor
would bring new economic development to Ohio arddtinuggling Great Lakes region
"When she saw this coming down the pike, she saspaortunity to attach something she's kicked adoun
for a long time," Mr. Fought said. The inclusiontb& program in the legislation, he added, "made it
possible for her to entertain voting for the bill."

In other words, a law is GOOD and should bepsuied - as long as others pay the penalties that g
hand-in-hand with punitive-type laws and as longthers, not you or your constituents, bear thatoof
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the cost of oppressive laws that undermine theadiveational economy.
Ladies and gentlemen, | give you our next Nébhée winner. What citizenship!!!

Civics Lesson: Course Instruction, Discussion Bmablem:

A - 2008 US population: 304,000,000
B - Cost of buying vote of Rep Marcy Kaptur (D-Chfor support of cap-and-trade bill:
$3,50000000

C - Payer Agent: Barack Obama, Nancy Pelosi

D - Payer: 59% of those US taxpayers who actualpaly taxes

E -- American taxpayers (including those of famihits) actually paying into the US Tax System and
supporting Federal expenditures = 183,000

F Cost of buying the vote of Rep Kaptur to suppap-and-trade bill to a 4-person, taxpaying America
family = $76

Discussion of WM

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
srv/community/groups/index.html?plckForumPage=Fddisoussion&plckDiscussionld=Cat%3aa70e339
6-6663-4a8d-bal9-e44939d3c44fForum%3a5543a34c4i98-b81b-
4aad0ab02e2eDiscussion%3a30250043-99ed-48a0-b 2903204893

Enron’s Ken Lay would have been proud of Waxman-Makey: by Rob Bradley
http://masterresource.org/?p=3479

W-M bill will hit the poor. An important analysis i n Roll Call (July 1) by Robert Zubrin
http://www.rollcall.com/news/36393-1.html

*hkkkkkkkhkkhk * *hkkhkkkkhkkhk
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9. GARDEN OF PIGGISH DELIGHTS:

Waxman-Markey is part power-grab, part enviro-fantasy. Here are 50 reasons to stop it.
http://article.nationalreview.com/?g=YTcIMmVhMGYxY2 UzNzAWMTJIODB|Zjg2NDJiNmM2MWE=

By Stephen Spruiell & Kevin Williamsdxational Review Online,uly 02, 2009.

The stimulus bill was the legislative equivalenttod famous cantina scene from Star Wars, an eye-
popping collection of the freakish and exotic, gaéd for dubious purposes. The Waxman-Markey cap-
and-trade bill, known as ACES (the American Cleaergy and Security Act), is more like the third elan
in Hieronymus Bosch’s Garden of Earthly Delightsa-hellscape that disturbs the sleep of anybody who
contemplatess it carefully.

Two main things to understand about Waxman-Markégt, it will not reduce greenhouse-gas emissions,
at least not at any point in the near future. Tiodusion of carbon offsets, which can be manufactout
of thin air and political imagination, will elimin@ most of the demands that the legislation puts on
industry, though in doing so it will manage to driwp the prices consumers pay for every produtt tha
requires energy for its manufacture —" which is#y, for everything. Second, it represents a wabsese
of the public trust and purse than the stimulustaedailouts put together. Waxman-Markey creates a
permanent new regime in which environmental ronegsiti and corporate welfare are mixed together to
form political poison. From comic bureaucratic powgeabs (check out the section of the bill on
candelabras) to the creation of new welfare progriimDemocratic constituencies to, above all, ivass
giveaways for every financial, industrial, and fiodil lobby imaginable, this bill would permanently
deform American politics and economic life.

The House of Representatives, famously, did nat tei bill before passing it, which is testameneither
Nancy Pelosi’'s managerial incompetency or her igalitvile, or possibly both. If you take the tineread
the legislation, you'll discover four major themspecial-interest giveaways, regulatory mandates
unrelated to climate change, fanciful technologpmalgrams worthy of The Jetsons, and assorteaviafi-
wish fulfillment. We cannot cover every swirl andibhstroke of this masterpiece of misgovernance, bu
here’s a breakdown of its 50 most outrageous featur

SPECIAL-INTEREST SOPS

1. The big doozy: Eighty-five percent of the carlpammits will not be sold at auction — they will piven
away to utilityy companies, petroleum interestfineries, and a coterie of politically connected
businesses. If you're wondering why Big Businegspsuts cap-and-trade, that's why. Free money for
business, but higher energy prices for you.

