(8) THE MONACO DECLARATION

Mark Duchamp [save.the.eagles@gmail.com]

Dear Benny,

The oceans' acidity scare is back, embodied in the Monaco Declaration:

http://www.edie.net/news/news_story.asp?src=nl&id=15958

"...more than 150 leading experts warned that the world's oceans are becoming more acidic as a result of absorbing ever-increasing amounts of CO2."

"Surface ocean pH has already dropped by 0.1 units since the beginning of the Industrial revolution, exposing marine organisms to a rate of acidification that scientists believe has not been seen for many millions of years."

Dear me! Didn't corals appear in the oceans over 500 millions years ago, when there was 10 times as much CO2 in the atmosphere than there is today, and global temperature was 8 or 9 degrees warmer?

And if the world's climate were to resume its warming, aren't the oceans supposed to RELEASE more CO2 than they absorb?

Regards

Mark Duchamp

Director, Climate Change and Alternative Energies

Iberica 2000

Partida La Sella, 25

03750 Pedreguer, Spain

www.iberica2000.org/Es/Articulo.asp?Id=1228
Source :  CCNet newsletter reproduced below. 

Richard S. Courtney confirmed this in a detailed note which is published here : www.iberica2000.org/documents/EOLICA/GLOBAL_WARMING/CLIMATE_CHANGE_LATEST/Ocean_acidification_not_a_risk.doc  

CCNet 28/2009 - 23 February 2009 -- Audiatur et altera pars

GREEN NIGHTMARE: COLLAPSING CARBON MARKET BACKFIRES

---------------------------------------------------

Set up to price pollution out of existence, carbon trading is pricing it back in. Europe's carbon markets are in collapse. Intended to price fossil fuels out of the market, the system is instead turning them into the rational economic choice. Nicholas Stern described climate change as "the biggest market failure in history" - a market failure to which carbon trading was meant to be a market solution. Instead, it's bolstering the business case for fossil fuels.

   --Julian Glover, The Guardian, 23 February 2009

Suddenly, climate change has turned into Kevin Rudd's perfect storm. The issue that worked so strongly in his favour in 2007 threatens to be a political nightmare. The Prime Minister remains committed to his emissions trading scheme (ETS). But he's had to lower his aspirations: the proposed plan has very modest targets, but even so it is at risk of being sunk by a Senate divided between critics who will variously attack it for going too far and not far enough.

    --Michelle Grattan, The Sydney Morning Herald, 22 February 2009

Take the one concrete measure that came out of President Obama’s Thursday meeting with Prime Minister Stephen Harper – a Canada-U.S. decision to look into carbon capture as a solution to global warming. The U.S. president, in a veiled criticism of the Kyoto Accord on climate change, also noted that no solution to global warming can be found unless China and India are drawn in. This has been Harper's position all along. It was also that of former U.S. president George W. Bush.

   --Thomas Walkom, The Toronto Star, 21 February 2009

Britain's efforts to cut carbon emissions have been hampered by government infighting and a reluctance to stand up to industry, according to the UK's former climate change minister. Elliot Morley, head of the new energy and climate change select committee, said tensions between different government departments had undermined moves to cut greenhouse gas pollution. Policies to cut carbon and help the environment were dismissed inside Whitehall as "idealistic and not giving enough attention to the pragmatic needs of industry", he said.

    --David Adam, The Guardian, 23 February 2009
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(1) COLLAPSING CARBON MARKET BACKFIRES

The Guardian, 23 February 2009

http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2009/feb/23/glover-carbon-market-pollution

Julian Glover

'Roll up for the great pollution fire sale, the ultimate chance to wreck the climate on the cheap. You sir, over there, from the power company - look at this lovely tonne of freshly made, sulphur-rich carbon dioxide. Last summer it cost an eyewatering €31 to throw up your smokestack, but in our give-away global recession sale, that's been slashed to a crazy €8.20. Dump plans for the wind turbine! Compare our offer with costly solar energy! At this low, low price you can't afford not to burn coal!"

