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AT: Crops failure

Global Warming causes food prices to rise

Brian Vastag and Juliet Eilperin, Brian Vastag is a science reporter at The Washington Post, where he covers general science, the environment, climate change, and space, Juliet Eilperin joined The Washington Post as the House of Representatives reporter, where she covered the impeachment of Bill Clinton, lobbying, legislation, and four national congressional campaigns., 5/5/11, The Washington Post National, http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/report-global-warming-already-crimping-crop-production-pushing-prices-higher/2011/05/04/AFdsMSzF_story.html 
The warming of the Earth has cooled the yields of corn and wheat in much of the world, a new study finds.  Although agricultural advances have pushed global production of staple crops skyward, hotter temperatures in Russia, China, Mexico and elsewhere have stunted that growth and contributed to the long-term rise in food prices, says the analysis published Thursday in the journal Science. “This is tens of billions of dollars a year in lost [agricultural] productivity because of warming,” said David Lobell, an Earth scientist at Stanford University and an author on the report.  Three decades of global warming crimped worldwide yields of corn by about 5.5 percent and wheat by about 3.8 percent compared with what would have been produced had world temperatures remained stable, the report says.  A burgeoning global population also needs more crops — and more grain-fed beef — which contributes to rising food prices much more than climate change, Lobell said. This week, the United Nations also projected that the global population will hit 7 billion in October and 10.6 billion by 2050. Such a huge increase will continue to push food prices higher.  For now, the bread basket of America bucked the trend, as agricultural regions of the United States have not warmed much during their growing seasons since 1980. Climate scientists debate the reasons, with some pointing to particulate pollution over the middle of the United States as a possible cooling counterbalance.  This climate hit adds about 6 percent to the cost of wheat and corn, staples whose prices have skyrocketed in recent years. Although global warming is “a small part of the overall story of why prices are going up,” Lobell said, “it’s not negligible.”  Global corn prices doubled between April 2010 and April 2011, the United Nation’s Food and Agriculture Organization reported Thursday. Wheat prices are up 60 to 80 percent depending on the strain, said Abdolreza Abbassian, an FAO analyst.  Diversion of corn for ethanol also adds to its rising cost, said Wolfram Schlenker, an economist at Columbia University who contributed to the Science report. “We need increasing yields to continue feeding the world,” he said.  Lobell and colleagues compiled temperature, rainfall and crop production data for growing regions around the world from 1980 through 2008. They found a striking increase in temperatures in many growing regions during the growing season.  The team then compiled how much corn, wheat, rice and soybeans were grown in every country in 2008. They compared those figures with projections of how much of each crop could have been grown had global temperatures not risen since 1980.  Production of rice, which thrives in warm temperatures, and soybeans, which are largely grown in regions that did not experience much warming, were not affected by climate change. The study also found that increased atmospheric carbon dioxide — which many crops absorb for growth — boosted production of rice, wheat and soybeans. But for wheat, this boost was more than drowned out by the negative impact of higher temperatures. 

Global Warming will severely affect crops 

Seema Singh, Senior Journalist at the Hindustan times, 5/21/10, Siemens, http://www.hindustantimes.com/htdialogues/energysecurity/Global-warming-could-hurt-crop-yields-study/energyrelatedissues/article11-546463.aspx 
Bangalore: Global warming could seriously dent crop yields in the tropics and subtropics, including India by the end of the century, and if the agriculture systems don’t adapt, at least half of the world’s population could face serious food shortages, says a new report in Friday’s Science.  Using data from 23 climate models, which contributed to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, or IPCC, 2007 report, David S. Battisti, University of Washington, and Rosamond L. Naylor of Stanford University’s Program on Food Security and the Environment say India will be among the harder-hit regions due to its high growing-season heat and decrease in soil moisture.   Researchers say there is greater than a 90% probability that by 2100 the lowest growing-season temperatures in the tropics and subtropics will be higher than any temperatures recorded there to date. The temperate zones won’t be spared either, even though the IPCC is optimistic about them.  “It’s a very interesting approach at looking into the future and has a serious message for India. IPCC has not done such an analysis,” says N.H.  Ravindranath, professor at the Centre for Ecological Sciences, Indian Institute of Science in Bangalore and co-author in most of the IPCC climate reports.  Unlike other reports, this study has used historical instances of extreme warming, hurricane, drought, etc. to illustrate the magnitude of damage to food production, showing that these short-run extreme events could become the norm in later part of the century.  The study includes severe heat episodes in France in 2003, Ukraine in 1972 and Sahel, western Africa, in the 1960s-70s. In the case of the Ukraine, a near-record heat wave reduced wheat yields and contributed to disruptions in the global cereal market that lasted two years. “We are taking the worst of what we’ve seen historically and saying that in the future it is going to be a lot worse unless there is some kind of adaptation,” says Naylor. Though 

