
 Scientists: Global  
warming to blame  
for big U.S.  
snowstorms 
 

 Updated 1d 19h ago |  
 

 By Doyle Rice, USA TODAY 
 

 

 

What caused the colossal snowfalls that  
buried much of the USA this winter, setting  
snow records in New York City and Chicago
? One group of scientists blames. .. global  
warming. 
 

 Find a Forecast 
 

  Find your local weather with The Weather Channel zip- 
code lookup: 

By  
Mario Tama, Getty ImagesPeople walk through  
the snow in Manhattan's East Village on Dec.  
27 in New York City, following a blizzard that  

 dumped 20 inches of snow.Enlarge 
 

 By Mario Tama, Getty Images 
 
People walk through the snow in Manhattan's East  
Village on Dec. 27 in New York City, following a  
blizzard that dumped 20 inches of snow. 
 

 Counterintuitive though it may be, "heavy  
snowstorms are not inconsistent with a  
warming planet," says Jeff Masters, director  
of meteorology for the Weather U 
nderground, a private weather service. 

MASTERS' ANSWERS: Expert took your  
climate questions

The announcement was made at a news  
conference on Tuesday in Washington, D.C.,  
by the Union of Concerned Scientists, a non- 
profit environmental group. It was not  
published in a peer-reviewed study in an  
academic journal. 
 
"The old adage, 'It's too cold to snow,' has  
some truth to it," said Masters. "A colder  
atmosphere holds less moisture, limiting the  
snowfall that can occur." 
 
At one point this winter, 49 of the 50 U.S.  
states were partly or completely snow- 
covered. Only Florida was snow-free. 
 
Yet, while the USA endured unusually heavy  
snow this winter, thousands of miles north  
in the Arctic, temperatures were at near- 
record high levels, according to Mark  
Serreze, director of the National Snow and  
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 Ice Data Center in Boulder, Colo.  
 
Additionally and more importantly, Serreze  
says, the area of the Arctic Ocean covered  
with ice dropped to record low levels for  
December, January and February. 
 
And there's the rub: 
 
Not only does less sea ice mean more  
moisture in the atmosphere, says Serreze, it  
can also lead to the "negative" phase of the  
Arctic Oscillation (AO), an atmospheric  
circulation pattern in polar regions.  
 
During a negative phase of the AO, when  
atmospheric pressure is higher than average  
in the Arctic, wind patterns bring warmer- 
than-average temperatures to the Arctic,  
while colder air spills down into the USA and  
Europe. 
 
"It's still cutting-edge research and there's  
no smoking gun, but there's evidence that  
with less sea ice, you put a lot of heat from  
the ocean into the atmosphere, and the  
circulation of the atmosphere responds to  
that," Serreze says. "We've seen a tendency  
for autumns with low sea-ice cover to be  
followed by a negative Arctic Oscillation."  
 
But hold the horn. Just last year, a report  
from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric  
Administration's Climate Science  
Investigators (CSI) team found no evidence  
— no human "fingerprints" — to implicate  
man-made climate change in the  
snowstorms that walloped the mid-Atlantic  
during the winter of 2009-10. 
 
"If global warming was the culprit, the team  
would have expected to find a gradual  
increase in heavy snowstorms in the mid- 
Atlantic region as temperatures rose during  

 the past century," the report stated. "But  
historical analysis revealed no such increase  
in snowfall. Nor did the CSI team find any  
indication of an upward trend in winter  
precipitation along the Eastern Seaboard." 
 
Another dissenting voice comes from Roger  
Pielke, Sr., a researcher at the Cooperative  
Institute for Research in Environmental  
Sciences in Boulder, who says that climate  
variability and change can occur from  
natural effects (for example, from the sun  
and volcanoes) as well as from a diverse set  
of human-related causes (besides carbon  
dioxide and other greenhouse gases), which  
include aerosols and land use/land cover  
change. 
 
"The natural variability of the climate is also  
larger and more diverse than reported in the  
IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate  
Change) reports" he says.  
 
The IPCC, a United Nations science group,  
claimed in 2007 that most of the increase in  
average global temperatures since the mid- 
20th century is "very likely" due to the  
increase in human greenhouse gas  
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 concentrations.  
 
"The recent extreme cold and snowy weather  
shows that we understand the climate  
system less than was reported in the 2007  
IPCC reports," Pielke adds. 
 
However, Masters counters that "if the  
climate continues to warm we should expect  
an increase in heavy snowstorms for a few  
decades. But eventually, he says, with winters  
getting shorter, we may reach the point  
where it's too warm to snow heavily. 
 
"In fact, as the Earth gets warmer and more  
moisture gets absorbed into the  
atmosphere, we are steadily loading the dice  
in favor of more extreme storms in all  
seasons, capable of causing greater impacts  
on society." 
 

 For more information about reprints & permissions,  
visit our FAQ's. To report corrections and  
clarifications, contact Standards Editor Brent Jones.  
For publication consideration in the newspaper, send  
comments to letters@usatoday.com. Include name,  
phone number, city and state for verification. To view  
our corrections, go to corrections.usatoday.com. 
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 Can geoengineering  
put the freeze on  
global warming?  
 

 Updated 3d ago |  
 

 By Dan Vergano, USA TODAY 
 

 Scientists call it "geoengineering," but in  
plain speak, it means things like this:  
blasting tons of sulfate particles into the  
sky to reflect sunlight away from Earth;  
filling the ocean with iron filings to grow  
plankton that will suck up carbon; even  
dimming sunlight with space shades. 

By  
Karl Gelles, USA TODAYOnce the domain of  
scientists' off-hours schemes scrawled on  
cocktail napkins, geoengineering is getting a  

 serious look in the political realm.Enlarge 
 

 By Karl Gelles, USA TODAY 
 
Once the domain of scientists' off-hours schemes  
scrawled on cocktail napkins, geoengineering is  
getting a serious look in the political realm. 
 

 Each brings its own set of risks, but in a  
world fretting about the consequences of  
global warming, are these ideas whose time  
has come? 
 
With 2010 tying as the world's warmest year  

 on record and efforts to slow greenhouse  
gas emissions looking stymied, calls are  
rising for research into engineering our way  
out of global warming — everything from  
launching solar shade spacecraft to  
genetically engineering green deserts. An  
international consortium of 12 universities  
and research institutes on Tuesday, for  
example, announced plans to pioneer large- 
scale "ocean fertilization" experiments aimed  
at using the sea to pull more greenhouse  
gases out of the sky. 
 
Once the domain of scientists' off-hours  
schemes scrawled on cocktail napkins, such  
geoengineering is getting a serious look in  
the political realm. 
 
"We're moving into a different kind of world,"  
says environmental economist Scott Barrett  
of Columbia University. "Better we turn to  
asking if 'geoengineering' could work, than  
waiting until it becomes a necessity." 
 
A National Academy of Sciences' best  
estimate has global warming bumping up  
average temperatures by 3 to 7 degrees  
Fahrenheit by the end of the century.  
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 Meanwhile, greenhouse gas emissions that  
are largely responsible, most from burning  
the modern economy's main fuels, coal and  
oil, look set to continue to rise for the next  
quarter-century, according to Energy  
Information Agency estimates. 
 
"That's where geoengineering comes in,"  
says international relations expert David  
Victor of the University of California-San  
Diego. "Research into geoengineering  
creates another option for the public." 
 
Geoengineering takes its cue from the  
natural experiment that actually had made  
the only dent in global warming's rise in the  
last two decades — the 1991 eruption of  
Mount Pinatubo in the Philippines, which  
blasted more than 15 million tons of sulfur  
dioxide 21 miles high, straight into the  
stratosphere. The stratosphere suspended  
those sulfur particles in the air worldwide,  
where the haze they created scattered and  
reflected sunlight away from the Earth and  
cooled global atmospheric temperatures  
nearly 0.7 to 0.9 degrees Fahrenheit in 1992  
and 1993, before finally washing out,  
according to NASA Goddard Institute for  
Space Studies estimates. Firing about half  
that much sulfur into the stratosphere every  
year for 30 years would help stabilize global  
warming's rise, National Center for  
Atmospheric Research climate scientist Tom  
Wigley estimated in a much-debated 2006   
Science journal report. 
 
Humanity would effectively become addicted  
to sky-borne sulfates to keep the cooling on  
track. The tradeoff is that rain and snow  
patterns would likely shift, a 2008   
Proceedings of the National Academy of  
Sciences study found, consigning hundreds  
of millions of the poorest people on the  
planet in Africa and Asia to recurring  

 drought. 
 
No longer eyed askance  
 
"Geoengineering is no longer a taboo topic  
at scientific meetings. They are looking at it  
as one more policy prescription," says   
Science magazine reporter Eli Kintisch,  
author of Hack the Planet: Science's Best  
Hope — Or Worst Nightmare — For Averting  
Climate Catastrophe. "But it is yet to become  
a household word." 
 