2. The sale of carbon permits will enrich the WatHeet investment bankers whose money put Obama in
the White House. Top of the list: Goldman Sachsckvis invested in carbon-offset development and
carbon permissions. CNN reports:

Less than two weeks after the investment bank arsealit would be laying off 10 percent of its staff
***Goldman Sachs confirmed that it has taken a mitgcstake in Utah-based carbon offset project
developer Blue Source LLC. . .. “Interest in the-pompliance carbon market in the U.S. is growing
rapidly,” said Leslie Biddle, Head of Commodity st Goldman, “and we are excited to be ablefty of
our clients immediate access to a diverse seleofi@mission reductions to manage their carbon’risk

3. With its rich menu of corporate subsidies anecsgd set-asides for politically connected indestri
Waxman-Markey has inspired a new corporate intepeatp, USCAP, the United States Climate Action
Partnership — the group largely responsible foerftitt that carbon permits are being given away lik
candy at Christmas rather than auctioned. And whiméd up to receive a piece of the massive wealth
transfer that Waxman-Markey will mandate? Canade Rress lists:

Alcoa, American International Group (AIG) which hdrew after accepting government bailout money,
Boston Scientific Corporation, BP America Inc., &aillar Inc., Chrysler LLC (which continues to lop
with taxpayer dollars), ConocoPhillips, Deere & Guamy, The Dow Chemical Company, Duke Energy,
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DuPont, Environmental Defense, Exelon Corporatird Motor Company, FPL Group, Inc., General
Electric, General Motors Corp. (now owned by thea@b administration), Johnson & Johnson, Marsh,
Inc., National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resoesdefense Council, The Nature Conservancy, NRG
Energy, Inc., Pepsico, Pew Center on Global ClinGtange, PG&E Corporation, PNM Resources, Rio
Tinto, Shell, Siemens Corporation, World Resouttossitute, Xerox Corporation.

One major group of recipients of the free moneyndejiven to industry in the form of carbon pernaite
the electric utilities, represented in Washingtgrilie Edison Electric Institute. Along with the taad
steel businesses, the utilities are positione@deive a huge portion of the carbon permits — soime
which will be disguised as measures for consumeine-have become one of the nation’s highest-
spending lobbbies, working to ensure that thegriedts are served by cap-and-trade.

4. To the extent that the allowances actually ggeegovernment revenue, that money is going tosbd u
for fraud-inviting projects of dubious environmenta economic value. Example: Some allowance money
will be used to “build capacity to reduce deforéstain developing countries experiencing deforésta
including preparing developing countries to papite in international markets for internationakeff

credits for reduced emissions from deforestatidvitiat are the chances of that being abused?

5. In addition to the permits, the bill also allofas the creation of “offsets” — the medieval-style
indulgences of the carbon-footprint world. In fawarly all of Waxman-Markey’s carbon-reductiorgts
can be met with offsets alone through 2050, meadé@tzades before any actual reduction of greenhouse
gases is required. That means huge new expensasédirbusinesses and consumers in return for &lfsic
zero environmental improvement. And how does ome aa offset to sell? Get a farm and cash in thnoug
such methods as, and we quote, “improved manurageament,” “reduced tillage/no-tillage,” or
“afforestation of marginal farmlands.” Translatidtiant some trees around the house and claim sginze e
credits on the land the government may alreadyayag you not to farm. And do a better job of hamgll
your B.S.” but you'll never do as good a job ontthiae as the authors of Waxman-Markey.

6. Because the cap-and-trade regime will disadgant@mestic refineries vis-A -vis foreign compesto
such as India’s powerhouse Reliance Industries,ifdaxMarkey is attempting to buy them off with free
permits — 2 percent of the national total will godomestic refineries, at no cost.

7. Agribusiness is exempted from cap-and-traderotstout the farm lobby will be given permits &lls
and to profit from anyway. All carrot, no stick —regisely what this powerful industry lobby is
accustomed to receiving from Washington.