(Cont…)

India has had many instances of high seasonal heat (and extreme heat waves), Battisti and Naylor say they couldn’t include those examples in their study as there is not enough documentation of damage from these events. Most documentation for India and other parts of Asia focuses on drought episodes as opposed to heat episodes.  That’s true, we don’t scientifically document such events and crop damages, says Ravindranath. India had severe drought and heat episodes as recent as in 2000 and 2001 in Gujarat, Rajasthan, Karnataka and other parts but the crop yield was not assessed, as they were considered extreme events. But this could be the norm in next 50 years, says Ravindranath. For instance, the IPCC predicts 2-3 degrees centigrade change in temperature in Europe by 2050. But Europe already experienced such a rise in temperature in 2003 when an estimated 52,000 people died and various crops faced decline in yield ranging from 35 to 21%.  This could serve as a good example for policy makers, says Ravindranath, who, as part of several New Delhi committees on climate policy, regrets India not basing its climate policy on “sound scientific and economic analysis”.  Scientists say this finding provides a compelling reason for investment in adaptation as it will take decades to develop new food crop varieties that have more heat tolerance. In the tropics, the higher temperatures can cut yields of the staple crops such as rice and maize by 20-40%. Even crops such as wheat, says Battisti, which makes up one-quarter of the calories consumed in India, have not seen any growth in yields for the last decade. He suggests “the government of India should take these projections seriously”, as the ensemble of models in this study includes all of the science that contributed to the  IPCC and is the “best available in the world”. “India has to worry about its own crop productivity; it also has to worry about migration from other regions of South Asia, notably Bangladesh, when sea level rises and wipes out a large share of their agricultural region,” says Naylor. 