That may be changing, as the terms of  
debate about geoengineering become clear.  
On the pro-research side, this October the  
U.S. House Committee on Science and  
Technology called for more research into  
geoengineering, "to better understand which  
technologies or methods, if any, represent  
viable stopgap strategies for managing our  
changing climate and which pose  
unacceptable risks." On the more cautious  
side, a United Nations Environment  
Programme species conservation meeting in  
Nagoya, Japan, ended that same month with  
a call for, "no climate-related  
geoengineering activities," without  
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 environmental and scientific review. 
 
What are the actual geoengineering  
proposals? Broadly, they come in two  
flavors: those that deal with greenhouse  
gases directly by soaking up carbon dioxide  
(the greenhouse gas with the biggest  
warming impact); and those that seek to limit  
the sunlight that warms those greenhouse  
gases. Here's a sampling, from the deep  
ocean to deep space: 
 
•Ocean fertilization. Dumping iron filings  
into the ocean to spur phytoplankton  
blooms is the saltwater version of  
forestation. The increased mass of the  
plankton's cells would swell with carbon  
pulled from the air. On the downside, it may  
kill fish, belch out other greenhouse gases  
such as methane, and hasn't worked very  
well in small trials. 
 
•Forestation. Intense planting of trees and  
reclaiming deserts with hardier plants is one  
of the ideas endorsed at the recent Cancun,  
Mexico, climate meeting, where  
representatives of 192 nations made some  
progress on an international climate  
agreement. More fantastic versions,  
endorsed by Princeton physicist Freeman  
Dyson, would rely on genetic engineering to  
produce trees that act as natural carbon  
scrubbers, their trunks swollen with carbon  
pulled from the air. 
 
•Cloud engineering. Painting rooftops  
white, genetically engineering crops to have  
shinier surfaces, and floating blocks of white  
Styrofoam in the oceans are all proposals to  
mimic the effects of clouds, whose white  
surfaces reflect sunlight. Pumping sea salt  
into the sky from thousands of "spray ships"  
could increase clouds themselves. Cost- 
effectiveness aside, such cloud-seeding  

 might end up dumping rain on the ocean or  
already soggy regions, instead of where it's  
needed. 
 
•Pinatubo a-go-go. As mentioned above,  
sulfur aerosols could be fired into the sky by  
cannons, released by balloons or dropped  
from planes. 
 
•Space mirrors. Hundreds of thousands of  
thin reflective yard-long disks fired into a  
gravitational balance point between the sun  
and Earth could dim sunlight. Cost aside,  
rocket failures or collisions might lead to a  
tremendous orbital debris cloud circling the  
Earth. And a recent Geophysical Research  
Letters space tourism report suggests the  
rocket fuel burned to launch the needed  
number of shades would dump enough  
black soot — which absorbs sunlight and  
heats the atmosphere — to increase average  
global temperatures about 1.4 degrees. 
 
"Most of the technologies are not yet proven  
and are at the theoretical or research phase,"  
an August Congressional Research Service  
report noted. 
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 On the environmental side, cutting  
temperature increases through these  
techniques may still shift rain and snow  
patterns, leaving the planet cooler, but it  
could also trigger droughts across vast  
swaths of farmland in Africa and India.  
Further, ocean fertilization could contribute  
to mass killing of sea life and releases of  
methane greenhouse gas, while using sulfur  
aerosols could bring not only drought but  
also enlarged ozone holes. 
 
Leaving aside the environmental risks each  
one carries, the estimated costs tend to  
increase with how quickly each method  
removes carbon or deflects sunlight. The  
space reflectors would top the bill at a cost  
of several trillion dollars over 25 years. 
 
"Geoengineering technologies, once  
developed, may enable short-sighted and  
unwise deployment, with potentially serious  
unforeseen consequences," said a 2009   
American Meteorological Society statement.  
Turning over weather management to  
human beings raises, "legal, ethical, d 
iplomatic, and even national security  
concerns," the statement added. Deflected  
storm tracks could result in floods such as  
the ones hitting Australia last month or P 
akistan last year. And simply cutting  
temperatures won't stop the rise in ocean  
acidification arising from increased carbon  
dioxide levels in the air, which may affect  
marine life underlying the ocean food web. 
 
Simply putting a worldwide price on carbon  
emissions from smokestacks and letting the  
marketplace lead to lower carbon emissions  
would likely be cheaper and more sensible  
than geoengineering, says Barrett, the  
economist. "But let's face it. We're talking  
about (geoengineering) because we don't  
have a price on carbon." 

 That's why geoengineering could happen  
before a global climate treaty ever passes  
the U.S. Senate, suggests Victor.  
International climate talks rest on getting  
192 self-interested and short-sighted n 
ations to cooperate in ways that will benefit  
some and cost others, particularly coal- 
powered ones such as the United States and  
China. But with geoengineering, you only  
need one nation to start "hacking," or  
geoengineering, the planet. 
 
"It would be not at all surprising to wake up  
one morning and discover that Chinese  
testing (of geoengineering) has begun on a  
large scale," Victor says. "That would freak  
everyone out and create huge international  
tensions." 
 
No international treaty governs  
geoengineering, other than a 2008  
amendment to ocean pollution agreements  
limiting ocean fertilization to research  
studies. 
 
Still a foreign concept to many  
 
A Yale University survey of 1,001 people  
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 nationwide last year found that 1% could  
correctly describe geoengineering. The field  
needs to be researched, suggests climate  
scientist Michael MacCracken of the Climate  
Institute in Washington, D.C., before  
opinions harden without accurate  
information. Geoengineering at this point  
looks like one of many options in addressing  
climate change, MacCracken adds. "You can  
only geoengineer so much before the side  
effects become so much worse than the cure  
that it doesn't make sense to bother." 
 
He and others argue geoengineering  
research should begin in earnest, before  
some abrupt climate change, such as  
Greenland's ice sheet melting precipitously,  
stampedes the world into an overreaction  
and rush to costly technology as a quick,  
untested fix. 
 
"No research is really going on in a lot of  
these areas," he says, raising the prospect of  
a lot of fruitless or counterproductive  
climate engineering efforts suddenly  
sprouting in a global panic about collapsing  
ice sheets decades from now. 
 
Global warming by itself is a kind of  
geoengineering, noted as far back as 1896  
by the Swedish scientist Svante Arrhenius,  
who calculated that doubling the amount of  
carbon dioxide (the most noted greenhouse  
gas) in the atmosphere by burning fossil  
fuels would likely warm the atmosphere by 9  
degrees. Arrhenius supposed that would  
take thousands of years to happen, based on  
fossil fuel use rates at the turn of the  
century. Instead, the global average  
temperature has warmed about 1.4 degrees  
since he made his estimate, as carbon  
dioxide levels have increased tremendously,  
and his 9-degree increase is now within the  
range of forecasts for 2100. 

 "I think it is settled that some climate  
engineering research will go forward,"  
Kintisch says. "We haven't seen it enter the  
national debate yet. Hard to know what will  
happen when it does. That may be the  
biggest question." 
 

 For more information about reprints & permissions,  
visit our FAQ's. To report corrections and  
clarifications, contact Standards Editor Brent Jones.  
For publication consideration in the newspaper, send  
comments to letters@usatoday.com. Include name,  
phone number, city and state for verification. To view  
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An Answer for Bill February 1, 2011 : 11:43 AM

Last week on his show Bill O’Reilly asked, “Why has southern New York
turned into the tundra?” and then said he had a call into me. I appreciate
the question.

As it turns out, the scientific community has been addressing this particular
question for some time now and they say that increased heavy snowfalls are
completely consistent with what they have been predicting as a consequence
of man-made global warming:

“In fact, scientists have been warning for at least two decades that global
warming could make snowstorms more severe. Snow has two simple
ingredients: cold and moisture. Warmer air collects moisture like a sponge
until it hits a patch of cold air. When temperatures dip below freezing, a lot
of moisture creates a lot of snow.”

“A rise in global temperature can create all sorts of havoc, ranging from
hotter dry spells to colder winters, along with increasingly violent storms,
flooding, forest fires and loss of endangered species.”
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Defections Shake Up Climate Coalition  
FEBRUARY 17, 2010

By STEPHEN POWER And BEN CASSELMAN  

Three big companies quit an influential lobbying group that had focused on shaping climate-change legislation, in the latest 

sign that support for an ambitious bill is melting away. 

Oil giants BP PLC and ConocoPhillips and heavy-equipment maker Caterpillar Inc. said Tuesday they won't renew their 

membership in the three-year-old U.S. Climate Action Partnership, a broad business-environmental coalition that had been 

instrumental in building support in Washington for capping emissions of greenhouse gases. 