8. Waxman-Markey strips the EPA of its oversighénehen it comes to managing the offsets associated
with American farms. At the behest of Cargill arttier big players in the farm lobby, oversight vod
entrusted to the USDA — basically a wholly ownetisdiary of the aagriculture cartel, one of Ameisca
most rapacious special-interest groups, which diréastuffed with subsidies and sops.

9. Waxman-Markey directs the EPA to ignore the ezaironmental impact of ethanol and other biofuels
The gigantic subsidies lavished on the farm loltlsgugh the ethanol program encourage farmers & cle
forest land to plant corn — a net environmentas libst the use of ethanol does nothing to offset. A
earlier version of the legislation that would haegounted for land-use changes was altered aathre f
lobby’s demand. Now, the EPA will be forbidden &inrthe same pain on the ethanol gang that itsgoi
to rain on the rest of the economy — a minimumia# fears (ahem) “study” is required before a iilim
whether ethanol should be treated the same astheyfael, and the EPA, USDA, and Congress all must
agree to act before Big Corn reaps what Waxman-daskws.

10. Rural electrical cooperatives are demandingttieoffsets be awarded in proportion to historic
emissions, and they probably will prevail. This me#hat high-polluting generators, such as the-ficad
plants typical of electric co-ops’ members, will fesvarded because they pollute more, while cleaner
producers, such as those using nuclear and hydtdelpower, will be penalized.
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11. The farm lobby will be rewarded for practickattdo little or nothing to reduce greenhouse ga3es
such practice is “no till” planting, in which farmseforego plowing and plant seeds directly intogbi.
Two peer-reviewed scientific papers suggest théatlheither does nothing to decrease carbon diexad
actually increases the level of greenhouse-gassenss by upping emissions of nitrous oxide — a much
more powerful greenhouse gas. Now it's not cleat tio-till will reduce greenhouse gases, but tleetce
does make weed-control more difficult, meaning thatipports the market for herbicides such as
Monsanto’s RoundUp. Guess who'’s spending milliatdbying for no-till?

12. Waxman-Markey provides an excuse for tradeggtmnism. The bill will give the Obama
administration broad new powers to enact tarifféngports from jurisdictions that have not had tlo®p
sense to enact similar legislation, meaning thatvites both politically driven trade protectiomsand
retaliatory measures from abroad in the servicanagmpty green dream. As the New York Times puts it

A House committee working on sweeping energy latjsh seems determined to make sure that the
United States will tax China and other carbon felis; potentially disrupting an already-sensitilnnate
change debate in Congress. The Ways and Means Gaeisiproposed bill language would virtually
require that the president impose an import tarifainy country that fails to clamp down on greersieou
gas emissions. Directed primarily at China, thetéhhiStates’ biggest manufacturing competitor, the
provisions aim to protect cement, steel and othergy-intensive industries that expect to face éigiosts
under a federal emissions cap.

13. Waxman-Markey channels billions of dollars istdsidies for “international clean technology
deployment for emerging markets.” David H. McCorknid the Treasury Department recently gave a
speech on the establishment of an $8 billion furdHat purpose; those who showed up to gets thessp
on this new gravy train included Sequoia Capita, Wnited Steelworkers Union, the Clinton Climate
Initiative, Ernst & Young, Duke Energy, SunPowenrgywell, Shell, ConocoPhillips, Credit Suisse,
Chrysalix Energy Venture Capital, and Goldman Sakéh®u’re wondering who's going to make real
money off of Waxman-Markey, this list would be &by good place to start.

14. Naturally, Big Labor gets its piece of the pig®. Projects receiving grants and financing under
Waxman-Markey provisions will be required to impkemh Davis-Bacon union-wage rules, making it hard
for non-union firms to compete and ensuring thaséh‘investments” pay out inflated union wages. And
it's not just the big research-and-developmentmamts, since Waxman-Markey forces union-wage ralles
the way down to the plumbing-repair and light-batlanging level.

