The Week That Was (April 11, 2009)prought to you by SEPP
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SEPP director Ken Haapala is driving to Califoraie may be available for talks, discussions, &icSt.
Louis or Kansas City (eve of April 5), Denver afege of April 6), LA area (April 13 and 14), SF are
(April 22 and 23), Vancouver, BC (April 30). Cootdim at ken@haapala.coon cell 703-625-9875

On April 24, SEPP president Fred Singer will deliga Invited Lecture at the annual assembly of the
European Geosciences Union in Vienna and also itk Hayek Institute and other venues. After hi
return on May3 he will speak at Ohio State UniCimlumbus on May 8 (at 3:30 pm in 244 Kottman Hall).

NO TWTW ON APRIL 25, MAY 2 AND MAY 9
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Quote of the Week:

"Create belief in the theory, and the facts will eate themselves" -Joseph Jastrow, 1935. psychologist,
scholar and author (1863 -- 1944)

** *% * **

THIS WEEK

Our fearless forecast EPA will issue its long-awaited ‘Endangermentding’ in its announced efforts to
regulate CO2 emissions under the Clean Air Actis Will likely be followed by extensive litigation,
trying to prove that EPA has not followed the SupeeCourt mandate to show convincingly that CO2
presents a danger to ‘health and public welfahe.any such proceedings, SEPP will argue that CO2
produces only a negligible effect on climate, whklkdominated by natural factors.

Meanwhile, in Congress, it is doubtful if Caf&ade will pass the House. It is highly unlikedy t
survive in the US Senate. The amendment by Séand (R-SoDak) effectively Kills it: "To amend the
deficit-neutral reserve fund for climate-changddkgion to require that such legislation doesinotease
electricity or gasoline prices."

In a procedural vote on April 1, 2009, fiftel@amocratic Senators joined all of the Republicans i
defeating, for now, a climate-change bill that wbhhve allowed fast-tracking of President Obanggs ¢
and-tax proposal so that it could be passed aoptre current Federal budgetlick here to see how
your Senator votejlSenator Lamar Alexandealled this"the biggest vote of the year."

The bill. if passed, would probably have reskemittheWaxman-Markey discussion draif The
American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2008ill proposal designed to combat global warntigg
encouraging the use of "renewable" energy souragddar energy providers need not apply).. So it is
possible to look closely at the Waxman-Markey diafee what the Senate rejected.

The W-M dratft is full of subsidies, while aetlsame time providing that electric utilities impanergy
and efficiency standards on their customers toeaehone-percent reduction of carbon emissions 1220
increasing to 15 percent in 202@.renewable energy is going to be so plentiful andeap, why does it
require tremendous subsidies and command-and-cohtn@thods to achieve its goalsBut the worst
part of the bill by far is its plan to auction righo emit carbon dioxide in order to fight globkarming, as
noted in its summanhttp://www.americanthinker.com/2009/04/the_votet thaay have_changed.html
PS: Note that the bill would remove EPA's authorito regulate CO2 under the CAA.
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SEPP Science Editorial #12-20004/11/09)

The IPCC'’s ‘Evidence * for Anthropogenic GW deconstucted

The IPCC claims, with near certainty, that the terafure history of the 30century can be explained in
terms of a combination of anthropogenic and natieraings. This claim is entirely based on curitnig
with the use of adjustable parameters. It is bsged on the forcings shown by IPCC that do ndudsg
for example, the forcing due to changing solanégti- a major influence on climate. In particular



. While the forcing from GH gases can be reasonakely @stimated, its effect on climate is highly
uncertain — mainly because of uncertainties ablowtdcmicrophysics and the unknown amount (and even
the sign) of feedback from clouds and water vapget example, IPCC'’s climate models show a climate
sensitivity typically ranging from 1.5 degC to 48d higher. (Stainforth et al, Nature 2005, hawes

that a certain choice of cloud parameters canaeesg as high as 11.5 degC.) In fact, the absafnce
agreement between patterns (‘fingerprints) of olestiand calculated temperature trends leads t@tgdim
sensitivities of 0.5 degC or even less.

. The forcings from aerosols are highly uncertaimtipalarly the indirect effects. This can be seen
clearly from the IPCC'’s graph showing such forcirig.addition, aerosol forcings have a particular
geographic and temporal dependence, which is aftdémcorporated consistently into climate models.
Finally, ‘black carbon’ and ‘mineral dust’ introdei@dditional uncertainties that are not even disstiby
the IPCC.