The move comes as debate over climate change intensifies and concerns mount about the cost of capping greenhouse-gas 

emissions. 

On a range of issues, from climate change to health care, skepticism is growing in Washington that Congress will pass any 

major legislation in a contentious election year in which Republicans are expected to gain seats. For companies, the shifting 

winds have reduced pressure to find common ground, leading them to pursue their own, sometimes conflicting interests.  

Last week, the head of the Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America, Billy Tauzin, said he would step down as 

president of the industry's main lobby in Washington, amid criticism from some in the industry over the alliance he made 

last year with the White House to support health-care legislation. 

The administration had worked hard to persuade industry groups to climb aboard its major legislative initiatives—a tack 

many business interests saw as sensible following the Democrats' big gains in the 2008 elections. But "unlikely bedfellows 

make for breakups," said Kevin Book, managing director of Clearview Energy Partners, a consulting firm.  

Spokesmen for ConocoPhillips and BP said the companies still support legislation to reduce greenhouse-gas emissions, but 

believe they can accomplish more working outside USCAP's umbrella. Caterpillar said it plans to focus on commercializing 

green technologies. 

ConocoPhillips's senior vice president for government affairs, Red Cavaney, said the USCAP was focused on getting a 

climate-change bill passed, whereas Conoco is increasingly concerned with what the details of such a bill would be.  

"USCAP was starting to do more and more on trying to get a bill out without trying to work as much on the substance of it," 

Mr. Cavaney said. 

A spokesman for USCAP said it intends to continue its work. More than 20 other large companies, including oil company 

Royal Dutch Shell PLC and industrial heavyweights General Electric Co. and Honeywell International Inc., remain in the 
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coalition with environmental groups such as the Environmental Defense Fund and Natural Resources Defense Council. The 

USCAP said it expects to add new members in coming months. 

"We think there's momentum to get [a climate bill] done," USCAP spokesman Tad Segal said. "President [Barack] Obama's 

State of the Union address made it clear the administration is behind us." 

But experts said the companies' decision to withdraw from USCAP is a sign the politics of climate change is shifting in 

Washington. When Mr. Obama took office, Congress appeared to have momentum for a climate bill that would push the 

economy toward lower-carbon alternatives. But as the economy soured, support waned. 

The Obama administration says it will curb greenhouse-gas emissions using the Clean Air Act if Congress doesn't act, and the 

Environmental Protection Agency has been pushing ahead with rule making. 

When USCAP was founded in 2007, leaders of big U.S. companies had grown concerned that Democrats in Congress were 

preparing to put strict limits on industrial emissions of heat-trapping gases linked to climate change. Many executives 

decided it was better to be part of the debate in a united front. 

"The saying in Washington is that if you're not at the table, you're on the menu," said Whitney Stanco, an energy policy 

analyst for Concept Capital, a Washington research firm. 

The big-tent approach boosted USCAP's influence. In January 2009, the group released its recommendations for legislation. 

Many were incorporated into legislation, adopted by the House, that would require companies to reduce carbon emissions or 

buy pollution credits from firms that did.  

But not all of USCAP's members supported the bill. Caterpillar objected in part because it would impose tariffs on goods 

from countries that didn't match U.S. efforts to combat climate change. BP and Conoco opposed it on the grounds that it 

didn't treat energy producers equally. 

As long as climate legislation appeared imminent, companies were willing to paper over their differences and continue to 

work together. But by late last year, momentum had stalled in the Senate as Washington turned its attention to health care, 

the economy and the midterm elections. Few experts expect a bill to pass this year.  

USCAP isn't the only group to be roiled by the issue. Last year, several members of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce quit the 

group over its stance against the climate bill. 

Write to Stephen Power at stephen.power@wsj.com and Ben Casselman at ben.casselman@wsj.com  
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NOAA proposes new climate agency 

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Monday 
proposed a new climate change service intended to 
consolidate and improve long-range data and predictions, 
including rises in sea levels, droughts and other adverse 
effects. 

The plan is modeled on the 140-year-old National Weather 
Service, which provides short-term information. 

"Now we need a climate service ... to really focus on the long-
range impacts of climate change," said Commerce Secretary 
Gary Locke. "This will provide a single point of contact, a one-
stop shop for businesses and government that need NOAA's 
high-quality forecasting for making predictions." 

House and Senate appropriators would need to approve the 
restructuring, Locke said. He wants the new climate service to 
start in fiscal 2011. Thomas Karl, director of the National 
Climatic Data Center, would be the transitional director of the 
service, which would also have six regional directors. 

The service would rely on existing resources but will 
eventually need additional funds, said NOAA Administrator 
Jane Lubchenco. 

The Obama administration's proposal comes amid controversy 
surrounding some climate data released in a much-heralded 
report by the United Nation's Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change, which the United States and others have 
used as justification to try to curb global greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

A 2007 IPCC report contained unsubstantiated figures to 
conclude the melting of Himalayan glaciers, which officials at 
the panel said was an accident. 

Climate skeptics have pounced on the flub, with Sen. John 
Barrasso, R-Wyo., last week calling for IPCC Chairman 
Rajendra Pachauri to resign. 

"Every day, new scandals emerge about the so called 'facts' in 
the UN reports," Barrasso said in a statement. "The integrity 
of the data and the integrity of the science have been compromised." 

Lubchenco Monday defended the IPCC. 

"The IPCC has recognized that that particular conclusion was in error," she said. "That said, the vast majority of 
the conclusions ... are credible, have been through a very rigorous process and are absolutely state of the 

By Darren Goode CongressDaily February 8, 2010
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science, state of the art." 

Lubchenco said the inclusion of the glacier data "was unfortunate but quite atypical of the rest of the IPCC," 
noting the panel "has thousands and thousands of conclusions about specific changes in the climate system, and 
that most of them have been shown to be quite reliable." 

 
 

(C) 2010 BY NATIONAL JOURNAL GROUP, INC. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. 
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Think twice about 'green' transport, say scientists
Jun 7 08:45 PM US/Eastern 
You worry a lot about the environment and do everything you can to reduce your carbon 
footprint -- the emissions of greenhouse gases that drive dangerous climate change. 

So you always prefer to take the train or the bus rather than a plane, and avoid using a 
car whenever you can, faithful to the belief that this inflicts less harm to the planet.  

Well, there could be a nasty surprise in store for you, for taking public transport may not 
be as green as you automatically think, says a new US study.  

Its authors point out an array of factors that are often unknown to the public.  

These are hidden or displaced emissions that ramp up the simple "tailpipe" tally, which is 
based on how much carbon is spewed out by the fossil fuels used to make a trip.  

Environmental engineers Mikhail Chester and Arpad Horvath at the University of 
California at Davis say that when these costs are included, a more complex and 
challenging picture emerges.  

In some circumstances, for instance, it could be more eco-friendly to drive into a city -- 
even in an SUV, the bete noire of green groups -- rather than take a suburban train. It 
depends on seat occupancy and the underlying carbon cost of the mode of transport.  

"We are encouraging people to look at not the average ranking of modes, because there 
is a different basket of configurations that determine the outcome," Chester told AFP in a 
phone interview.  

"There's no overall solution that's the same all the time."  

The pair give an example of how the use of oil, gas or coal to generate electricity to 
power trains can skew the picture.  

Boston has a metro system with high energy efficiency. The trouble is, 82 percent of the 
energy to drive it comes from dirty fossil fuels.  

By comparison, San Francisco's local railway is less energy-efficient than Boston's. But 
it turns out to be rather greener, as only 49 percent of the electricity is derived from 
fossils.  

The paper points out that the "tailpipe" quotient does not include emissions that come 
from building transport infrastructure -- railways, airport terminals, roads and so on -- nor 
the emissions that come from maintaining this infrastructure over its operational lifetime.  

These often-unacknowledged factors add substantially to the global-warming burden.  

In fact, they add 63 percent to the "tailpipe" emissions of a car, 31 percent to those of a 
plane, and 55 percent to those of a train.  

And another big variable that may be overlooked in green thinking is seat occupancy.  
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A saloon (sedan) car or even an 4x4 that is fully occupied may be responsible for less 
greenhouse gas per kilometer travelled per person than a suburban train that is a 
quarter full, the researchers calculate.  

"Government policy has historically relied on energy and emission analysis of 
automobiles, buses, trains and aircraft at their tailpipe, ignoring vehicle production and 
maintenance, infrastructure provision and fuel production requirements to support these 
modes," they say.  

So getting a complete view of the ultimate environmental cost of the type of transport, 
over its entire lifespan, should help decision-makers to make smarter investments.  

For travelling distances up to, say, 1,000 kilometres (600 miles), "we can ask questions 
as to whether it's better to invest in a long-distance railway, improving the air corridor or 
boosting car occupancy," said Chester.  