NON-CAP MANDATES

15. The renewable electricity standard is the Inig lsere. This would require utilities to supplyicent
of their power from renewable energy sources (ocréased efficiency”) by 2020. The Senate was @nabl
to pass a smaller mandate in 2007, because fagorgdes of renewable energy (wind power, for irsgan
just don’t work in certain regions of the countayd regional blocs can wield a great deal of pawéne
Senate. These blocs may be less powerful thisdainmend, because the Democrats within them will be
under a great deal of pressure to pass this lhi#t. FEnewable standard would force utilities to rely
increasingly on expensive sources of energy likedvweind solar — expensive because they are capital-
intensive and must be located far away from urlvanss necessitating long transmission lines. Yaou ca
thank Congress for adding yet another charge to aunthly utility bill.

16. The bill would create a system of renewabletatgty credits similar to the carbon offsets niened
above — utilities that cannot meet the standarddcpurchase credits from other utilities. One way o
another, however, the cost is getting passed atmggu.

17. The renewable standard excludes sources ofrdikeeuclear and coal gasification, and perhéyas's

to be understood. Even though these sources aeetl¢ghan traditional coal-burning plants, theyati® a
number of green taboos. What's less understandsbie way “qualified hydropower” is narrowly dedid

to exclude hydropower from Canada. Again, the tiingemember is that Congress is less concernédd wit
greening the environment and more concerned wibrgng the pockets of parochial interests.
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18. The legislation calls for the establishmena @arbon Storage Research Corporation (CSRC)¢o ste
$1 billion annually into the development of carbmapture technologies. The CSRC would be funded via
assessments on utility companies. Hear that?hi&€sbund of another charge being added to your bill
Evidence suggests that subsidizing research immoacapture technology is either futile (in theeaf
traditional coal-powered plants) or unnecessary {@ichnology for sequestering emissions from
gasification plants already exists).

19. The promotion of carbon capture will requirecst of new regulations — the bill calls on the EfeA
create a permitting process for geologic sequéstréiburying captured carbon emissions in the gdyun
regulations to keep the buried carbon from escaipitagthe air, and regulations to keep it from @&og
into the water supply. All we need now are carboards to throw the carbon into solitary confineniéitt
gets too rowdy in the prison yard.

20. The bill imposes performance standards on makfored power plants to encourage the adoption of
carbon-capture technology. Ratepayers would pag ffuwsrelectricity because of the efficiency losses
associated with carbon capture.

21. The bill regulates every light fixture undee tun. Actually, the sun might be the only lightiee that
isn’'t regulated specifically in this legislationhd@re are rules governing fluorescent lamps, incsoetd
lamps, intermediate base lamps, candelabra bags|amtdoor luminaires, portable light fixtures -euy
get the idea. The government actually started dbwgrroad by regulating light bulbs in the 2005 rggye
bill. This bill merely tightens the regulations, ish means the unintended consequences producde by t
2005 hill — more expensive light bulbs that burth quicker — wi will probably get worse.

22. The bill extends its reach to cover appliareew/ell. Clothes washers and dishwashers, portable
electric spas, showerheads, faucets, televisiailsthese and more are covered specifically inbileYou
thought we were kidding when we said this bill esxEmts the federal government’s attempt to expgand i
regulatory reach to cover everything. We weren't.

23. Appliances will be required to come with “canbmutput” labels, and retailers will get bonus pawis
for marketing those that are certified “best-inssld The bill sets up a payment schedule to rewsed
manufacturers of these “best-in-class” products: 7 each dishwasher, $250 for each clothes washer
and so on. So go out and splurge on that new sengy-efficient refrigerator — under thiis billpy
already made a $200 down payment.

24. The bill requires the EPA to establish envirental standards for residences, meaning a federally
dictated one-size-fits-all policy for greening ewbome in America. When you're retrofitting yourrhe
according to EPA guidelines, it will come as litlemfort to know that the government is reimbursing
for your troubles, especially if you're doing thenk around April 15.

25. The bill would affect commercial propertiesy tén fact, all buildings would be governed by a
“national energy efficiency building code” that wdwequire 50 percent reductions in energy usélin a
buildings by 2018, followed by 5 percent reductiomgnergy use every three years after that through
2030. No one disputes that these changes will blyctut Waxman-Markey supporters argue that they
will pay for themselves through lower energy billfis argument holds up only if we assume thatgner
prices will stay flat or fall over time. But theciémentioned carbon caps instituted elsewheresn th
legislation make that prospect highly unlikely. Bigsses and homeowners will pay twice 4€” once to
retrofit their roosts and again when the energydbiives..