Set up to price pollution out of existence, carbon trading is pricing it back in. Europe's carbon markets are in collapse.

Yet the hiss of escaping gas is almost inaudible. There's no big news headline, nothing sensational for TV viewers to watch; no queues outside banks or missing Texan showmen. You can't see or hear a market for a pollutant tumble. But at stake is what was supposed to be a central lever in the world's effort to turn back climate change. Intended to price fossil fuels out of the market, the system is instead turning them into the rational economic choice.

That there exists something called carbon trading is about all that most people know. A few know, too, that Europe has created carbon exchanges, and traders who buy and sell. Few but the professionals, however, know that this market is now failing in its purpose: to edge up the cost of emitting CO2.

The theory sounded fine in the boom years, back when Nicholas Stern described climate change as "the biggest market failure in history" - a market failure to which carbon trading was meant to be a market solution. Instead, it's bolstering the business case for fossil fuels.

Understanding why is easy. A year ago European governments allocated a limited number of carbon emission permits to their big polluters. Businesses that reduce pollution are allowed to sell spare permits to ones that need more. As demand outstrips this capped supply, and the price of permits rises, an incentive grows to invest in green energy. Why buy costly permits to keep a coal plant running when you can put the cash into clean power instead?

All this only works as the carbon price lifts. As with 1924 Château Lafite or Damian Hirst's diamond skulls, scarcity and speculation create the value. If permits are cheap, and everyone has lots, the green incentive crashes into reverse. As recession slashes output, companies pile up permits they don't need and sell them on. The price falls, and anyone who wants to pollute can afford to do so. The result is a system that does nothing at all for climate change but a lot for the bottom lines of mega-polluters such as the steelmaker Corus: industrial assistance in camouflage.

"I don't know why industrials would miss this opportunity," said one trader last week. "They are using it to compensate for the tightening of credit and the slowdown, to pay for redundancies."

A lot of the blame lies with governments that signed up to carbon trading as a neat idea, but then indulged polluters with luxurious quantities of permits. The excuse was that growth would soon see them bumping against the ceiling.

Instead, exchanges are in meltdown: a tonne of carbon has dropped to about €8, down from last year's summer peak of €31 and far below the €30-€45 range at which renewables can compete with fossil fuels.

The lesson of the carbon slump, like the credit crunch, is that markets can be a conduit, but not a substitute, for political will. They only work when properly primed and regulated. Europe hoped that the mere creation of a carbon market would drive everyone away from fossil fuels. It forgot that demand had to outstrip supply, and that if growth stops, demand drops too.

There is not much time to rescue the system. Carbon trading remains at the heart of the international response to climate change. Obama backs what Americans call cap and trade. Australia wants to try the same thing. It should be at the heart of a deal at the Copenhagen summit this winter. But both are hesitating, given Europe's mess.

The market must be unashamedly rigged to force supply below demand. The obvious way would be to cut the number of permits in circulation, but in a recession no government will be brave enough to do that. And private initiatives such as Sandbag, which encourages individuals to buy and lock away permits, can exert little pressure on price in a market awash with them.

Europe can choke off tomorrow's supply, however, without hitting business today. First the EU must stop importing permits from countries such as Russia - a bonus for a paper transaction. No one really believes that 15m tonnes of imported permits will not still be emitted by a steelworks somewhere east of Novosibirsk.

Second, it must publish plans to crack down on the surplus of permits when the recession is over. Warnings of famine ahead, when the scheme enters its third stage in 2012, would raise prices now, if believed.

Like medieval pardoners handing out unlimited indulgences, governments have created a glut. Reformation must follow. Wanted - a modern Martin Luther to nail a shaming truth to industry's door: Europe's whizz-bang carbon market is turning sub-prime.