The paper appears in Environmental Research Letters, a publication of Britain's Institute 
of Physics.  

The calculations are based on US technology and lifestyles.  

It used 2005 models of the Toyota Camry saloon, Chevrolet Trailblazer SUV and Ford F-
150 to calibrate automobile performance; the light transit systems in the San Francisco 
Bay Area and Boston as the models for the metro and commuter lines; and the Embraer 
145, Boeing 737 and Boeing 747 as the benchmarks for short-, medium- and long-haul 
aircraft.  

 
Copyright AFP 2008, AFP stories and photos shall not be published, broadcast, rewritten for broadcast or 
publication or redistributed directly or indirectly in any medium 
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Fatties cause global warming 
By BEN JACKSON 
Environment Editor  

Published: Today 

  

THE rising number of fat people was yesterday blamed for global warming.  

Scientists warned that the increase in big-eaters means more food production — a major cause of CO2 
gas emissions warming the planet.  

Overweight people are also more likely to drive, adding to environmental damage.  
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Dr Phil Edwards, of the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, said: “Moving about in a 
heavy body is like driving in a gas guzzler.”  

Each fat person is said to be responsible for emitting a tonne more of climate-warming carbon dioxide per 
year than a thin one.  

It means an extra BILLION TONNES of CO2 a year is created, according to World Health Organisation 
estimates of overweight people.  

Lard help us ... overweight must eat less for planet

The scientists say providing extra grub for them to guzzle adds to carbon emissions that heat up the 
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world, melting polar ice caps, raising sea levels and killing rain forests.

The environmental impact of fat humans is made even worse because they are more likely to travel by car 
— another major cause of carbon emissions.  

Battle 

And researchers at the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine say wealthy nations like the US 
and Britain are getting fatter by the decade.  

Dr Phil Edwards said: “Food production accounts for about one fifth of greenhouse gases.  

“We need to do a lot more to reverse the global trend towards fatness. It is a key factor in the battle to 
reduce carbon emissions and slow climate change.  

“It is time we took account of the amount we are eating. 

“This is about over-consumption by the wealthy countries. And the world demand for meat is increasing 
to match that of Britain and America.  

“It is also much easier to get in your car and pick up a pint of milk than to take a walk.”  
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The study by Dr Edwards and colleague Ian Roberts is published in the International Journal of 
Epidemiology.  

Dr Edwards went on: “We are not just pointing the finger at fat people. All populations are getting fatter 
and it has an impact on the environment.  

In peril ... polar ice melting

“UK health surveys estimate fatness has increased from an average body mass index of 26 to 27 in the 
last ten years. 

“That’s equivalent to about half a stone for every person.”  

Anyone with a BMI above 25 is overweight, while more than 30 is obese.  

A staggering 40 per cent of Americans are obese, among 300 million worldwide.  

Disasters 
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Australian Professor Paul Zimmet predicted a disastrous obesity pandemic back in 2006.  

And Oxfam warned yesterday that the number of people hit by climate-related disasters will soar by more 
than half in the next six years to 375million.  

The impact of more storms, floods and droughts could overwhelm aid organisations. 

Sun doctor Carol Cooper said last night: “I’m not sure which came first, people getting fat and driving or 
the other way around. It is true fat people eat more food than average.  

“A few obese people have a hormone problem, although most simply don’t use enough calories and eat 
too many. But making them feel guilty antagonises them and may not help.”  

b.jackson@the-sun.co.uk
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Greenhouse gases pose health hazard, EPA says 
Story Highlights  
EPA official says "concentrations of these gases are at unprecedented levels" 
Environmentalists say announcement is important step in reduction efforts 
Critic: Finding may help destroy jobs, raise energy prices, cut U.S. competitiveness 
The House is will begin discussing the American Clean Energy and Security Act 

WASHINGTON (CNN) -- Six heat-trapping gases that contribute to air pollution pose potential health hazards, the Environmental 
Protection Agency said Friday in a landmark announcement that could lead to regulation of the gases. 

The gases -- carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride -- have been the 
subject of intensive analysis by scientists around the world, the EPA said. The U.S. Supreme Court ordered the EPA's scientific review 
in 2007. 

"This finding confirms that greenhouse gas pollution is a serious problem now and for future generations," EPA Administrator Lisa P. 
Jackson said in a release, later adding, "The science clearly shows that concentrations of these gases are at unprecedented levels as 
a result of human emissions, and these high levels are very likely the cause of the increase in average temperatures and other 
changes in our climate." 

The EPA's finding now goes into a public comment period. 

The report, titled "Assessment of the Impacts of Global Change on Regional U.S. Air Quality: A Synthesis of Climate Change Impacts 
on Ground-Level Ozone," is the culmination of a study started in 2000, the EPA said. 

The White House moved quickly to try to squelch any concerns that the EPA would immediately issue any regulations concerning the 
gases. 

"The president has made clear his strong preference that Congress act to pass comprehensive legislation rather than address the 
climate challenge through administrative action," White House spokesman Ben LaBolt said. "That's why the president has repeatedly 
called for a bill to provide for market-based solutions to reduce carbon pollution and transition to a clean-energy economy that creates 
millions of green jobs." 

The EPA announcement comes amid efforts by Congress to enact a limit on global warming pollution. 

The House Energy and Commerce Committee is scheduled to begin hearings next week on a comprehensive energy and climate bill, 
called the American Clean Energy and Security Act. 

Committee Chairman Henry Waxman is said to want the bill out of committee by Memorial Day, which falls on May 25, and House 
Speaker Nancy Pelosi said she wants to bring the bill to the House floor for a vote this year. 

Environmentalists hailed the EPA's announcement, with the nonprofit Environmental Defense Fund calling it a "historic step ... [that] 
formally determined that global warming pollution 'endangers' the nation's human health and well-being." 

"The U.S. is taking its first steps as a nation to confront climate change," said Vickie Patton, deputy general counsel at the 
environmental advocacy group. "Global warming threatens our health, our economy, and our children's prosperity. EPA's action is a 
wake-up call for national policy solutions that secure our economic and environmental future." 
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But critics say the finding will just produce a "glorious mess." 

"Today's action by the EPA is the beginning of a regulatory barrage that will destroy jobs, raise energy prices for consumers and 
undermine America's global competitiveness," said Sen. James Inhofe, R-Oklahoma, the ranking member on the Senate Environment 
and Public Works Committee. "It now appears EPA's regulatory reach will find its way into schools, hospitals, assisted living facilities 
and just about any activity that meets minimum thresholds in the Clean Air Act." 

The EPA notes in an accompanying report released Friday that global warming could make ozone pollution worse in some parts of the 
United States. Future ozone management decisions may have to take into account the possible effects of global warming, the report 
says. 

"Climate change, along with other aspects of global change, including changes in population, land use and the technologies employed 
for energy production and transportation, may alter the capacity for U.S. states to successfully attain the national air quality standards 
in the future," the report concludes. 

Ground-level ozone is formed when sunlight causes a chemical reaction in the air between nitrogen oxides and volatile organic 
compounds emitted by motor vehicles and industrial plants. Ozone levels are typically higher on sunny days in areas that have many 
vehicles or smoke-stack industries. 

Global warming also could increase the number of days with weather conditions conducive to forming ozone, potentially causing air 
quality alerts earlier in the spring and later in the fall, the report says. 

In addition to health problems, the report says global warming could lead to increased drought, more heavy downpours and flooding, 
and more frequent and intense heat waves and wildfires. Global warming could also cause a greater rise in sea level, more intense 
storms and harm to water resources, agriculture, wildlife and ecosystems, the report said.

CNN political correspondent Jessica Yellin contributed to this report. 

All AboutU.S. Environmental Protection Agency • Environmental Protection • The White House 
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Revealed: the environmental impact of Google 
searches 
Physicist Alex Wissner-Gross says that performing two Google searches uses up as much 
energy as boiling the kettle for a cup of tea 

Jonathan Leake and Richard Woods 

Click here for how to reduce the footprint of the Web 

Performing two Google searches from a desktop computer can generate about the same amount of carbon 
dioxide as boiling a kettle for a cup of tea, according to new research.  

While millions of people tap into Google without considering the environment, a typical search generates 
about 7g of CO2 Boiling a kettle generates about 15g. “Google operates huge data centres around the 
world that consume a great deal of power,” said Alex Wissner-Gross, a Harvard University physicist whose 
research on the environmental impact of computing is due out soon. “A Google search has a definite 
environmental impact.”  

Google is secretive about its energy consumption and carbon footprint. It also refuses to divulge the 
locations of its data centres. However, with more than 200m internet searches estimated globally daily, the 
electricity consumption and greenhouse gas emissions caused by computers and the internet is provoking 
concern. A recent report by Gartner, the industry analysts, said the global IT industry generated as much 
greenhouse gas as the world’s airlines - about 2% of global CO2 emissions. “Data centres are among the 
most energy-intensive facilities imaginable,” said Evan Mills, a scientist at the Lawrence Berkeley National 
Laboratory in California. Banks of servers storing billions of web pages require power.  