26. The bill instructs the EPA to regulate greers@sgas emissions from mobile sources such as cars,
trucks, buses, dirt bikes, snowmobiles, boats,qdaand trains.

27. It instructs the EPA to cap and reduce greesdgas emissions from non-mobile sources as well..
These two items would be bigger news if the SuprE€mert hadn't already cleared the way for the EBA t
regulate greenhouse-gas emissions. President Obirpaobably move forward on this front even if
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Congress fails to pass the cap-and-trade bill. &ediready announced a strict national fuel-efficye
standard for cars, and the implications for otlwerrses of greenhouse-gas emissions are not good.

28. The bill calls on the EPA to establish a fetigraenhouse-gas registry. Businesses would béresju
to collect and submit data on their emissions éoBERA, creating yet another compliance cost fomthe
pass on to their customers.

29. The bill undermines federalism by prohibitingtes from creating their own cap-and-trade program
Nearly half of all U.S. states have already takemes sort of action to cap greenhouse-gas emisbipns
forming regional compacts and implementing thein@mnission standards. Understandably, these states
support a federal cap so that they are not at anomgic disadvantage to states that do not cap iemssdf
these states want to hamstring their own econoimit® pursuit of green goals, that should be their
business. States that don’t see any reason to sloosdd not be forced to share in their folly.

GREEN DREAMS

30. Utility companies are directed to start layihg groundwork for a glorious future in which eveamg
drives a plug-in car. The legislation directs thenstart planning for the deployment of electriclaarging
stations along roadways, in parking garages, agdsstations, as well as “such other elementseaState
determines necessary to support plug-in electiieedrehicles.” (States are directed to considertidre
the costs of planning or the implementation of ¢hglsins merit reimbursement. Either way, you wipd u
with the bill.)

31. The secretary of energy is required to estakligrge-scale vehicle electrification program tnd
provide “such sums as may be necessary” for thaufaature of plug-in electric-drive vehicles, incing
another $25 billion for “advanced technology vegiidbans. As if Detroit hadn’t gotten its hands on
enough taxpayer money.

32. The bill directs the secretary of energy tonputgate regulations requiring that each automakferét
be comprised of a minimum percentage of vehiclasriin on ethanol or biodiesel.

33. It includes loan guarantees for the constraatibethanol pipelines. Nearly every energy bilthe last
five years has included loan guarantees for thetooction of ethanol pipelines. Apparently, would-b
builders of this vital infrastructure are still liag problems getting financing.

34. Congress passed (and Obama signed) a “cashufders” program as part of the war appropriations
bill this month. Under the program, you get a relfat trading in a used car for one that gets #iigh
higher mileage. The Waxman-Markey bill takes tliaaept and applies it to appliances, electric nsoter
basically anything that can be traded in for a nearergy-efficient version. These types of programs
generally fail cost-benefit analyses spectaculbelyause more energy goes into the production afete
appliances than would have been used if the old bad just run their course.

35. The bill includes $15 billion in grants andrigao encourage the manufacture of wind turbir@say s

energy, biofuel production, and other sources éwable energy that have benefited from decadssabf
largesse already. Another $15 billion is not gdimgnake these energy sources cost-competitive. Only
carbon rationing can achieve that. One suspect®¢hsocrats know this; that's why they are pushing a
carbon-rationing bill. The $15 billion is just ahet sop to the green-energy lobby to help greasskius.

36. The bill establishes within the EPA a SmartWeagnsport Program, which would provide grants and
loans to freight carriers that meet environmentellg,

37. The bill requires the secretary of energy tatd@ish a program to make monetary awards toieslithat
find innovative ways of using thermal energy, astilities needed an extra incentive to discovaew,
cheap energy source.

38. It includes another $1.5 billion for the HolimmManufacturing Partnership Program. This progoaps
up repeatedly in discussions of programs that bloghals and conservatives think should be elingdatt
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is corporate welfare, pure and simple.

39. It includes $65 million for research into higfiiciency gas turbines, another gift to the cogteworld
with little environmental benefit.