. Major internal climate oscillations, such as thetN@tlantic Oscillation and the Pacific Decadal
Oscillation, are not incorporated into current @temmmodels and must be brought in on an ad has imas
order to try to explain observed™6entury climate changes.

. The IPCC's treatment of solar effects is disingersuoTheir forcing table only shows changes in
Total Solar Irradiance (TSI), which are much to@aBro produce appreciable climate effects. On the
other hand, changes in solar activity, by modugatiosmic ray intensity, can change cloudiness and
thereby produce a major impact on climate. Butl B@C totally ignores such effects.

In view of these many uncertainties, the IPCCngltiiat models can uniquely match the (global mean
surface) temperatures of the 20th cy is just nedibde. | view it as an exercise in 'curve fittirachieved
by arbitrarily choosing several adjustable paranseténote with some amusement that they stillntaén
this claim --even after the temperature recordS®T's) had recently been corrected. Will they ndjust

their parameters?
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1. Cap and Tax Collapse: Congress balks at one mmbad Obama idea -WSJ

2. Waxman-Markey bill: Huge tax for Americans, huge playground for Wall Street

3. Black Carbon responsible for half of Arctic Waming.
Dust plays role in Atlantic Warming

4. 100-Plus Scientists: Obama simply incorrect o@lobal Warming — CATO Institute
5. How the prophets of doom help to spread climatskepticism
6. Self-hating humans need to relax and enjoy thearm weather while it lasts

7. Show us the ball Fom Friedman, NYT

8. Lessons from the Spanish renewables bubbleGabriel Calzada
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NEWS YOU CAN USE

Sen. Benjamin L. Cardin (D-MD) called cap-and-trétihe most significant revenue-generating proposal
of our time," and said it would be difficult to Eawithout use of ‘budget reconciliation’ because
Democrats would be forced to accommodate a haofifRepublicans as they did in the debate over the
president's stimulus package. Although winningafsihe maneuver is unlikely, Cardin said, "a lousf
don't want to give up without a fight.'http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-




dyn/content/article/2009/04/02/AR2009040203473.Atmplid=topnews
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No Wonder Climate Alarmists Refuse to DebateMarc Sheppard is the editor of AT’s forthcoming
Environment Thinkehttp://www.americanthinker.com/2009/04/no_wondeimate alarmists_re.html
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A reasonably unbiased discussion (4/6/2009)
http://www.healthnewsdigest.com/news/Environmen@/G8bal Warming_- Fact or Fiction.shtml

Heartland vs Copenhagdrttp://spectator.org/archives/2009/04/03/the-réiatate-deniers
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In Newsweek? We all know civilization is doomed if we don't remucarbon emissions, right? The
physicist Freeman Dyson disagrees. Dyson doesptt that human activity is causing warming. But h
challenges the consensus that warming will be tragatsic. In a New York Review of Books essay, Dyson
wrote that warming "is mostly making cold placesmwear rather than making hot places hotter." Carbon
emissions could make the earth more fertile andgmteharm from global cooling, which isn't causgd b
humanshttp://www.newsweek.com/id/192465/output/print
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UNDER THE BOTTOM LINE

Here is a summary that came out of the recemsioalimportant meeting of the climate science community
in Copenhagen, from this oh so humble headlinelarn the UK Guardiar§ix ways to save the world:
scientists compile list of climate change clinchatsch in part says

...The congress was conceived as an update of thecgcaf global warming ahead of the UN summit in
December. The most recent Intergovernmental Paméllimate Change report published in 2007 is now
three to four years out of datarid not scary enouphRecent observations confirm that, given higtesa
of observed emissions, the worst-case IPCC scepanjections (or even worse) are being realizedhile
global temperatures have been falling... There is a significant risk that many of trends will
accelerate, leading to an increasing risk of abrapftrreversible climatic shifts

* * *kkkkkkkkkhhk * *k%k

Lord Stern, the government's former climate chaadygser, yesterday tried to increase the pressutbe
G20. He said the argument that the first priorigswo deal with the current economic crisis andpumose
action on climate change was "wrong and shouldopdronted”.  -Fhe Guardian31 March 2009

But on April 3: Climate change the biggest loseG@0 summit, warn environmental groups

http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/apr/@8limate-change-stimulus-package/print
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http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqMBIkMpA2NQALOfQL8Y8PxxTHNVtgD97EBF300
WASHINGTON (AP) The president's new science adwsad that global warming is so dire, the Obama
administration is discussing drastic options tol &erth's air. John Holdren told The AssociateelsBrin

his first interview since being confirmed last ntottiat the idea of geo-engineering the climatesiad
discussed. One such extreme option includes shgppthution particles into the upper atmosphere to
reflect the sun's rays. Holdren said such an exyarial measure would only be used as a last resort.

