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PART XXII:  GLOBAL COOLING.  At this point, it may be a good idea to re-state the intended purpose for writing the “Global Cooling” series.  The two-fold purpose:  1) To present the side of climate change being ignored by the national media, both print and on air; and 2) To present information that will get the reader “thinking” on their own, to get involved, realize just how true the cliché is, “there’s always two sides to an issue,” and not be so trusting of everything published by their government and the media – “to be a little skeptical of all.”  


Whether it is too late to turn around such widely accepted faulty science is another matter, especially with the corporate welfare at stake and the industry push being exerted.  


In the short period since “Global Cooling” began on June 22, 2009, the voices of the global warming skeptics have begun to pierce the armor of what has been labeled “the settled science of global warming.”  


Now uncovered, as a result of computer hacking in a British University is evidence of a cover-up by climate scientists and concerted efforts to withhold scientific information detrimental to the case of just how much human influence is responsible for climate change, and how to discredit global warming skeptics.  More on that release in a later column as it unfolds.  


Earlier this month, two Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) attorneys who happen to be married (to each other), found themselves in hot water with their employer (our government) when their position as private citizens became public information via a co-authored op-ed piece appeared in an Eastern newspaper and a video posted on YouTube.  

Laurie Williams and Allan Zabel (Williams-Zabel) each have been employed for 20 years with the EPA’s San Francisco Regional Office.  Zabel had extensive experience in California’s cap-and-trade and offset programs for the EPA.


Williams-Zabel believe carbon fees are more efficient than cap-and-trade to deal with what they describe as “the urgent problem of climate change.”  In an open letter to Congress dated May 4, 2008, when climate change bills were being debated, Williams-Zabel wrote in their personal capacity as “citizens and as parents,” with a clear disclaimer that “nothing in this letter is an attempt to present the views of the EPA or the Administration.”  

The letter’s main points:  a) A cap-and-trade approach is inherently inferior to carbon fees; b) The most efficient approach would be escalating carbon fees on all fossil fuels at the point of importation or extraction, along with appropriate carbon tariffs and international outreach as soon as the United States has taken appropriate action domestically; and c) There is also a need for other intervention, including a ban on new coal-fired plants without effective carbon sequestration.   

The explanation by Williams-Zabel of the above points is lengthy, so today’s edition will begin with the first of the above points – Defects in Cap-and-Trade, and continue next week.  

· Problems Verifying Emissions in Many Sectors:  A cap-and-trade system will work only with an accurate “verification of emissions.”  “While it is possible to require accurate greenhouse gas reporting from large industrial facilities and electrical generators, there are many other sectors of the economy from which it will be difficult or impossible to [e]nsure accurate reporting.”  Williams-Zabel blame under-reporting in Europe for helping to “undermine the effectiveness of the Kyoto treaty.”  Complexity of reporting from enough sources of emissions would most likely prevent a reliable accurate system being put in place in the timeframe necessary.

· Problems in Setting a Starting Cap:  Setting the cap too high, as has been the case in prior cap-and-trade systems, “resulted in a cap that was significantly inflated above actual emissions,” and “delays meaningful reductions and creates serious market distortions.”  

· Policing of Trading Will Be Complex:  Determining if allowances and offsets bought and sold are actual emission reductions, not just paper credits, will be costly and very difficult.  “Industry and its consultants will have tremendous incentives to understate actual emissions and overstate the amount of emission reductions or carbon sequestration offsets.”  

· Misplaced Market Theory, Uncertainty and Economic Harm:  “Market theory is based on the exchange of real goods and services.”  The idea that cap-and-trade proposals will result in technological innovations needed to adequately reduce greenhouse gas emissions requires such a reckless leap of faith as to be unjustified.  “This is further complicated by the ‘safety valve’ provisions in many of the proposed laws, which allow greenhouse gas sources to pay to pollute if allowances reach unacceptably high prices.”  (Letter was written in 2008 and prior to passage of Waxman-Markey.)  The downside to such a system will make it difficult for businesses to project energy costs and make economic planning difficult, thus further delaying investment in lower emitting technologies.  

· Shifting of Assets to the Polluters:  Carbon fees place the burden on polluters.  “Cap-an-trade” programs like the European carbon market have tended to enrich polluting industries and their consultants while producing minimal decreases in emissions.”  The solution is to have polluters “pay for all greenhouse gas allowances.”  You guessed it, no such solution is in the Waxman-Market bill passed in the House of Representatives, nor is it in the Boxer-Kerry (still incomplete) bill being debated in the Senate.  
On November 9, 2009, the Environmental Protection Agency ordered Williams-Zabel to remove their video posted on YouTube about problems with climate change legislation backed by the Obama Administration.  Déjà vu of the Bush Administration???
  
The reader’s comments or questions are always welcome.  E-mail me at doris@dorisbeaver.com. 
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