40. It includes $7.5 million to establish a NatibBaenergy Partnership to promote biofuels. Ecoitom
barriers to the commercial viability of biofuel @s energy source have proven to be so insurmoentiad
even with all of the federal mandates and subsalieady thrown their way, the ethanol companiesdi
up with everyone else for a federal bailout whenfthancial crisis hit. The last thing consumersaés
another full-time, federally subsidized lobbyingrgfior that industry.

VARIOUS LEFT-WING WISH FULFILLMENT

41. One of Obama’s most reliable constituencielkege administrators, will be given billions of thols to
play with through the creation of eight “Clean Egyemnovation Centers,” university-based consortia
charged with a mission to “leverage the expertimkr@sources of the university and private research
communities, industry, venture capital, nationabliatories, and other participants in energy intionao
support cross-disciplinary research and developinesmteas not being served by the private sectorder
to develop and transfer innovative clean energyrtelogies into the marketplace.” Meaning that the
famous business acumen of the federal governmdirtevapplied to the energy industry.

42. Another Obama constituency, the community-aejag gang — i.e.., ACORN — will be eligible to
receive billions in funding as the biill “authorizéhe Secretary [of Energy] to make grants to conityu
development organizations to provide financingusibesses and projects that improve energy effigién
Think federally subsidized consultants paid $5%awnr to tell businesses to turn down their AC i th
summer.

43. Waxman-Markey also enables Obama to indulgpdrisistent desire to use the tax code to transfer
wealth from people who pay taxes to people whotdenl.e., from likely Republican voters to likely
Obama voters. The bill “amends the Internal ReveDo@e to allow certain low income taxpayers a
refundable energy tax credit to compensate sugiateexs for reductions in their purchasing power, as
identified and calculated by the Environmental Bctbn Agency (EPA), resulting from regulation of
GHGs (greenhouse gases).”

44. Not only will Waxman-Markey slip more redistuiiion into the tax code, it will establish a new
monthly welfare check. It will create an “Energyf&ed Program” that will “give low-income households
a monthly cash energy refund equal to the estinlatein purchasing power resulting from this Act.”

45. Another new class of government dependentseilireated by Waxman-Markey: Americans put out
of work by Waxman-Markey. The bill establishes agyam to distribute “climate-change adjustment
assistance to adversely affected workers.”

46. Waxman-Markey will create yet another raft ofgrnment dependents, but of a different sort —
bureaucrats. The bill creates: a new United Statebal Change Research Program, a National Climate
Change Adaptation Program, a National Climate $epWatural Resources Climate Change Adaptation
Strategy office at the White House, and an Intéonat Climate Change Adaptation Program at theeStat
Department.

47. And since everybody else is getting a checkjlidaets one, too, in the form of money for “donest
wildlife and natural resource adaptation.”

48. States also get in on the action. The legisiatilows each state to set up a State Energy and
Environment Development (SEED) account into whiah federal government can deposit emission
allowances. States can then sell these allowamzksse the proceeds to support clean-energy pregram
They must set aside a certain amount of the manéyntd federal mandates, but they are given broad
discretion to use the rest by making loans, gramtd,other forms of support available to favored
constituencies. It's federalism, of a sort — themg sort.
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49. And, of course, everything includes a healttec@mponent, even cap-and-trade. Waxman-Markey
requires the Department of Health and Human Sesvixelevelop a “strategic action plan to assisltthea
professionals in preparing for and responding oittipacts of climate change.”

50. Waxman-Markey dumps money into questionabletfygaships” and grants to study “emerging
careers” in “renewable energy, energy efficieney elimate change mitigation.” The first career to
emerge, of course, will be managing grants to sardgrging careers.

That's our Top 50. We could go on. And on.

When Nancy Pelosi was advising congressmen to théskeast, she said they should not worry abaut th
words of the bill they had not read, but think abfour others: “jobs, jobs, jobs, jobs.” The legtsbn

offers Pelosi perverse vindication: Waxman-Markély eveate a lot of jobs for Wall Street sharpsgBi
Business rent-seekers, ACORN hucksters, utilityqgany lobbyists, grant-writers at left-wing
organizations, college administrators, light-butiliging bureaucrats, and an army of parasitic hesiga.
It's up to the Senate to stop it.

Stephen Spruiell is a staff reporter for Nationaview Online. Kevin Williamson is a deputy managing
editor of National Review.



