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Part XXI:  Global Cooling.  As most Americans are aware, the House of Representatives passed a “cap-and-trade bill” in June of this year.  The Senate is now debating similar legislation, but as happens in Washington, sponsors of the Senate version are trying to put a little different spin on their bill lest it be labeled a tax bill.  

The Senate version of a bill to address climate change was introduced in September with many critical portions missing by Senators Barbara Boxer (D-California) and John Kerry (D-Massachusetts).  In the current economy, no Washington politician in their right mind wants to be associated with a bill that can be labeled a “tax bill,” so ingenuity comes into play.

Senator Kerry’s response to questioning from the Heritage Foundation about the bill was that the bill was “not a cap-and-trade bill, it’s a pollution reduction bill.”  


Analysis by the Heritage Foundation’s Center for Data Analysis (CDA) arrived at a different conclusion:  “It is clearly an energy tax bill.  


What is the determining factor for whether it is a pollution reduction bill or an energy tax bill?  


Former Congressional Budget Office Director Peter R. Orszag explained it in this way:  “Under a cap-and-trade program, firms would not ultimately bear most of the costs of the allowances but instead would pass them along to their customers in the form of higher prices.”  


The CDA disclosed these “red flags” after analyzing the Boxer-Kerry bill, even though the bill was introduced with several portions missing.

· Under the most generous scenario, the bill means higher energy prices and lost income;

· Every year reported showed household consumption drops compared to a world without the Boxer-Kerry bill;  

· The bill is a climate bill that will reduce economic activity;  and
· The pretense that the bill is a green stimulus reaches the level as to be fraud.  

As is always the case with such legislation, analyses can be misleading because of the incredible number of variables.  Many costly provisions are still unknown in both bills – new costly energy efficiency standards, renewable energy mandates, as well as taxpayer funded subsidies for clean energy development, and this list is not all inclusive.

The House and Senate bills were compared for their impact on employment.  The Boxer-Kerry bill contains a provision for “green energy worker training plans, and refers to a “Climate Change Worker Adjustment Assistance” program to assist workers who lose their jobs, but gives no specific estimate of just how many.  The Heritage’s CDA estimated the Waxman-Markey bill would result in net job losses approaching 1.9 million in 2012, and 2.5 million by 2035.  It is important to note that both bills acknowledge job losses.  


Not receiving a whole lot of coverage, perhaps even to the point of being “glossed” over is this aspect of the bills.  The Boxer-Kerry bill proposes that the Environmental Protection Agency regulate greenhouse gases using the Clean Air Act by referring to the cap-and-trade provisions as “pollution reduction and investment,” even going so far as to refer to greenhouse gases as “carbon pollution.”  A similar provision is also included in the Waxman-Markey bill.  


The significant aspect of this idea is attempting to address the issue as though all greenhouse gases contain carbon which they do not, and that all emissions which contain carbon are greenhouse gases which they are not.  


Last week’s edition closed with a quote from the United States House of Representatives, Committee on Energy and Commerce, about the Waxman-Markey bill:  “Protects consumers from energy price increases . . . the legislation will cost each household less than 50 cents per day in 2020 (not including energy efficiency savings.)  (Writer’s computation:  0.50 cents per day @ 356 days per year equal $182.50.)  


Situational statistics are at play here for sure.  Compare the above to the result of analyses by the Heritage Foundation:  “Even after adjusting for the purchase of more expensive energy-saving appliances, even after consumers drive less and adjust their thermostats, family energy expenditures rise by nearly $900.00 per year . . .”  (Figures adjusted for inflation.)  


The question bears repeating:  Can you trust your government?


More on the Boxer-Kerry bill when the missing pieces are no longer missing.  

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