As he put it: "It's got to be looked at. We domitvé the luxury of taking any approach off the table
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1. CAP AND TAX COLLAPSE: CONGRESS BALKS AT ONE MOR E BAD
OBAMA IDEA

WSJ editorial: Please pass Al Gore a Valium -- and better maaalbuble -- because his cap-and-trade
dreams just took a dive in the U.S. Senate. Inta late Wednesday, no fewer than 26 Democratsdcatie
41 Republicans to insist that any new cap and tecasbon energy would require at least 60 votes.



Tennessee Republican Lamar Alexander called itBiihgest vote of the year" so far, and he's rights
means Majority Leader Harry Reid can't jam cap tandhrough as part of this year's budget resatutio
with a bare majority of 50 Senators. More broadly,a signal that California and East Coast Defauscr
won't be able to sock it to coal and manufactuhiegvy Midwestern states without a fight. Senatotsg
in favor of the 60-vote rule included liberals fraffisconsin, Michigan and West Virginia. Now look fo
Team Obama to attempt to impose cap and tax thelemmcratic way, via regulation that hits business
and local governments with such heavy costs tleatleg Congress for a less-harmful version.

Though the press corps has barely noticed, thisiset two of President Obama's most economically
destructive priorities have taken major hits in lde two weeks. The cap-and-tax collapse follows
Pennsylvania Republican Arlen Specter's decisiapfmse Big Labor's attempt to eliminate secrdotsal
in union organizing elections. If Mr. Specter hofils), and as swing state Democrats also look éwec,
Republicans will be able to prevail on a filibuster

Opponents can't get complacent because the léftagiloup, and the media-liberal activist consantwill
start to get nasty with dissenters. But for noveéhare major victories for the U.S. economy, and we
suspect they are also helping the stock markst rall

The most important remaining fight this year isohealth care. Democrats seem intent on tryingdw p
that monumental change through with only 50 vatgen as they negotiate to bring along some
Republicans. We hope these Republicans underdtahd hew health-care "public option" -- a form of
Medicare for all Americans -- guarantees that tf& bf GDP represented by the health-care industry w
be entirely government-run within a few years. Tikiprecisely Mr. Obama's long-term goal, though he
doesn't want to say it publicly.

If Republicans acquiesce, they will spend the oé#their days in public life raising taxes to pay f
liabilities that will grow into the trillions of dtars. GOP leaders need to get out of the backraordsstart
the same kind of public-education campaign on giaiéhealth care that has helped to stall cap axdnd
coercive unionization.

* *

2. WAXMAN-MARKEY: HUGE TAX FOR AMERICANS, HUGE
PLAYGROUND FOR WALL STREET

http://lwww.activecampaigns.net/connect/It/t_go.php2464&e=NjUu5MDQz&I=http://thechillingeffec
t.org/2009/04/03/waxman-markey-americas-huge-tax-vlsstreets-huge-playground/

Greenwirereports that Waxman-Markey has a lot of invesseing green -- truckloads of it. The cap and
tax proposal has been the talk of the Wall Streee® Trading Summit. “There are bucks to be made,”
said Neal Dikeman, a founding partner of Jane @apit

Tell that to 3 to 4 million Americans that are liké¢o lose their jobs under a harsh cap and tatesysor
the households that will be paying up to 129% naoréheir electricity bills.

If you blinked and missed it, then thank CEI's Melklewis for keeping a watchful eye on the Senaterfl
today and Senator John Thune’s crafty amendmemthwiould prohibit any future greenhouse gas cap-
and-trade initiative from increasing gasoline psie@d electricity rates for U.S. households and
businesses. Die-hard cap and taxers, including.&oxer, McCain, Lieberman and Sanders, all signe
on. A bright spot in the debate to be sure, butikestill cautions:
" it ain't over till its over. We should not uackstimate the capacity of politicians to insistt@ving
their cake and eating it. Again, Boxer pretendsde no contradiction between voting for Thune and
supporting Obama’s $646 billion to $1.9 trillionenyy tax. The Thune amendment could also be jeétso
or vitiated by House-Senate conferees.