Copyright 2009, The Guardian

==========

(2) CAP AND TRADE TURNS INTO 'POLITICAL NIGHTMARE' FOR KEVIN RUDD

The Sydney Morning Herald, 22 February 2009

http://www.smh.com.au/environment/global-warming/storm-brews-over-emissions-20090221-8e72.html

Michelle Grattan.

SUDDENLY, climate change has turned into Kevin Rudd's perfect storm. The issue that worked so strongly in his favour in 2007 threatens to be a political nightmare.

The Prime Minister remains committed to his emissions trading scheme (ETS). But he's had to lower his aspirations: the proposed plan has very modest targets, but even so it is at risk of being sunk by a Senate divided between critics who will variously attack it for going too far and not far enough.

Last week was a shambles. The Government had set hares running when it recently set up a parliamentary inquiry to report on emissions trading. The Opposition cast this as digging a grave for its plan; more likely the inquiry was to provide some political propaganda while the legislation was being debated mid-year.

But - very oddly - the inquiry was asked to report after the legislation was due to be passed. When this became controversial, the committee chairman, Craig Thomson (Labor), announced on Thursday there would be an interim report. Then within hours the Government killed the inquiry, saying it had become "politicised".

The hoo-ha over the mystery inquiry forced the Government to reaffirm it was proceeding with its ETS. Meanwhile, the ground is shifting under it. The global economic crisis has given industry critics real reasons and political ammunition to attack the scheme, the design of which was already influenced by the new economic situation. Businesses affected have become more critical by the day - and that criticism will increase, putting pressure on the Government to make further changes.

This reaction is playing into the divisions in the Opposition over policy generally and an ETS in particular.

Rewind to the latter days of Brendan Nelson. As Opposition leader, Nelson - responding to pressure within his party and from some advisers - was inclined to toughen the Opposition's policy by linking action on an ETS to what the rest of the world did. Malcolm Turnbull, then shadow treasurer, and Greg Hunt, environment spokesman, strongly resisted and stared down Nelson, leaving the central difference with the Government one of timing.

Turnbull has always been committed to emissions trading but that's no guarantee the Opposition will let the Government plan through, especially given the new economic circumstances.

While the Opposition waits for the legislation and for its own review of the ETS, Turnbull is trying to outflank the Government politically by declaring the Coalition would, through other carbon reduction measures, cut emissions by more than the Labor scheme guarantees.

FULL STORY at http://www.smh.com.au/environment/global-warming/storm-brews-over-emissions-20090221-8e72.html
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(3) CHINA, U.S. AGREE TO CO-OPERATE ON COAL TECHNOLOGY

China Daily, 22 February 2009

http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/china/2009-02/22/content_7500333.htm

China and the United States agreed Saturday that regular dialogue on economic issues would now be expanded to include security and other issues.

Details of the bilateral dialogue will be finalized by President Hu Jintao and US President Barack Obama at an economic summit in London in April, according to visiting US Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton.

The top US diplomat held extensive talks with top Chinese leaders including President Hu Jintao, Premier Wen Jiabao, as well as Foreign Minister Yang Jiechi, focusing on global financial crisis, climate changes, and deepening China-US relations...

Clinton noted that the Sino-US relationship has entered a new era of positive cooperation since the two sides share broad common interests on a host of fields and global issues.

While pushing forward a US-China partnership on fighting the global warming, Clinton said she hoped the Chinese would avoid the kind of environmental "mistakes" that accompanied development in Western countries.

Clinton said she and Chinese officials had agreed to develop clean energy technology that would use renewable sources and safely store the dirty emissions from burning coal.

FULL STORY at http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/china/2009-02/22/content_7500333.htm
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(4) OPINION: IS OBAMA FOLLOWING BUSH’S CLIMATE POLICY?

The Toronto Star, 21 February 2009

http://www.thestar.com/News/Insight/article/590950

Thomas Walkom

Canadians going gaga over Barack Obama need to get a grip. He is not going to change the world. He is not going to right all wrongs. Indeed, his whirlwind visit to Ottawa this week underlines the new U.S. president's innate conservatism.