Though Google says it is in the forefront of green computing, its search engine generates high levels of 
CO2 because of the way it operates. When you type in a Google search for, say, “energy saving tips”, your 
request doesn’t go to just one server. It goes to several competing against each other.  

It may even be sent to servers thousands of miles apart. Google’s infrastructure sends you data from 
whichever produces the answer fastest. The system minimises delays but raises energy consumption. 
Google has servers in the US, Europe, Japan and China.  

Wissner-Gross has submitted his research for publication by the US Institute of Electrical and Electronics 
Engineers and has also set up a website www.CO2stats.com. “Google are very efficient but their primary 
concern is to make searches fast and that means they have a lot of extra capacity that burns energy,” he 
said.  

Google said: “We are among the most efficient of all internet search providers.”  

Wissner-Gross has also calculated the CO2 emissions caused by individual use of the internet. His 
research indicates that viewing a simple web page generates about 0.02g of CO2 per second. This rises 
tenfold to about 0.2g of CO2 a second when viewing a website with complex images, animations or videos.  

A separate estimate from John Buckley, managing director of carbonfootprint.com, a British environmental 
consultancy, puts the CO2 emissions of a Google search at between 1g and 10g, depending on whether 
you have to start your PC or not. Simply running a PC generates between 40g and 80g per hour, he says. 
of CO2 Chris Goodall, author of Ten Technologies to Save the Planet, estimates the carbon emissions of a 
Google search at 7g to 10g (assuming 15 minutes’ computer use).  

From The Sunday Times

Page 1 of 2Printer Friendly

1/10/2009http://technology.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/tech_and_web/article5489134.ece?print=yes...



Nicholas Carr, author of The Big Switch, Rewiring the World, has calculated that maintaining a character 
(known as an avatar) in the Second Life virtual reality game, requires 1,752 kilowatt hours of electricity per 
year. That is almost as much used by the average Brazilian.  

“It’s not an unreasonable comparison,” said Liam Newcombe, an expert on data centres at the British 
Computer Society. “It tells us how much energy westerners use on entertainment versus the energy poverty 
in some countries.”  

Though energy consumption by computers is growing - and the rate of growth is increasing - Newcombe 
argues that what matters most is the type of usage.  

If your internet use is in place of more energy-intensive activities, such as driving your car to the shops, 
that’s good. But if it is adding activities and energy consumption that would not otherwise happen, that may 
pose problems.  

Newcombe cites Second Life and Twitter, a rapidly growing website whose 3m users post millions of 
messages a month. Last week Stephen Fry, the TV presenter, was posting “tweets” from New Zealand, 
imparting such vital information as “Arrived in Queenstown. Hurrah. Full of bungy jumping and ‘activewear’ 
shops”, and “Honestly. NZ weather makes UK look stable and clement”.  

Jonathan Ross was Twittering even more, with posts such as “Am going to muck out the pigs. It will be 
cold, but I’m not the type to go on about it” and “Am now back indoors and have put on fleecy tracksuit and 
two pairs of socks”. Ross also made various “tweets” trying to ascertain whether Jeremy Clarkson was a 
Twitter user or not. Yesterday the Top Gear presenter cleared up the matter, saying: “I am not a twit. And 
Jonathan Ross is.”  

Such internet phenomena are not simply fun and hot air, Newcombe warns: the boom in such services has 
a carbon cost.  
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Politically inconvenient truth about electric cars 
By Paul Betts and Song Jung-a  
Published: December 11 2008 19:24 | Last updated: December 11 2008 19:24 

President Nicolas Sarkozy would dearly like to end France’s rotating presidency of the 
European Union on a high note by brokering this week a deal on a grand European response 
to global warming and energy efficiency. The ultimate plan is to cut carbon dioxide emissions 
by 20 per cent with member states at the same time drawing their future energy needs from 
clean renewable sources by the same percentage amount. Under the circumstances, it is no 
surprise that the automobile industry has found itself at the heart of the climate change debate. 

Indeed, Mr Sarkozy’s own government commissioned months ago one of France’s leading 
energy experts – Jean Syrota, the former French energy industry regulator – to draw up a 
report to analyse all the options for building cleaner and more efficient mass-market cars by 
2030. The 129-page report was completed in September to coincide with the Paris motor 
show. But the government has continued to sit on it and seems reluctant to ever publish it. 

Yet all those who have managed to glimpse at the document agree that it makes interesting 
reading. It concludes that there is not much future in the much vaunted developed of all 
electric-powered cars. Instead, it suggests that the traditional combustion engine powered by 
petrol, diesel, ethanol or new biofuels still offers the most realistic prospect of developing 
cleaner vehicles. Carbon emissions and fuel consumption could be cut by 30-40 per cent 
simply by improving the performance and efficiency of traditional engines and limiting the top 
speed to about 170km/hr. Even that is well above the average top speed restriction in Europe, 
with the notable exception of Germany. New so-called “stop and start” mechanisms can 
produce further 10 per cent reductions that can rise to 25-30 per cent in cities. Enhancements 
in car electronics as well as the development of more energy efficient tyres, such as Michelin’s 
new “energy saver” technology, are also expected to help reduce consumption and pollution. 

Overall, the Syrota report says that adapting and improving conventional engines could 
enhance their efficiency by an average of 50 per cent. It also argues that new-generation 
hybrid cars combining conventional engines with electric propulsion could provide an 
interesting future alternative.  

By combining electric batteries with conventional fuel-driven engines, cars could run on clean 
electricity for short urban trips while switching over to fuel on motorways. This would resolve 
one of the biggest problems facing all electric cars – the need to install costly battery 
recharging infrastructures.The report warns that the overall cost of an all-electric car remains 
unviable at around double that of a conventional vehicle. Battery technology is still 
unsatisfactory, severely limiting performance both in terms of range and speed. The electricity 
supply for these batteries would continue to come from mostly fossil sources. 

The misgivings over the future of the electric car may explain why the French government 
appears to have spiked the report. It probably considers it politically incorrect, especially when 
some of Mr Sarkozy’s big business chums such as Vincent Bolloré and Serge Dassault are 
developing either electric cars and lobbying hard. Renault too has struck a deal with Israel to 
jointly develop a mass-market electric vehicle. To paraphrase Al Gore’s documentary on 
climate change, Paris may feel it is not the best of times to publicise the inconvenient truth 
about electric cars. 

A clear line into S Korea 

South Korea has finally taken a step forward to liberalising its much regulated telecoms market 
by lifting a technical requirement that has made it hard for foreign handset makers to break into 
the market. The Korea Communications Commission has said that adopting WIPI, a 
homegrown technology on which all local handset applications are based, will no longer be 
mandatory from next April. 

The move will allow foreign players, who previously found it too expensive to produce 
handsets tailored for South Korea in line with the WIPI rule, a way into a market. Samsung and 
LG together control nearly 80 per cent of the market. 

Nokia, global leader in the handset market, has been virtually absent in South Korea, and 
Apple, the US technology group, has kept its iPhone out of the market because of the WIPI 
rule. Motorola is also a minor competitor in South Korea with less than 5 per cent of the 
market.  

South Korean telecom groups on Thursday welcomed the move, saying that the removal of 
one of the main barriers to foreign entry to the market would help widen choice for their 
customers. 

Nokia is in talks with SK Telecom to provide the country’s biggest operator with handsets, 
while Apple is discussing with KTF, another local operator, to supply its next-generation 
iPhone. 
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Freedom, not climate, is at risk 
By Vaclav Klaus 
Published: June 13 2007 17:44 | Last updated: June 13 2007 17:44 

We are living in strange times. One exceptionally warm winter is enough – irrespective of the fact 
that in the course of the 20th century the global temperature increased only by 0.6 per cent – for 
the environmentalists and their followers to suggest radical measures to do something about the 
weather, and to do it right now. 

In the past year, Al Gore’s so-called “documentary” film was shown 
in cinemas worldwide, Britain’s – more or less Tony Blair’s – Stern 
report was published, the fourth report of the United Nations’ 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change was put together and 
the Group of Eight summit announced ambitions to do something 
about the weather. Rational and freedom-loving people have to 
respond. The dictates of political correctness are strict and only 
one permitted truth, not for the first time in human history, is 
imposed on us. Everything else is denounced.  

The author Michael Crichton stated it clearly: “the greatest challenge facing mankind is the 
challenge of distinguishing reality from fantasy, truth from propaganda”. I feel the same way, 
because global warming hysteria has become a prime example of the truth versus propaganda 
problem. It requires courage to oppose the “established” truth, although a lot of people – including 
top-class scientists – see the issue of climate change entirely differently. They protest against the 
arrogance of those who advocate the global warming hypothesis and relate it to human activities.  