Nonetheless, the Thune amendment shows théopattiory. Cap-and-traders fear public retributio
over high electricity and gasoline prices more thhey fear the alleged horrors of global warmingirO



task is obvious: keep calling cap-and-trade an ggpdax, because that's what it is.”
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3. NEW STUDY: BLACK CARBON* RESPONSIBLE FOR HALF O F ARCTIC

WARMING
Published on 2 April 2009, Hpscienceshttp://insciences.org/article.php?article id=3985

Washington, D.C., April 2, 2009: An article pubkhthis week ifNature Geosciencghows that black
carbon is responsible for 50 percent, or almostdCdof the total 1.9C increased Arctic warming from
1890 to 2007. The paper by Drew Shindell of the RASoddard Institute for Space (GISS) and Greg
Faluvegi of Columbia University also notes that trafghe Arctic warming, 1.48C of the 1.9C, occulre
from 1976 to 2007. The study is the first to quigritie Arctic’s sensitivity to black carbon emisssofrom
various latitudes, and concludes that the Arctipoads strongly to black carbon emissions from the
Northern Hemisphere mid-latitudes, where the emissand the forcing are greatest.

Black carbon is an aerosol produced from the indetagcombustion of fossil fuels and biomass and is
estimated to be the second or third largest canttitto climate change. Its emissions cause dailinaiye
ways: while in the atmosphere, the dark particslatesorb sunlight and emit it as heat; when i fadlck
to earth it can darken snow and ice, reducing tiedliectivity and accelerating melting.

Dust Plays Role in Atlantic Warming

AFP, March 27, 2009-- A decrease in airborne dust aracanic emissionkas contributed to warming
the North Atlantic Ocean in the past three decaales, dy showed.

About 70 percent of the Atlantic's warming sinc&Q9at an average per-decade rate of a half-degree
Fahrenheit (a quarter-degree Celsius), was dusstodust blown from African dust storms or to voica
eruptions, scientists wrote in the jour@aience

"Volcanoes and dust storms are really importapbif want to understand (climatic) changes over long
periods of time," said the study's lead author Antatan, a researcher with the University of Wisaons
http://dsc.discovery.com/news/2009/03/27/dust-¢itamarming.html?campaign=w01-101-ae-0002

SEPP Comment: These important forcings were natlided in IPCC models

* * **

4. 100-PLUS SCIENTISTS: OBAMA SIMPLY INCORRECT ON GLOBAL
WARMING

Over 100 prominent scientists from more than a dazaintries, including a Nobel Prize winner, have
signed a letter to President Barack Obama chatbatchis views on climate change are simply inazitre

The letter sponsored by the Cato Institute citsaement Obama made in Novembé&iew challenges
facing America and the world are more urgent thambating climate change. The science is beyond
dispute and the facts are clear.”

Under the headline, With all due respect, Mr. Riexsi, that is not true, the scientists state:

We, the undersigned scientists, maintain that #se dor alarm regarding climate change is grossly
overstated. Surface temperature changes over thegeatury have been episodic and modest and there
has been no net global warming for over a decade no

The computer models forecasting rapid tempeeathange abjectly fail to explain recent climate
behavior. Mr. President, your characterizationtleé scientific facts regarding climate change anel t
degree of certainty informing the scientific debiatsimply incorrect.

The 115 signatories include Ivar Giaever, Ph.D g whared the Nobel Prize for Physics in 1973 fer hi



work with superconductors at General Electric; JBhaylock, formerly with the Los Alamos National
Laboratory; Richard Lindzen, Ph.D., at the Massaelts Institute of Technology; and William Gray,
Ph.D., the respected hurricane expert at Coloraale $niversity.

The signers include scientists at Princeton Unityerd.S. Naval Academy, University of Kansas,
University of Oklahoma, University of Colorado, addiversity of Missouri.

Among the countries represented by the signerBiatain, Canada, Italy, Norway, Germany, Australia,
New Zealand, Japan, Argentina and South Africa.

A number of the scientists are current or formerawers with the United Nations Intergovernmentah@
on Climate Change, which shared the 2007 Nobeld”Baze with climate change crusader Al Gore, and
have since reversed their views on man-made gisaahing.
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5. HOW THE PROPHETS OF DOOM HELP TO SPREAD CLIMATE

SKEPTICISM
Michael Shellenberger, Breakthrough Institute, 3@r&h 2009
http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/2009/03/are grednming_the debate.shtml

Andy Revkin did an incisive piece on the claimsien climate tipping points in theYTimesn Sunday.
It was nice to have the antidote to Tom Friedmaptscalyptic column on tipping points just pagesyawa

In 2006 a retired software executive insisted tatina¢ we had only 10 years to do something dramatic
about climate change (because that's what Jamesehli&ad told him). When | gently suggested that 10
years was not a scientific number but rather aitrarly political one, the executive accused méeing
anti-science. But the funny thing is that in Jagugrthis year Hansen told tliguardianthat we have only
four years left for the U.S. to act -- coincidelytalhe same length of time in Obama's first tennoffice.

