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Part XXVI – Global Cooling Review.  As the New Year begins, a review of 2009 seems appropriate, but in this case, the series on Global Cooling since June will be “reviewed.”  

In reviewing the 25 editions, I must admit, at the beginning it never occurred to me for the series to run more than two or three months, but as the research continued, the issue took on a life of itself.  Only after the research got under way did it become apparent just how wide scale the media bias has been on the issue of climate change, except that at the time, “global warming”  was the buzz term.  The term “climate change” is gaining popularity in the on-air and print media, but both are still being referred to as “settled science.”  Those referring to “global warming” as “settled science” demonstrate a real lack of knowledge as to just what “settled science” is, and in this writer’s opinion, is a downright misnomer when referring to global warming.  

Part I of Global Cooling included a reminder from a genetics researcher that bears repeating:  “There is the notion in science that sometimes an idea is repeated so frequently by the media for such a long period of time that people forget or never question if there is credible scientific proof.”  That is a most accurate description of what has occurred and elevated the idea of global warming to “settled science” status.  

Whether coincidentally or the voice of skeptics of global warming reached the scream level, in the months since this series began, the main line media (print and on-air) has begun to present some coverage of the other side of the climate change issue.  “Some coverage” escalated upwards several notches when the e-mail hacking incident at the University of East Anglia in England presented the opportunity for the global warming skeptics to have a field day.  

We as Americans, we ordinary, tax-paying citizens, must demonstrate greater insight in our government’s operation of our business.  The sacred idea this country was founded on – “government of the people, by the people, for the people” has become “by the government, for the government” is often quoted by those fed up with what government has become today – a system that puts the candidate in office who is out of touch with reality, beholden to those who make the largest campaign contributions and corporations that put profits over people.  


Ask any politician running for office what “government of the people, by the people, for the people” means.  Just don’t ask expecting anything relating to what Lincoln meant in his Gettysburg address.  Sadly, all too often it’s about the politician’s goal of furthering their own personal agenda and political benefit, but worst of all, personal financial gain.


In looking back over the series on Global Cooling, unintended consequences 

reared its ugly head yet again.  As the population of the Earth grows, the number of acres of forest and agricultural land gobbled up for development is mind boggling.  Since 1973, the State of Oregon’s land use planning program has kept 1.2 million acres of agricultural and forest land from being developed.  Such resource lands thus continue contributing forest products and food, but those same lands also continue the added benefit of carbon storage – sequestering atmospheric carbon, that primary contributor to green house gases.  

To emphasize how significant land use planning such as that accomplished by Oregon’s land use planning program is to the United States, a study prepared in 1994 by Cornell University and Nazionale delta Nutrizione, an Italian University, contained these ominous statistics:

· At the present growth rate of 1.1% per year, the U.S. population will double to more than half a billion people within the next 60 years.  It is estimated that approximately one acre of land is lost due to urbanization and highway construction alone for every person added to the U.S. population;

· This means that only 0.6 acres of farmland would be available to grow food for each American in 2050, as opposed to the 1.8 acres per capital available today.  At least 1.2 acres per person is required in order to maintain current American dietary standards.  Food prices are projected to increase 3 to 5-fold within this period;

· If present population growth, domestic food consumption and topsoil loss trends continue, the U.S. will most likely cease to be a food exporter by approximately 2025 because food grown in the U.S. will be needed for domestic purposes; 
· Since food exports earn $40 billion for the U.S. annually, the loss  of this income source would result in an even greater increase in America’s trade deficit; and 
· Considering that America is the world’s largest food exporter, the future survival of millions of people around the world may also come into question if food exports from the U.S. were to cease.  

While this study was completed in 1994, no update could be found by this writer, and while it is not likely the general public is aware of the above statistics, such information just may be impetus for increasing public garden projects and roof-top projects now taking hold in large cities.  Hopefully, redevelopment of inner city areas that have deteriorated into slums and abandoned industrial areas will be energized, thus slowing the spread of urban sprawl.

Solar and wind energy receive the most publicity for renewable energy, but the idea of utility scale solar projects are proceeding at such a fast pace, this writer must ask if adequate consideration has been given to the impact of taking such a vast amount of land out of use permanently.  


Colorado’s San Luis Valley is now under consideration for a utility scale solar project that would take 22,000 acres of U.S. Bureau of Land Management’s acreage in the Valley. (BLM accounts for approximately 500,000 acres in the San Luis Valley.)  While not likely to become part of the San Luis Valley’s agricultural economy in the near future, 25 or 50 years into the future may, out of necessity, be another story.  But in other parts of the country, utility-scale projects are taking large areas of private land permanently out of use.  

The World’s population has been led to believe that legislation can reduce global warming, but a statement contained in the 2008 Manhattan Declaration on Climate Change bears repeating:  “Attempts by government to legislate costly regulations on industry and individual citizens to encourage CO2 reduction will slow development while having no appreciable impact on the future trajectory of global climate change.  Such policies will markedly diminish future prosperity and so reduce the ability of societies to adapt to inevitable climate change, thereby increasing not decreasing human suffering.”  


How costly are we talking about?  Left out or purposely ignored in the hype of the Waxman-Markey bill are the assumptions used in analyses made by the Congressional Budget Office.  Those analyses are based on the premise that electricity and natural gas ratepayers (consumers), not utility shareholders will benefit from free allowances.  Under that premise, costs to ratepayers (consumers) would be progressive, but the final bill is strongly regressive and benefits utility shareholders.  

In an “Economic Analysis of the Waxman-Markey Cap-and-Trade Program,” prepared by Chamberlain Economics, L.L.C., the conclusion was ominous:  “The legislation is likely to generate large windfall profits for various politically favored industries at the expense of U.S. consumers.  Chief economist Andrew Chamberlain, a former economist with the Tax Foundation in Washington, D.C., writes, “The Waxman-Markey bill distributes the overwhelming majority of emission allowances free of charge to various industry groups, state-local government agencies, and others.”  Is there need for further explanation of the heavy-weight lobbying by industry for distribution of free allowances?  
  
The review continues next week.

The reader’s comments or questions are always welcome.  E-mail me at doris@dorisbeaver.com. 
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