As someone who lived under communism for most of his life, I feel obliged to say that I see the 
biggest threat to freedom, democracy, the market economy and prosperity now in ambitious 
environmentalism, not in communism. This ideology wants to replace the free and spontaneous 
evolution of mankind by a sort of central (now global) planning.  

The environmentalists ask for immediate political action because they do not believe in the long-
term positive impact of economic growth and ignore both the technological progress that future 
generations will undoubtedly enjoy, and the proven fact that the higher the wealth of society, the 
higher is the quality of the environment. They are Malthusian pessimists. 

The scientists should help us and take into consideration the political effects of their scientific 
opinions. They have an obligation to declare their political and value assumptions and how much 
they have affected their selection and interpretation of scientific evidence.  

Does it make any sense to speak about warming of the Earth when we see it in the context of the 
evolution of our planet over hundreds of millions of years? Every child is taught at school about 
temperature variations, about the ice ages, about the much warmer climate in the Middle Ages. All 
of us have noticed that even during our life-time temperature changes occur (in both directions). 

Due to advances in technology, increases in disposable wealth, the rationality of institutions and 
the ability of countries to organise themselves, the adaptability of human society has been radically 
increased. It will continue to increase and will solve any potential consequences of mild climate 
changes.  

I agree with Professor Richard Lindzen from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, who said: 
“future generations will wonder in bemused amazement that the early 21st century’s developed 
world went into hysterical panic over a globally averaged temperature increase of a few tenths of a 
degree, and, on the basis of gross exaggerations of highly uncertain computer projections 
combined into implausible chains of inference, proceeded to contemplate a roll-back of the 
industrial age”. 

Ask President Klaus 

Is climate 
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The issue of global warming is more about social than natural sciences and more about man and 
his freedom than about tenths of a degree Celsius changes in average global temperature.  

As a witness to today’s worldwide debate on climate change, I suggest the following: 
■Small climate changes do not demand far-reaching restrictive measures 
■Any suppression of freedom and democracy should be avoided  
■Instead of organising people from above, let us allow everyone to live as he wants 
■Let us resist the politicisation of science and oppose the term “scientific consensus”, which is 
always achieved only by a loud minority, never by a silent majority 
■Instead of speaking about “the environment”, let us be attentive to it in our personal behaviour 
■Let us be humble but confident in the spontaneous evolution of human society. Let us trust its 
rationality and not try to slow it down or divert it in any direction 
■Let us not scare ourselves with catastrophic forecasts, or use them to defend and promote 
irrational interventions in human lives. 
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Freedom, not climate, is at risk 
By Vaclav Klaus 
Published: June 13 2007 17:44 | Last updated: June 13 2007 17:44 

We are living in strange times. One exceptionally warm winter is enough – irrespective of the fact 
that in the course of the 20th century the global temperature increased only by 0.6 per cent – for 
the environmentalists and their followers to suggest radical measures to do something about the 
weather, and to do it right now. 

In the past year, Al Gore’s so-called “documentary” film was shown 
in cinemas worldwide, Britain’s – more or less Tony Blair’s – Stern 
report was published, the fourth report of the United Nations’ 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change was put together and 
the Group of Eight summit announced ambitions to do something 
about the weather. Rational and freedom-loving people have to 
respond. The dictates of political correctness are strict and only 
one permitted truth, not for the first time in human history, is 
imposed on us. Everything else is denounced.  

The author Michael Crichton stated it clearly: “the greatest challenge facing mankind is the 
challenge of distinguishing reality from fantasy, truth from propaganda”. I feel the same way, 
because global warming hysteria has become a prime example of the truth versus propaganda 
problem. It requires courage to oppose the “established” truth, although a lot of people – including 
top-class scientists – see the issue of climate change entirely differently. They protest against the 
arrogance of those who advocate the global warming hypothesis and relate it to human activities.  

As someone who lived under communism for most of his life, I feel obliged to say that I see the 
biggest threat to freedom, democracy, the market economy and prosperity now in ambitious 
environmentalism, not in communism. This ideology wants to replace the free and spontaneous 
evolution of mankind by a sort of central (now global) planning.  

The environmentalists ask for immediate political action because they do not believe in the long-
term positive impact of economic growth and ignore both the technological progress that future 
generations will undoubtedly enjoy, and the proven fact that the higher the wealth of society, the 
higher is the quality of the environment. They are Malthusian pessimists. 

The scientists should help us and take into consideration the political effects of their scientific 
opinions. They have an obligation to declare their political and value assumptions and how much 
they have affected their selection and interpretation of scientific evidence.  

Does it make any sense to speak about warming of the Earth when we see it in the context of the 
evolution of our planet over hundreds of millions of years? Every child is taught at school about 
temperature variations, about the ice ages, about the much warmer climate in the Middle Ages. All 
of us have noticed that even during our life-time temperature changes occur (in both directions). 

Due to advances in technology, increases in disposable wealth, the rationality of institutions and 
the ability of countries to organise themselves, the adaptability of human society has been radically 
increased. It will continue to increase and will solve any potential consequences of mild climate 
changes.  

I agree with Professor Richard Lindzen from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, who said: 
“future generations will wonder in bemused amazement that the early 21st century’s developed 
world went into hysterical panic over a globally averaged temperature increase of a few tenths of a 
degree, and, on the basis of gross exaggerations of highly uncertain computer projections 
combined into implausible chains of inference, proceeded to contemplate a roll-back of the 
industrial age”. 
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Bush wants EPA action on greenhouse gases 
In response to Supreme Court ruling, president directs agencies to come up with 
plan to reduce carbon dioxide emissions.  

By Steve Hargreaves, CNNMoney.com staff writer 
May 14 2007: 6:26 PM EDT 

 
NEW YORK (CNNMoney.com) -- President Bush said Tuesday he is directing the Environmental Protection 
Agency, and the departments of energy, transportation and agriculture, to develop steps to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions by 2008, but he failed to call for a specific increase in fuel efficiency standards.  

He said the directive came in response to a Supreme Court ruling last month saying the EPA has the 
authority to regulate greenhouse gas emissions, including carbon dioxide, from the transportation sector. 

The EPA has previously refused to regulate carbon dioxide 
emissions, arguing that it did not have the authority to do so. 

Twelve states and several environmental organizations had sued the 
EPA for failing to act on the issue. 

Bush said the EPA's plan should center around his State of the 
Union proposal to replace 20 percent of the nation's gasoline use 
with alternative fuels over the next 10 years. 

Bush said during his Monday press conference from the White 
House Rose Garden that fuel efficiency will also be part of this plan, 
although he stopped short of calling for specific increases in fuel 
efficiency standards. 

"When it comes to the environment and energy, the American people 
expect common sense, and they expect action," he said. 

In a press conference after Bush's announcement, heads of the four 
agencies said a draft of proposals should be available by the fall, 
with some becoming law by the end of 2008. 

"We know that emissions contribute to climate change and this is a 
serious issue," said EPA Administrator Steve Johnson. "The Bush 
administration is taking the first steps to regulate greenhouse gas 
emissions from cars." 
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But specifics on what might be called for were in short supply, and 
the cabinet heads ducked repeated questions from reporters as to 
whether auto fuel efficiency standards would be raised.  

Last week a Senate committee approved a bill raising Corporate 
Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards to 35 miles per gallon by 
2020 from the current 27.5 miles per gallon, with a 4 percent 
increase every year after 2020. 

The auto industry lobbied hard against the bill, claiming it would be too expensive. Environmentalists said it 
isn't strict enough because it allows the mandates to be lifted they do prove too pricey. 

But with the Democrats in control of Congress while energy issues and global warming are in the public 
spotlight, most experts see some type of increase in fuel efficiency standards in the future.  

CAFE standards have remained basically unchanged for over two decades, and some say raising them is a 
key component in cutting gasoline demand, possibly bringing down record high gas prices.  
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Bush orders rules meant to curb greenhouse gases 
POSTED: 4:05 p.m. EDT, May 14, 2007  

WASHINGTON (AP) -- President Bush responded Monday to a Supreme Co
ordering federal agencies to find a way to begin regulating vehicle emissions
he leaves office. 

In a Rose Garden announcement, Bush said he wanted to move ahead, pen
separate legislative approaches. The new rules will "cut gasoline consumptio
greenhouse gas emissions from motor vehicles," he said. 

But the Bush executive order telling several agencies to finish the work by 2
said they must take into account the views of the general public, the impact t
rules would have on safety, scientific knowledge, available technology and th
Bush's term ends January 20, 2009. (Watch Bush argue that reducing the 
U.S.dependence on foreign oil increase security ) 

"This is a complex legal and technical matter and it's going to take time to fu
he said. 