Take the one concrete measure that came out of his Thursday meeting with Prime Minister Stephen Harper – a Canada-U.S. decision to look into carbon capture as a solution to global warming.

This does not signify Harper's willingness to endorse an Obama-sponsored get-tough approach to climate change. Rather, it represents the opposite – Obama's willingness to sign on to Harper's search (much criticized by Canadian environmentalists) for a miraculous new technology that would allow oil refineries and coal plants to keep polluting and then permanently store the resultant carbon emissions underground.

The U.S. president, in a veiled criticism of the Kyoto Accord on climate change, also noted that no solution to global warming can be found unless China and India are drawn in.

This has been Harper's position all along. It was also that of former U.S. president George W. Bush.

None of this is to say that Obama is Bush redux. He isn't. But the differences between the two have been greatly overdrawn.

FULL COMMENT at http://www.thestar.com/News/Insight/article/590950

==========

(5) UK CLIMATE POLICY: BETWEEN GREEN SPIN AND ECONOMIC REAL-POLITIK

The Guardian, 23 February 2009

http://www.guardian.co.uk/politics/2009/feb/23/greenhouse-gas-carbon-emissions

David Adam, environment correspondent

Britain's efforts to cut carbon emissions have been hampered by government infighting and a reluctance to stand up to industry, according to the UK's former climate change minister.

Elliot Morley, head of the new energy and climate change select committee, said tensions between different government departments had undermined moves to cut greenhouse gas pollution. Policies to cut carbon and help the environment were dismissed inside Whitehall as "idealistic and not giving enough attention to the pragmatic needs of industry", he said.

In an interview with the Guardian, Morley, a minister in the environment department Defra from 2003 to 2006, said: "I think there has been a failure to get complete cross-government buy-in." He added: "Defra did its best, but unless you get action from all the other ministries including the Treasury, you're never going to get anywhere." Crucial changes to building standards to make homes more energy efficient were delayed because of industry lobbying, he said.

Last year's government restructure to form a new Department of Energy and Climate Change will make a "huge difference" but will not solve the problem. "No one department is going to be able to deliver the kind of change that we need."

He said government squabbling had derailed efforts to reduce UK carbon dioxide emissions by 20% by 2010 - a key Labour target from the 1997 manifesto which ministers have admitted they will miss. Carbon dioxide emissions have risen by 0.3% since Labour came to power, though Britain remains on track to meet a separate greenhouse gas target under the Kyoto protocol.

"It came down to this argument about the costs to industry, which is what the energy people thought was their priority," Morley said. "Defra would sometimes be presented as a department that was too idealistic and not giving enough attention to the pragmatic needs of industry."

Morley praised the UK's "ground breaking" climate change bill, which commits the government to binding carbon reduction targets, but said there had been significant failures elsewhere. "Why on earth are we still building hospitals without combined heat and power? The answer is the tendering process and the private finance initiative."

He said it was "impossible to say" if he lost his ministerial role because of his doubts over on nuclear power. He is "sceptical" that nuclear can deliver more power than renewables for the same cost.

Copyright 2009, The Guardian
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(6) OPINION: SCRAP THE EMISSIONS TRADING SCHEME

23 February 2009

http://business.theage.com.au/business/scrap-the-emissions-trading-scheme-20090222-8eqx.html

Kenneth Davidson

THE Prime Minister, Kevin Rudd, and the Minister for Climate Change, Senator Penny Wong, have gone so far out of their way to outflank the Coalition on climate change by coming up with a low carbon reduction target that they themselves are the ones most exposed in a political no man's land.

They have got themselves in this position by treating global warming as a political issue that could be manipulated to do damage to their opponents.

On February 12, when the electorate was distracted by the Victorian bushfires and the announcement of the $42 billion economic stimulus package, the Treasurer, Wayne Swan, announced the House Standing Committee on Economics would undertake an inquiry on the choice of emissions trading as the central policy to reduce Australia's carbon pollution.