Global Warming causes food production and pushes prices higher

Damian Carrington, Damian Carrington is the head of environment at the Guardian, 5/5/11, The Guardian.com, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2011/may/05/food-prices-global-warming 
Global warming has already harmed the world's food production and has driven up food prices by as much as 20% over recent decades, new research has revealed.  The drop in the productivity of crop plants around the world was not caused by changes in rainfall but was because higher temperatures can cause dehydration, prevent pollination and lead to slowed photosynthesis.  Lester Brown, president of the Earth Policy Institute, Washington DC, said the findings indicate a turning point: "Agriculture as it exists today evolved over 11,000 years of reasonably stable climate, but that climate system is no more." Adaptation is difficult because our knowledge of the future is not strong enough to drive new investments, he said, "so we just keep going, hoping for the best."  The scientists say their work shows how crucial it is to find ways to adapt farming to a warmer world, to ensure that rises in global population are matched by rising food production. "It is vital," said Wolfram Schlenker, at Columbia University in New York and one of the research team. "If we continue to have the same seed varieties and temperatures continue to rise, then food prices will rise further. [Addressing] that is the big question."  The new research joins a small number of studies in which the fingerprint of climate change has been separated from natural variations in weather and other factors, demonstrating that the effects of warming have already been felt in the world. Scientists have shown that the chance of the severe heatwave that killed thousands in Europe in 2003 was made twice as likely by global warming, while other work showed that the floods that caused £3.5bn of damage in England in 2000 were made two to three times more likely.  Food prices have reached new record highs this year, and have been implicated as a trigger for unrest in the Middle East and Africa. A rising appetite for meat is a critical factor, said Wolfram. "We actually have enough calories to feed the world quite comfortably, the problem is meat is really inefficient," as many kilogrammes of grain are needed to produce one kilogramme of meat, he said. "As countries get richer and have a preference for meat, which is more expensive, they price people in poorer countries out of the market."  "The research provides evidence of big shifts in wheat and maize production," commented Prof Tim Wheeler at the Walker Institute for Climate System Research, Reading University, UK, who added it had involved "heroic" statistical analysis. But he said that, while long-term climate change impacts were another pressure on food prices, short-term price spikes were linked to extreme weather events, such as the Russian heatwaves and wildfires in 2010.  The study, published in the journal Science, examined how rising temperatures affected the annual crop yields of all major producer nations between 1980 and 2008. Computer models were used to show how much grain would have been harvested in the absence of warming. Overall, yields have been rising over the last decades and the models took this into account. The scientists found that global wheat production was 33m tonnes (5.5%) lower than it would have been without warming and maize production was 23m tonnes (3.8%) lower. Specific countries fared worse than the average, with Russia losing 15% of its potential wheat crop, and Brazil, Mexico and Italy suffering above average losses. Some countries experienced lower production of rice and soybeans, although these drops were offset by gains in other countries.  The losses drove up food prices by as much as 18.9%, the team calculated, although the rise could be as low as 6.4% if the increased carbon dioxide in the atmosphere strongly boosts plant growth and yields - a factor that is not well understood by scientists.  Global food prices have risen by about 200% in recent years, says Schlenker. Other causes of the rise are the increased demand for meat and the diversion of food into biofuels. Nonetheless, the researchers conclude that the negative impact on crops overall is "likely to be incurring large economic and health costs".  The US, which has the world's largest share of overall production, stood out in the analysis because it appears to have lost no production to climate change as yet. Schlenker said this was because the rise in temperature there was very small compared to other parts of the world. This was perhaps due simply to luck with the weather, or the cooling influence of aerosol particles, such as soot, that blocks warming.  "US farmers are having a good time in the sense that their yields have not been impacted much and prices have been pretty high, so for them it has been pretty profitable," he said. "But most climate models predict that eventually the US will warm."  Adapting farming to climate change could involved moving to cooler areas as existing areas warm, said Schlenker, but often soils are poorer in the new locations. He highlighted the potential of biotechnology - genetic engineering - to develop new crop varieties that are more resistant to heat, but said the potential remains unproven. "What happens over the next 20 years depends on how optimistic you are about finding those extra ways of adapting." 