The agencies involved include the departments of Transportation, Agricultur
Energy and the Environmental Protection Agency. 

Last month, the Supreme Court rebuked the Bush administration for its inact
global warming. In a 5-4 decision, it declared that carbon dioxide and other g
gases qualify as air pollutants under the Clean Air Act and thus can be regul
EPA. 

The court also said that the "laundry list" of reasons the administration has g
declining to do so are insufficient, and that the EPA must regulate carbon dio
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and other agencies to implement 
regulations that would reduce greenhouse 
gases emissions from vehicles. 
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leading gas linked to global warming, if it finds that it endangers public health

Democrats who control Congress have been pressuring the administration to
it will comply with the high court's ruling and decide whether to regulate carb
It was unlikely they would be satisfied with the lengthy process laid out by th

Bush has said previously that he recognizes the serious environmental prob
created by such emissions and other so-called greenhouse gases. But he ha
against anything other than a voluntary approach, saying regulations could u
economic activity. 

White House favors market-based approach 

There were few details immediately available about how the rules might look
House press secretary Tony Snow said Monday that the president's position
changed. 

"The market-based approach seems to work," Snow said. "The question is: d
set up a mandatory system or do you try to set up an innovation-based syste
president prefers innovation." 

The environmental group Environmental Defense said the effort "will fall far s
fixing the climate problem" without mandatory caps on carbon emissions. 

"Whether EPA will lead the fight against global warming or lead us to a hotte
remains to be seen," said Environmental Defense President Fred Krupp. "It's
this administration to join with the mainstream of American businesses and s
cap on carbon." 

In his State of the Union address in January, Bush set a goal of reducing gas
consumption by 20 percent over 10 years. Under his plan, this would be acc
by increasing the use of alternative fuels to 35 billion gallons by 2017 and bo
efficiency standards in new vehicles. 

The president said Monday that the agencies should use this so-called "20-i
as a starting point for the new regulations, while saying he still wants Congre
approve the plan legislatively. 

"When it comes to energy and the environment, the American people expect
sense and they expect action," Bush said. "We're taking action by taking the
toward rules that will make our economy stronger, our environment cleaner a
nation more secure for generations to come." 

Copyright 2007 The Associated Press. All rights reserved.This material may
published, broadcast, rewritten, or redistributed. 
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Posted by Marc Morano – Marc_Morano@EPW.Senate.Gov  - 9:14 PM ET  - May 15, 
2007 

Climate Momentum Shifting: Prominent Scientists 
Reverse Belief in Man-made Global Warming - Now 

Skeptics 

Growing Number of Scientists Convert to Skeptics After Reviewing New Research  

Following the U.S. Senate's vote today on a global warming measure (see today's AP 
article: Senate Defeats Climate Change Measure,) it is an opportune time to examine 
the recent and quite remarkable momentum shift taking place in climate science. Many 
former believers in catastrophic man-made global warming have recently reversed 
themselves and are now climate skeptics.  The names included below are just a sampling 
of the prominent scientists who have spoken out recently to oppose former Vice President 
Al Gore, the United Nations and the media driven “consensus” on man-made global 
warming.   

The list below is just the tip of the iceberg.  A more detailed and comprehensive sampling 
of scientists who have only recently spoken out against climate hysteria will be 
forthcoming in a soon to be released U.S. Senate report. Please stay tuned to this website, 
as this new government report is set to redefine the current climate debate.  

In the meantime, please review the list of scientists below and ask yourself why the 
media is missing one of the biggest stories in climate of 2007.  Feel free to distribute the 
partial list of scientists who recently converted to skeptics to your local schools and 
universities. The voices of rank and file scientists opposing climate doomsayers can serve 
as a counter to the alarmism that children are being exposed to on a daily basis. (See 
Washington Post April 16, 2007 article about kids fearing of a “climactic Armageddon” ) 
The media's climate fear factor seemingly grows louder even as the latest science grows 
less and less alarming by the day. (See Der Spiegel May 7, 2007 article: Not the End of 
the World as We Know It ) It is also worth noting that the proponents of climate fears are 
increasingly attempting to suppress dissent by skeptic. (See UPI May 10, 2007 article: 
U.N. official says it's 'completely immoral' to doubt global warming fears )  

Once Believers, Now Skeptics – ( Link to web version 
http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Minority.Blogs&ContentRecor
d_id=927b9303-802a-23ad-494b-dccb00b51a12&Region_id=&Issue_id=   ) 

Geophysicist Dr. Claude Allegre, a top geophysicist and French Socialist who has 
authored more than 100 scientific articles and written 11 books and received numerous 
scientific awards including the Goldschmidt Medal from the Geochemical Society of the 
United States, converted from climate alarmist to skeptic in 2006. Allegre, who was one 
of the first scientists to sound global warming fears 20 years ago, now says the cause of 
climate change is "unknown" and accused the “prophets of doom of global warming” of 



being motivated by money, noting that "the ecology of helpless protesting has become a 
very lucrative business for some people!" “Glaciers’ chronicles or historical archives 
point to the fact that climate is a capricious phenomena. This fact is confirmed by 
mathematical meteorological theories. So, let us be cautious,” Allegre explained in a 
September 21, 2006 article in the French newspaper L'EXPRESS. The National Post in 
Canada also profiled Allegre on March 2, 2007, noting “Allegre has the highest 
environmental credentials. The author of early environmental books, he fought successful 
battles to protect the ozone layer from CFCs and public health from lead pollution.” 
Allegre now calls fears of a climate disaster "simplistic and obscuring the true dangers” 
mocks "the greenhouse-gas fanatics whose proclamations consist in denouncing man's 
role on the climate without doing anything about it except organizing conferences and 
preparing protocols that become dead letters." Allegre, a member of both the French and 
U.S. Academy of Sciences, had previously expressed concern about manmade global 
warming. "By burning fossil fuels, man enhanced the concentration of carbon dioxide in 
the atmosphere which has raised the global mean temperature by half a degree in the last 
century," Allegre wrote 20 years ago. In addition, Allegre was one of 1500 scientists who 
signed a November 18, 1992 letter titled “World Scientists' Warning to Humanity” in 
which the scientists warned that global warming’s “potential risks are very great.”  

Geologist Bruno Wiskel of the University of Alberta recently reversed his view of 
man-made climate change and instead became a global warming skeptic. Wiskel was 
once such a big believer in man-made global warming that he set out to build a “Kyoto 
house” in honor of the UN sanctioned Kyoto Protocol which was signed in 1997.  Wiskel 
wanted to prove that the Kyoto Protocol’s goals were achievable by people making small 
changes in their lives. But after further examining the science behind Kyoto, Wiskel 
reversed his scientific views completely and became such a strong skeptic that he 
recently wrote a book titled “The Emperor's New Climate: Debunking the Myth of 
Global Warming.”  A November 15, 2006 Edmonton Sun article explains Wiskel’s 
conversion while building his “Kyoto house”: “Instead, he said he realized global 
warming theory was full of holes and ‘red flags,’ and became convinced that humans are 
not responsible for rising temperatures.” Wiskel now says “the truth has to start 
somewhere.”  Noting that the Earth has been warming for 18,000 years, Wiskel told the 
Canadian newspaper, “If this happened once and we were the cause of it, that would be 
cause for concern. But glaciers have been coming and going for billions of years."  
Wiskel also said that global warming has gone "from a science to a religion” and noted 
that research money is being funneled into promoting climate alarmism instead of 
funding areas he considers more worthy. "If you funnel money into things that can't be 
changed, the money is not going into the places that it is needed,” he said.  

Astrophysicist Dr. Nir Shaviv, one of Israel's top young award winning scientists, 
recanted his belief that manmade emissions were driving climate change. ""Like many 
others, I was personally sure that CO2 is the bad culprit in the story of global warming. 
But after carefully digging into the evidence, I realized that things are far more 
complicated than the story sold to us by many climate scientists or the stories regurgitated 
by the media. In fact, there is much more than meets the eye,” Shaviv said in February 2, 
2007 Canadian National Post article. According to Shaviv, the C02 temperature link is 



only “incriminating circumstantial evidence.” "Solar activity can explain a large part of 
the 20th-century global warming" and "it is unlikely that [the solar climate link] does not 
exist,” Shaviv noted pointing to the impact cosmic- rays have on the atmosphere. 
According to the National Post, Shaviv believes that even a doubling of CO2 in the 
atmosphere by 2100 "will not dramatically increase the global temperature." “Even if we 
halved the CO2 output, and the CO2 increase by 2100 would be, say, a 50% increase 
relative to today instead of a doubled amount, the expected reduction in the rise of global 
temperature would be less than 0.5C. This is not significant,” Shaviv explained. Shaviv 
also wrote on August 18, 2006 that a colleague of his believed that “CO2 should have a 
large effect on climate” so “he set out to reconstruct the phanerozoic temperature. He 
wanted to find the CO2 signature in the data, but since there was none, he slowly had to 
change his views.”  Shaviv believes there will be more scientists converting to man-made 
global warming skepticism as they discover the dearth of evidence. “I think this is 
common to many of the scientists who think like us (that is, that CO2 is a secondary 
climate driver). Each one of us was working in his or her own niche. While working 
there, each one of us realized that things just don't add up to support the AGW 
(Anthropogenic Global Warming) picture. So many had to change their views,” he wrote.  