The assumption behind all of it is that throwing these numbers -- four years, 10 years, 350 pfun;-e
will provide the public and policy makers with anse of urgency that global warming as an issuesatlyr
lacks. But there's no evidence to back up thatmagsans. If any correlation were to be drawn, ituleb
likely be the opposite, that the increasingly apygutéc tone of those seeking action on climate ¢gfeahas
resulted in an increasing number of voters (acogrth Gallup) who believe that the threat of global
warming is being exaggerated.

While the tipping point discourse might make Handaredman, Gore, Romm et al. feel powerful and
moral, it has done nothing to change the fundarheotéical economy of their preferred policy agend
pollution pricing. Sen. Sherrod Brown (D-OH) isaainst cap and trade because he's a right-wiaketn
fundamentalist ideologue; the truth is that he'satispoken, anti-globalization liberal. He's agatap
and trade because of the impact it would have swrdnstituents, who depend on coal for 85 percent o
their electricity, and who are trying to hang orhe last of their manufacturing facilities by aexd.
That's not something that any amount of scaryesabout tipping points or inspiring ads abouttded to
repower America will change.

The only thing that will interrupt that dynamicafundamentally different climate policy agenda.
Unfortunately, that's not something the big gresrugs and their allies in Washington have so famnsh
much interest in. A green group climate lobbyistWashington who is sympathetic to a larger energy
investment agenda recently told me that earlierybar Waxman (with the help of Green allies) Hille
technology-neutral loan guarantees in the stimbjusaying they all would have gone to nuclear, tand
coal-to-liquid (which was clearly not the case)d éimat Waxman and green groups will now try to Kkill
clean-energy investments outside of any climate Hilis is what Ted and | helped do in 2003 (to own
Apollo energy legislation no less) when we werk Iséing good green soldiers.

So much for urgent action to prevent tipping paints H/t CCNet
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6. SELF-HATING HUMANS NEED TO RELAX AND ENJOY THE WARM

WEATHER WHILE IT LASTS
March 31, 2009 - by Matt Patterson
http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/no-suvs-around-dutiegroman-global-warming-crisis/

Ah, spring, when the earth slowly wakes from itater slumber, a warming welcomed by nearly every
living thing. Hard to believe some silly people deathly afraid of warming weather - worried sick
because the earth has warmed a degree or twolmvéast 150 years. Make no mistake - the earth has
warmed. Unfortunately for the climate-change dabg@ists, warming periods have occurred throughout
recorded history, long before the Industrial Retioluand SUVs began spitting man-made carbon heo t
atmosphere. And as might be expected, these watiodpénhave invariably proven a blessing for humanit

Consider: Around the 3rd century B.C., the plame¢rged from a long cold spell. The warm period Wwhic
followed lasted about 700 years, and since it édettwith the rise of Pax Romana, it is known as th
Roman Warming. In the 5th century A.D., the earti'mate became cooler. Cold and drought pushed th
tribes of northern Europe south against the Romartier. Rome was sacked, and the Dark Ages
commenced. And it was a dark age, both metapHlyrimad literally - the sun’s light dimmed and gave
little warmth; harvest seasons grew shorter anldgikless. Life expectancy and literacy plummeTdee
plague appeared and decimated whole populatioren, Thexplicably, about 900 A.D. things began to
warm. This warming trend would last almost 400rgea well-documented era known as the Medieval
Warm Period. Once again, as temperatures rosegstarand populations grew. Vineyards made their way
into Northern Europe, including Britain. Art andesace flourished in what we now know as the
Renaissance.

Then around 1300 A.D. things cooled drasticallyisTdold spell would last almost 500 years, a severe
climate event known as the Little Ice Age. Milliodied in famine as glaciers advanced all over thddy
The plague returned. In Greenland, the Norse cdloatyhad been established during the Medieval
Warming froze and starved. Arctic pack ice descdraith, pushing Inuit peoples to the shores of
Scotland. People ice skated on the Thames; thdgeddtom Staten Island to Manhattan over a frozen
New York Harbor. The year 1816 was rememberedeagedhr without a summer, with some portions of
the Northern Hemisphere seeing snowfall in June.