AT: Generic global warming turns

Answer to top ten skeptic arguments 

Dr. Matthew Wasson, Matt Wasson is an ecologist and the director of programs for Appalachian Voices where he oversees the award-winning online campaign to stop mountaintop removal coal mining on iLoveMountains.org. Beginning with his doctoral research at Cornell, 2011, The Appalachian Voice, http://appvoices.org/2011/04/01/top-10-arguments-used-by-climate-skeptics/ 
The debate is over — at least in the scientific community. Over ninety-four percent of experts in the field agree that the climate is warming due to human activity. In 1998, nearly 75% of Americans believed that “solid evidence” of climate change existed. Due to a well-funded campaign by the fossil-fuel industry to create “controversy,” that number has dropped to a low of 58%.   With help from the website SkepticalScience.com, we identified the top 10 arguments used to deny human-caused effects on climate change and provide a brief summary of why those arguments are wrong or misleading.    1. “Global warming is caused by the sun” The evidence that the Earth is warming has become overwhelming over the last few decades and many skeptics of human-induced climate change have come to acknowledge the trend, though not always the method. In the 1960s, scientific studies showed that brightness and warmth of the sun were increasing, as were the frequency of sunspots — a theory that was paired with the gradual increase in global temperatures that had occurred since the beginning of the century. Climatologists of that era erroneously believed that energy from the sun was a significant factor driving changes to global temperatures.  Since 1975, however, solar activity has been on a declining trend, while global temperatures have risen dramatically, and volumes of research has proven that solar activity cannot explain the global warming we see today.    2. “Climate has changed before, so it can’t be caused by human activity”  One thing that climate scientists and global warming skeptics often agree on is that weather patterns have changed naturally in the past. However, arguing that humans cannot be responsible for present-day climate change is akin to saying humans cannot cause forest fires because natural factors have caused forest fires in the past. Almost all climate scientists agree that the current trends of rapid warming is caused by human-generated greenhouse gas and cannot be explained away by pointing to natural factors that may have caused climate variations in the past.    3. “There is no consensus among scientists that humans are causing climate change” A recent survey of climate scientists revealed that more than 97% of active researchers believe that the earth is warming and that human activity is primarily responsible. The most respected scientific societies, such as the American Association for the Advancement of Science, the American Astronomical Society, the American Geophysical Union, the American Institute of Physics and the American Meteorological Society, all agree that global warming is happening and that it is caused primarily by human activities.  4. “The earth is cooling, not warming”    A common tactic of climate change deniers is to claim that recent cold weather events provide evidence that the earth is not warming and may actually be cooling. What the deniers may not grasp, however, is the distinct difference between long-term climate patterns, which are measured over decades, and unpredictable short-term weather events caused by factors unrelated to climate change. From average global air and water temperatures to snow cover and ice melt in polar regions, all ten of the most important indicators of climate change point to real evidence that the globe is warming.  5. “Climate models are unreliable”    Climate models mathematically represent a complicated set of interactions between the sun, oceans, land and atmosphere in order to predict how the overall climate will be affected by changes in any one of these systems. The models are first tested to see how well they represent historic changes in climate; if successful, they can then be used to predict how factors such as increases in greenhouse gas emissions will impact climate in the future. A number of climate models running for decades have proven to be quite accurate in their predictions, with an exception — they have significantly underestimated the amount of warming and sea level rise that actually occurred in recent decades. No one has yet developed a model that can explain recent global warming trends — without adding greenhouse gases as a contributing factor.  6. “The temperature record is unreliable”    Global warming deniers have recently seized on studies that claim many weather stations are “improperly” located, in an effort to attribute warming over the past few decades as poorly located thermometers. It is true that increasing temperatures at some weather stations can be explained by what is called the “urban heat island effect,” where temperatures in urban areas increase as natural vegetation is replaced with pavement and asphalt. Overall warming trends, however, have been the same in both urban and rural areas and have been measured by satellites, as well as thermometers, so improper placement of weather stations cannot explain the increase in temperature seen over the past century.  7. “It hasn’t been warming since 1998” It’s true that temperatures were particularly high in 1998. The six years that followed — while still some of the hottest years on record — exhibited a slightly lower average temperature than the record set in 1998. But global warming deniers seized on this short-term variability, cherry-picking individual numbers and ignoring other indicators of global warming — such as unabated increases in ocean temperatures and the melting of arctic sea ice — to argue that the earth had actually been cooling since 1998. In actuality, both 2005 and 2010 were the two hottest years ever recorded, and average yearly temperatures continued a steady climb throughout the second half of the decade.    8. “Scientists were predicting another ice age in the 1970s”  While some scientists did propose in the 1970s that another ice age could be imminent, a survey of papers addressing the question of future climate patterns published in climate science journals between 1960 and 1979 show that 60% actually predicted a warming climate, while only 10% predicted cooling. The reports that predicted another ice age received significantly more attention in the media than the consensus that occurred by 1980 admitting that those predictions were misplaced.  9. “Antarctica is gaining ice, not losing it” The argument that Antarctica is gaining ice relies on selective use and interpretation of data. While “sea ice” (i.e. ice that occurs on top of the ocean) has increased in recent years, what is 
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far more concerning to scientists is that “land ice” — which represents the vast majority of ice in Antarctica — is declining. As for the other pole, climate change deniers cannot debate the fact that both sea and land ice is declining in the Arctic. Overall, the rate at which ice in both polar regions is melting is consistent with some of the most dramatic predictions of climate models. 10. “Global warming is not a bad thing” While there is no question that levels of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere have been higher in the past — such as during the Cretacious era 65 million years ago when dinosaurs walked the earth — it is also true that sea levels were hundreds of feet higher at that time and conditions would have been far less hospitable to human life than today’s climate. The predicted impacts of global warming — including sea level rise, acidification of oceans, spread of disease and reduced availability of fresh water — are far more negative than positive in most regions of the country and the world. The projected economic impacts in Appalachia and the Southeast are extremely worrisome 