Mathematician & engineer Dr. David Evans, who did carbon accounting for the 
Australian Government, recently detailed his conversion to a skeptic. “I devoted six 
years to carbon accounting, building models for the Australian government to estimate 
carbon emissions from land use change and forestry. When I started that job in 1999 the 
evidence that carbon emissions caused global warming seemed pretty conclusive, but 
since then new evidence has weakened the case that carbon emissions are the main cause. 
I am now skeptical,” Evans wrote in an April 30, 2007 blog. “But after 2000 the evidence 
for carbon emissions gradually got weaker -- better temperature data for the last century, 
more detailed ice core data, then laboratory evidence that cosmic rays precipitate low 
clouds,” Evans wrote.  “As Lord Keynes famously said, ‘When the facts change, I change 
my mind. What do you do, sir?’” he added. Evans noted how he benefited from man-
made climate fears as a scientist. “And the political realm in turn fed money back into the 
scientific community. By the late 1990's, lots of jobs depended on the idea that carbon 
emissions caused global warming. Many of them were bureaucratic, but there were a lot 
of science jobs created too. I was on that gravy train, making a high wage in a science job 
that would not have existed if we didn't believe carbon emissions caused global warming. 
And so were lots of people around me; and there were international conferences full of 
such people. And we had political support, the ear of government, big budgets, and we 
felt fairly important and useful (well, I did anyway). It was great. We were working to 
save the planet!  But starting in about 2000, the last three of the four pieces of evidence 
outlined above fell away or reversed,” Evans wrote. “The pre-2000 ice core data was the 
central evidence for believing that atmospheric carbon caused temperature increases. The 
new ice core data shows that past warmings were *not* initially caused by rises in 
atmospheric carbon, and says nothing about the strength of any amplification. This piece 
of evidence casts reasonable doubt that atmospheric carbon had any role in past 
warmings, while still allowing the possibility that it had a supporting role,” he added. 
“Unfortunately politics and science have become even more entangled. The science of 
global warming has become a partisan political issue, so positions become more 



entrenched. Politicians and the public prefer simple and less-nuanced messages. At the 
moment the political climate strongly supports carbon emissions as the cause of global 
warming, to the point of sometimes rubbishing or silencing critics,” he concluded. (Evans 
bio link )   

Climate researcher Dr. Tad Murty, former Senior Research Scientist for Fisheries 
and Oceans in Canada, also reversed himself from believer in man-made climate 
change to a skeptic.  “I stated with a firm belief about global warming, until I started 
working on it myself,” Murty explained on August 17, 2006.  “I switched to the other 
side in the early 1990's when Fisheries and Oceans Canada asked me to prepare a 
position paper and I started to look into the problem seriously,” Murty explained. Murty 
was one of the 60 scientists who wrote an April 6, 2006 letter urging withdrawal of 
Kyoto to Canadian prime minister Stephen Harper which stated in part, "If, back in the 
mid-1990s, we knew what we know today about climate, Kyoto would almost certainly 
not exist, because we would have concluded it was not necessary.”   

Botanist Dr. David Bellamy, a famed UK environmental campaigner, former 
lecturer at Durham University and host of a popular UK TV series on wildlife, 
recently converted into a skeptic after reviewing the science and now calls global 
warming fears "poppycock." According to a May 15, 2005 article in the UK Sunday 
Times, Bellamy said “global warming is largely a natural phenomenon.  The world is 
wasting stupendous amounts of money on trying to fix something that can’t be fixed.” 
“The climate-change people have no proof for their claims. They have computer models 
which do not prove anything,” Bellamy added. Bellamy’s conversion on global warming 
did not come without a sacrifice as several environmental groups have ended their 
association with him because of his views on climate change. The severing of relations 
came despite Bellamy’s long activism for green campaigns. The UK Times reported 
Bellamy “won respect from hardline environmentalists with his campaigns to save 
Britain’s peat bogs and other endangered habitats. In Tasmania he was arrested when he 
tried to prevent loggers cutting down a rainforest.”  
  
Climate scientist Dr. Chris de Freitas of The University of Auckland, N.Z., also 
converted from a believer in man-made global warming to a skeptic. “At first I accepted 
that increases in human caused additions of carbon dioxide and methane in the 
atmosphere would trigger changes in water vapor etc. and lead to dangerous ‘global 
warming,’ But with time and with the results of research, I formed the view that, although 
it makes for a good story, it is unlikely that the man-made changes are drivers of 
significant climate variation.” de Freitas wrote on August 17, 2006. “I accept there may 
be small changes. But I see the risk of anything serious to be minute,” he added. “One 
could reasonably argue that lack of evidence is not a good reason for complacency. But I 
believe the billions of dollars committed to GW research and lobbying for GW and for 
Kyoto treaties etc could be better spent on uncontroversial and very real environmental 
problems (such as air pollution, poor sanitation, provision of clean water and improved 
health services) that we know affect tens of millions of people,” de Freitas concluded. de 
Freitas was one of the 60 scientists who wrote an April 6, 2006 letter urging withdrawal 
of Kyoto to Canadian prime minister Stephen Harper which stated in part, “Significant 



[scientific] advances have been made since the [Kyoto] protocol was created, many of 
which are taking us away from a concern about increasing greenhouse gases.”  

Meteorologist Dr. Reid Bryson, the founding chairman of the Department of 
Meteorology at University of Wisconsin (now the Department of Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Sciences, was pivotal in promoting the coming ice age scare of the 1970’s 
( See Time Magazine’s 1974 article “Another Ice Age” citing Bryson: & see Newsweek’s 
1975 article “The Cooling World” citing Bryson) has now converted into a leading global 
warming skeptic. In February 8, 2007 Bryson dismissed what he terms "sky is falling" 
man-made global warming fears. Bryson, was on the United Nations Global 500 Roll of 
Honor and was identified by the British Institute of Geographers as the most frequently 
cited climatologist in the world. “Before there were enough people to make any 
difference at all, two million years ago, nobody was changing the climate, yet the climate 
was changing, okay?” Bryson told the May 2007 issue of Energy Cooperative News. “All 
this argument is the temperature going up or not, it’s absurd. Of course it’s going up. It 
has gone up since the early 1800s, before the Industrial Revolution, because we’re 
coming out of the Little Ice Age, not because we’re putting more carbon dioxide into the 
air,” Bryson said. “You can go outside and spit and have the same effect as doubling 
carbon dioxide,” he added. “We cannot say what part of that warming was due to 
mankind's addition of ‘greenhouse gases’ until we consider the other possible factors, 
such as aerosols. The aerosol content of the atmosphere was measured during the past 
century, but to my knowledge this data was never used. We can say that the question of 
anthropogenic modification of the climate is an important question -- too important to 
ignore. However, it has now become a media free-for-all and a political issue more than a 
scientific problem,” Bryson explained in 2005.  

Global warming author and economist Hans H.J. Labohm started out as a man-made 
global warming believer but he later switched his view after conducting climate research. 
 Labohm wrote on August 19, 2006, “I started as a anthropogenic global warming 
believer, then I read the [UN’s IPCC] Summary for Policymakers and the research of 
prominent skeptics.”  “After that, I changed my mind,” Labohn explained. Labohn co-
authored the 2004 book “Man-Made Global Warming: Unraveling a Dogma,” with 
chemical engineer Dick Thoenes who was the former chairman of the Royal 
Netherlands Chemical Society. Labohm was one of the 60 scientists who wrote an April 
6, 2006 letter urging withdrawal of Kyoto to Canadian prime minister Stephen Harper 
which stated in part, “’Climate change is real’ is a meaningless phrase used repeatedly by 
activists to convince the public that a climate catastrophe is looming and humanity is the 
cause. Neither of these fears is justified. Global climate changes all the time due to 
natural causes and the human impact still remains impossible to distinguish from this 
natural ‘noise.’”  

Paleoclimatologist Tim Patterson, of Carlton University in Ottawa converted from 
believer in C02 driving the climate change to a skeptic. “I taught my students that CO2 
was the prime driver of climate change,” Patterson  wrote on April 30, 2007. Patterson 
said his “conversion” happened following his research on “the nature of paleo-
commercial fish populations in the NE Pacific.” “[My conversion from believer to 
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