But around 1850 the planet began to warm up yeéha@daciers retreated. Temperatures rose. Thiseis
warming period which we are still enjoying todaynddonce again, the warmth brought bounty: The last
150 years have seen an explosion in life expectgrogyulation, and scientific progress like neveobe

Of course, even before the appearance of humansatith alternated throughout its history between
extremes of heat and cold: 700 million years agopnet was covered entirely in ice; 55 milliorange
ago, a swampy greenhouse. Why?

What drives these ancient cycles? There are d tbeories. The waxing and waning of solar output;
cosmic rays and their role in cloud formation; #izeth moving through plumes of galactic dust &sitels
up and down through the arm of the Milky Way; plaetonics redirecting the ocean currents; voleanis
Perhaps it is a combination of all of these thifRgrhaps it is something as yet undiscovered. fing for
sure that it's not: SUVs.

Why, then, do otherwise sensible people believeweasare both causing the current warming andttieat
warmth is a bad thing? To me it seems some grotéesgunbination of narcissism and self-loathing, a
mentality that says at once “| am so important thatbehavior is causing this” and “I am so inhelgent
tainted that it must be bad.” For these self-halingnans who want us to cut our carbs (carbons, not
carbohydrates), | say relax and enjoy the warmtitevihlasts. Because it won’t. No matter what dee
the ice and the cold and the dark will come aghivat should be our worry.

Matt Patterson's commentary has appeared in thehWgton Examiner, the Baltimore Sun, and Townhall.
He is the author of "Union of Hearts: The Abrahamdoln & Ann Rutledge Story."
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7. SHOW US THE BALL
By Thomas L. Friedman, NYT Op-Ed Columnist, AprilZ009

http://topics.nytimes.com/top/opinion/editorialsandped/oped/columnists/thomaslfriedman/index.html?irhe=nyt-per

| am really encouraged by President Obama’s comemitrito clean energy and combating climate change.
| just have three worries: whether he has the pglities, the right politics and the right offitta sell his
program to the country. Other than that, thingkIgeat!

Last week, House Democrats, with administratiorpsu introduced a 600-page draft bill on energy an
climate. At the center of it is a plan to reduceegthouse-gas emissions through a complicated @p-an
trade system. These people have the very bestasttions, but | wish they would step back and agkira
Can cap-and-trade pass? Will it really work? And ike best strategy, with all the bureaucraayilit
require to monitor, auction emissions permits aashage the trading?

Advocates of cap-and-trade argue that it is préferto a simple carbon tax because it fixes a natioap

on carbon emissions and it “hides the ball” — ieslo't use the word “tax” — even though it amounts t
one. So it can get through Congress. That wasasueng as no one thought cap-and-trade couldmass,
but now that it might under Mr. Obama, opponenésraot playing hide the ball anymore.

In the past two weeks, you could hear a chorusepiuRlicans, coal-state Democrats, right-wing think
tanks and enviro-skeptics all singing the same:tt@ap-and-trade is a tax. Obama is going to rpme
taxes and sacrifice U.S. jobs to combat this gletsiming charade, which many scientists think is
nonsense. Worse, cap-and-trade will be manageddlyStfeet. If you liked credit-default swaps, y@’
going to love carbon-offset swaps.”

Some of the refrains from this song have a vergigaappeal. They could easily kill this effort. $ahe
Obama team cares about the “ends” of a strongeridanand a more livable planet, as much as the
“means,” | hope it will consider an alternativeastgy, message and messenger.

STRATEGY Since the opponents of cap-and-trade airgggo pillory it as a tax anyway, why not go for
the real thing — a simple, transparent, economyewigrbon tax? Representative John B. Larson,
chairman of the House Democratic Caucus, has aitedla draft bill that would impose “a per-unit tax
the carbon-dioxide content of fossil fuels, beggnat a rate of $15 per metric ton of CO2 and iasireg
by $10 each year.” The bill sets a goal, rathen thaap, on emissions at 80 percent below 200%sI&ye
2050, and if the goal for the first five years @t met, the tax automatically increases by an amdit $5
per metric ton. The bill implements a fee on carbdansive imports, as well, to press China todalisuit.
Larson would use most of the income to reduce ge®phyroll taxes: We tax your carbon sins andaxn-t
your payroll wins.

People get that — and simplicity matters. Americaitisbe willing to pay a tax for their children tze less
threatened, breathe cleaner air and live in a mestainable world with a stronger America. They are
much less likely to support a firm in London traglinffsets from an electric bill in Boston with a
derivatives firm in New York in order to help fuat aluminum smelter in Beijing, which is what caypta
trade is all about. People won't support what ttay't explain.