Submissions were required to be in by March 20 and an interim report would be published by May before the legislation setting up the Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme (CPRS) was expected to be put before Parliament.

This seemed like a sensible response to the growing criticism of the Government's emissions trading scheme (ETS). Earlier in February, 150 environmental groups met in Canberra and resolved to oppose the passage of the Government's ETS, including by a civil disobedience campaign if necessary, because the carbon reduction targets were dangerously low.

Depending on the evidence the committee came up with, it could allow the Government to delay, modify or abandon the CPRS.

But a week later Mr Swan announced the inquiry was cancelled. The original decision was either a cock-up or the cabinet is split on whether the CPRS is so badly flawed that it should be abandoned in favour of a carbon tax.

The political calculus for the Government must be that unless it can retain Green preferences, some inner-city seats would become marginal in the 2010 election.

Economists on the left and the right who are concerned about global warming are now openly opposed to carbon trading as proposed by the Government and in favour of a carbon tax.

As originally envisioned both in Europe and Australia, companies would buy all the permits needed to cover their projected carbon dioxide emissions. If they produced more CO2 than expected, they would have to buy more permits. If they produced less carbon than anticipated, they would be able to sell their surplus permits. Because the supply of permits was to be fixed, if demand exceeded supply the price of permits would be forced up.

But in the EU (and now in Australia) the largest polluters argued that having to buy permits would undermine their competitiveness. In the EU, permits were given out for free and in such large quantities that the market became glutted and the price collapsed.

Even so, the "market value" of permits was passed on to consumers. The scheme generated billions of dollars in rents for the largest polluters and the amount of CO2 actually increased since the trading scheme was introduced in 2004.

The German magazine Der Spiegel recently pointed out that while Germany leads the world in wind and solar energy generation, the EU emissions trading scheme hasn't led to a reduction in German emissions by a single gram.

In the US, the Obama Administration's Energy Secretary, Nobel prize-winning scientist Dr Steven Chu, has indicated he favours the US adopting a carbon tax rather than emissions trading.

FULL COMMENT at http://business.theage.com.au/business/scrap-the-emissions-trading-scheme-20090222-8eqx.html

======== e-mails ========

(7) A NEW PARTY DOWN UNDER

John A [johna.sci@googlemail.com]

Benny

I thought I'd break cover by informing you that in Australia, a new political party has been formed to represent climate sceptics. Called "The Climate Sceptics" http://www.climatesceptics.com.au the party has a nice cartoon of "Skeppy" the sceptical kangaroo and a no-nonsense message:

"Anthropogenic or man-made Global Warming (AGW) alarmism is the biggest con, fraud, hoax, swindle, deception and mass hysteria in the history of modern civilization, because climate changes naturally. The Climate Sceptics support all practical measures to prevent environmental degradation. We support the development of cleaner and more efficient sources of energy. Unfortunately governmental taxes to stop climate change are a colossal diversion of funds from core obligations, and Emission Trading Schemes (ETS) will do absolutely nothing for the Murray-Darling basin, the Great Barrier Reef, or land degradation - just as it will do absolutely nothing to stop climate change. The Climate Sceptics are here to demand rational debate and responsible leadership. We reject the extremist views that now threaten what Australians have sacrificed to achieve in living standards, rights and freedoms."

Amongst other fun statements, the CS have this to say on the Mann Hockey Stick:

"...the infamous "Hockey Stick" graph that was peddled around the world by the IPCC as proof of AGW - until it was exposed as a scientific fraud"

One can only hope that Michael Mann takes up the challenge and sues these people for libel - its the only way to be sure.

With the Greens now under pressure since the Victorian fires which killed 200 people, which were due in part to the lack of back burning and proper fire management of Eucalypt forests, pressure groups like these are springing up all over the place.