MESSAGE Climate change is a real threat to a hgaldnet Earth — the only home we have. But
because the worst effects are in the future, mangricans have more immediate concerns. That is why
our energy policy should be focused around “Ameriemewal,” not mitigating climate change.

We need a price on carbon because it will stimutzssive innovation in the next great global indust
E.T. — energy technology. In a warming world witlgle population growth, clean power systems are
going to be in huge demand. The scientific reseanthinnovation needed for America to dominate E.T.
the way it did I.T. could be the foundation forexsnd American industrial revolution, plus it wotild the
whole planet onto a greener path. So American eoanenewal is the goal, but mitigating climate npa
would be the great byproduct.



MESSENGER The Obama administration’s carbon takegman — the one who should sell this to the
country — should be the president’s national ségadviser, Gen. James Jones, not the environnmstal
The imposing former head of the Marine Corps condtke a powerful case that a carbon tax is vitally
necessary to stimulate investments in the cledmtdogies that would enable the U.S. to dominaie,E.
while also shifting consumers to buy these new ewdficient and cleaner power systems, homes arsd ca

He could make the case that the country with thstipowerful clean-technology industry in the 21st
century will have the most energy security, naticegurity, economic security, healthy environment,
innovative companies and global respect. That cguntist be America. So let’s stop hiding the balila
have a strategy, message and messenger thatitedliitis — and make it so.

SEPP comment: We're sure he means well but hersiltdy confused (ignorant?) about the science

* * *khkkhkhkkhkkhk * * *hkkhkkk * *hkkhkhkkhkkhk *

8. LESSONS FROM THE SPANISH RENEWABLES BUBBLE: EXECUTIVE

SUMMARY
Gabriel Calzada Alvarez et al, University Rey J@zarlos, March 2009

Europe’s current policy and strategy for supportirige so-called “green jobs” or renewable energy esit
back to 1997, and has become one of the principatifications for U.S. “green jobs” proposals. Yah
examination of Europe’s experience reveals thesdiges to be terribly economically counterproduativ

This study is important for several reasons. Fiistthat the Spanish experience is considered a lagd
example to be followed by many policy advocates paliticians. This study marks the very first tinee
critical analysis of the actual performance and irapt has been made. Most important, it demonstrates
that the Spanish/EU-style “green jobs” agenda nowibg promoted in the U.S. in fact destroys jobs,
detailing this in terms of jobs destroyed per joteated and the net destruction per installed MW.€rh
study’s results demonstrate how such “green jobglipy clearly hinders Spain’s way out of the curren
economic crisis, even while U.S. politicians insikat rushing into such a scheme will ease theirow
emergence from the turmoil. The following are kegipts from the study:

1. As President Obama correctly remarked, Spaiviges a reference for the establishment of govenime
aid to renewable energy. No other country has gbet broad support to the construction and praoatuct
of electricity through renewable sources. The amgpunfor Spain’s and Europe’s “green jobs” scheanes
the same arguments now made in the U.S., pringigi@it massive public support would produce large
numbers of green jobs. The question that this papgwers is “at what price?”

2. Optimistically treating European Commission jadist funded datal, we find that for every reneveabl
energy job that the State manages to finance, Spaiperience cited by President Obama as a model
reveals with high confidence, by two different nuath, that the U.S. should expect a loss of at ast
jobs on average, or about 9 jobs lost for everyeéted, to which we have to add those jobs that non
subsidized investments with the same resourcesdwmue created.

3. Therefore, while it is not possible to diredtignslate Spain’s experience with exactitude torctaat
the U.S. would lose at least 6.6 million to 11 roill jobs, as a direct consequence were it to dgtaadate
3 to 5 million “green jobs” as promised (in additito the jobs lost due to the opportunity costrofgie
capital employed in renewable energy), the studsrty reveals the tendency that the U.S. shoulé&xp
such an outcome.

4. At minimum, therefore, the study’s evaluatiortttd Spanish model cited as one for the U.S. thicadp

in quick pursuit of “green jobs” serves a note afition, that the reality is far from what has tgbhg been
presented, and that such schemes also offer coabldeemployment consequences and implications for
emerging from the economic crisis.

5. Despite its hyper-aggressive (expensive ancheite) “green jobs” policies it appears that Spidaly
has created a surprisingly low number of jobs, tihods of which came in construction, fabricatemd
installation, one quarter in administrative posiipmarketing and projects engineering, and justaut of
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ten jobs has been created at the more permanehileactual operation and maintenance of the rabéawv
sources of electricity.

6. This came at great financial cost as well as ioo®rms of jobs destroyed elsewhere in the eogno

7. The study calculates that since 2000 Spain $ffit,138 to create each “green job”, includingsalibs
of more than €1 million per wind industry job.

8. The study calculates that the programs cred#tioge jobs also resulted in the destruction oflpear
113,000 jobs elsewhere in the economy, or 2.2 ji@ssroyed for every “green job” created.

9. Principally, these jobs were lost in metallunggn-metallic mining and food processing, beveraug
tobacco.

10. Each “green” megawatt installed destroys 5028 jon average elsewhere in the economy: 8.99 by
photovoltaics, 4.27 by wind energy, 5.05 by mingto.

11. These costs do not appear to be unique to 'Sgaiproach but instead are largely inherent iresws
to promote renewable energy sources.

12. The total over-cost — the amount paid oveictis that would result from buying the electricity
generated by the renewable power plants at theehprice - that has been incurred from 2000 to 2008
(adjusting by 4% and calculating its net presehiezfNPV] in 2008), amounts to 7,918.54 million Bsir
(appx. $10 billion USD)

13. The total subsidy spent and committed (NPV stdjiliby 4%) to these three renewable sources amount
to 28,671 million euros ($36 billion USD).

14. The price of a comprehensive energy rate (pgithe end consumer) in Spain would have to be
increased 31% to being to repay the historic debegated Executive Summary: Lessons from the Spanis
renewables bubble by this rate deficit mainly pstiby the subsidies to renewables, according &nSp
energy regulator.

15. Spanish citizens must therefore cope with eglneincrease of electricity rates or increasedgqand
public deficit), as will the U.S. if it follows Sjras model.

16. The high cost of electricity due to the gream policy tends to drive the relatively most energy
intensive companies and industries away, seekiegsarhere costs are lower. The example of Aceligox
just such a case.

17. The study offers a caution against a certaim fof green energy mandate. Minimum guaranteeckgric
generate surpluses that are difficult to manag&pain’s case, the minimum electricity prices for
renewable-generated electricity, far above markeep, wasted a vast amount of capital that coalceh
been otherwise economically allocated in otherassctrbitrary, state-established price systemeriaht

in “green energy” schemes leave the subsidizednaole industry hanging by a very weak thread and, i
appears, doomed to dramatic adjustments thatwiliidle massive unemployment, loss of capital,
dismantlement of productive facilities and perp#treof inefficient ones.

18. These schemes create serious “bubble” poteagbpain is now discovering. The most paradigmati
bubble case can be found in the photovoltaic ingluEven with subsidy schemes leaving the mean sale
price of electricity generated from solar photoaimtpower 7 times higher than the mean price optha,
solar failed even to reach 1% of Spain’s total teleity production in 2008.

19. The energy future has been jeopardized byufrent state of wind or photovoltaic technology (mo
expensive and less efficient than conventionalgnsources). These policies will leave Spain satidle
with and further artificially perpetuating obsoldte=d assets, far less productive than cuttingeedg
technologies, the soaring rates for which soona®ibsolete assets the government has committed to
maintain at high levels during their lifetime.
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20. The regulator should consider whether citizms companies need expensive and inefficient energy
a factor of production usable in virtually everyntan project- or affordable energy to help overconee
economic crisis instead.

21. The Spanish system also jeopardizes convehtaaricity facilities, which are the first to dewith
the electricity tariff deficit that the State owtbem.

22. Renewable technologies remained the benefisiafinew credit while others began to struggleud
this was solely due to subsidies, mandates antbdefgograms. As soon as subsequent programmatic
changes take effect which became necessary dumsoiStainable” solar growth its credit will als@se.

23. This proves that the only way for the “reneweablsector - which was never feasible by itselftomn
basis of consumer demand - to be “countercyclicatrisis periods is also via government subsidies.
These schemes create a bubble, which is boostmbasas investors find in “renewables” one of #he f
profitable sectors while when fleeing other investits. Yet it is axiomatic, as Study about the effen
employment of public aid to renewable energy sairee are seeing now, that when crisis arises, the
Government cannot afford this growing subsidy eitster, and finally must penalize the artificial
renewable industries which then face collapse.

24. Renewables consume enormous taxpayer resolmc®sain, the average annuity payable to
renewables is equivalent to 4.35% of all VAT cadiéet; 3.45% of the household income tax, or 5.6%hef
corporate income tax for 2007.