Best regards

John A

========

(8) THE MONACO DECLARATION

Mark Duchamp [save.the.eagles@gmail.com]

Dear Benny,

The oceans' acidity scare is back, embodied in the Monaco Declaration:

http://www.edie.net/news/news_story.asp?src=nl&id=15958

"...more than 150 leading experts warned that the world's oceans are becoming more acidic as a result of absorbing ever-increasing amounts of CO2."

"Surface ocean pH has already dropped by 0.1 units since the beginning of the Industrial revolution, exposing marine organisms to a rate of acidification that scientists believe has not been seen for many millions of years."

Dear me! Didn't corals appear in the oceans over 500 millions years ago, when there was 10 times as much CO2 in the atmosphere than there is today, and global temperature was 8 or 9 degrees warmer?

And if the world's climate were to resume its warming, aren't the oceans supposed to RELEASE more CO2 than they absorb?

Regards

Mark Duchamp

Director, Climate Change and Alternative Energies

Iberica 2000

Partida La Sella, 25

03750 Pedreguer, Spain

www.iberica2000.org/Es/Articulo.asp?Id=1228
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(9) RE: FOLLOW UP ON Y2Y

Jens Kieffer-Olsen [mailto:dstdba@post4.tele.dk]

Dear Benny Peiser,

In CCNet 26/2009 Jolyon Hallows wrote:

 <<Whether package developers originally produced systems unaffected by the century change or updated their packages when the problem became known, the result is that when the clock ticked over on January 1, 2000, these packages were up-to-date without the need for any intervention by their users. That is, all a small business user had to do was to keep its system current, a practice that is advisable with or without a Y2K threat.>>

From my own direct involvement in the Y2K scenario I can add two observations. One is that older business systems were designed by specialists who foresaw the century change, but that later amendments and enhancements to such systems were often the product of less skilled programmers, and so, contrary to common logic, the Y2K effort was not centred so much around old hard-to-modify core code as around new easy-to-access add-on code.

My other observation is that some Y2K fixes were only postponing problems, shifting the double-digit window by 15, 25, or 50 years. In other words we should expect a trickle of residual problems to surface as we approach the year 2049 :-)

Yours sincerely

Jens Kieffer-Olsen, M.Sc.(Elec. Eng.)

Slagelse, Denmark

============

(10) AND FINALLY: MODERN MOVEMENT CHALLENGES CARBON CULT KILLJOYS

The Register, 19 February 2009

http://www.theregister.co.uk/2009/02/19/modern_movement/

By Andrew Orlowski

As eco warriors descend on Parliament this afternoon to protest against the expansion of Heathrow, an obscure counter demonstration will be taking place. It's quite unusual: Modern Movement will be demonstrating in favour of something, not against it: cheap travel.

"What we want to counter is the small number of green campaigners who are making a lot of noise on this issue, and who are making it seem like reducing the number of people who can fly is the biggest struggle of the century," says student Alex Hochuli, who co-founded the new group. "The majority of people aspire to travel, love travelling, and want to have more of that."

Hochuli says he's against the "moralisation of flying" and points out that even if you take CO2 seriously as an catalyst for Thermageddon, flying contributes only 3 per cent of UK carbon emissions. So it's hardly worth objecting to on rational grounds.

What could it be, then?

There's more than a whiff of snobbery about environmental objections to mass travel. In a TV show tonight, the toff historian Tristram Hunt (son of Lord Hunt of Chesterton, a climate modeller) mourns the age of motoring before the working class got behind the wheel.

"As the working classes gained access to the motor car, they celebrated their mobility by buying up plots of land in beauty spots and coastal resorts across the south coast," he wrote on Monday. Oh no! "The historicism, aestheticism and idiosyncrasy of motoring were abandoned."

Today, plebs enjoying cheap flights cause a similar revulsion amongst the pious Green bourgeoise. Hochuli also has a sideswipe at the budget airlines for not doing enough to promote the cause of mind-broadening travel opportunities, in an interview here.

FULL STORY at http://www.theregister.co.uk/2009/02/19/modern_movement/
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