Long Timeframe > Short Term impacts

“Slow-onset” impacts are more important for future. 

FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization), Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations: essential documents, statistics, maps and multimedia resources, 4/7/11, world-science.net, http://www.world-science.net/othernews/110407_warming 
Global warming could have a “potentially catastrophic” long-term impact on food production, with poor peo­ple most at risk, a U.N. agency is warning.  The effects are “are expected to increasingly hit the developing world… action is needed now to prepare,”  The U.N.’s Food and Agriculture Organization warned on March 31 in a submission to the U.N. Framework Convention on Climate Change.  “Currently the world is focused on dealing with shorter-term climate impacts caused mainly by extreme weather events,” said Alexander Müller, the FAO’s assistant-director general for natural reources. “But ‘slow-onset’ impacts are expected to bring deeper changes that challenge the ecosystem services needed for agriculture, with potentially disastrous impacts… from 2050 to 2100.”  “While these changes occur gradually and take time… we can’t simply ig­nore them,” he added. “We need to move beyond our usual tendency to take a short-term perspective.”  Food production systems, and the ecosystems they depend on, are highly sensitive to climate variability and climate change, scientists say. Changes in temperature, precipitation and related out breaks of pest and diseases can reduce production. Poor people in countries that depend on food imports are particularly vulnerable to such effects, the agency warned.  The FAO out lined preparatory steps that governments could consider. A key one is to develop food varieties better adapted to expected future climatic conditions. Plant genetic material stored in gene banks should be screened with future requirements in mind, officials said. Additional plant genetic resources, including those from wild relatives of food crops, should be collected and studied be cause they may otherwise disappear, they added.  Climate-adapted crops—for exam le varieties of major cereals that are resistant to heat, drought, submergence and salty water—can be bred, officials noted, stressing that these steps should be taken with out trampling on breeders’ and farmers’ rights. 

Global Warming bad (Disease)

Global Warming fuels the spread of dangerous diseases 

Doug Struck, Senior Journalist at the Washington Times, 5/6/06, Washington Times, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/05/04/AR2006050401931.html 
TORONTO -- Valere Rommelaere, 82, survived the D-Day invasion in Normandy, but not a mosquito bite. Six decades after the war, the hardy Saskatchewan farmer was bitten by a bug carrying a disease that has spread from the equator to Canada as temperatures have risen. Within weeks, he died from West Nile virus.  Global warming -- with an accompanying rise in floods and droughts -- is fueling the spread of epidemics in areas unprepared for the diseases, say many health experts worldwide. Mosquitoes, ticks, mice and other carriers are surviving warmer winters and expanding their range, bringing health threats with them.  Malaria is climbing the mountains to reach populations in higher elevations in Africa and Latin America. Cholera is growing in warmer seas. Dengue fever and Lyme disease are moving north. West Nile virus, never seen on this continent until seven years ago, has infected more than 21,000 people in the United States and Canada and killed more than 800.  The World Health Organization has identified more than 30 new or resurgent diseases in the last three decades, the sort of explosion some experts say has not happened since the Industrial Revolution brought masses of people together in cities.  "We didn't even know West Nile virus existed here," said Maria Bujak, 63, of Toronto. Her husband, Andrew, contracted the disease in their garden in 2002. He never fully recovered, she said, and died two years later.    "Tropical diseases are here to stay in Canada. We needed our government to wake up and tell us that," said Douglas Elliott, a Toronto lawyer who has brought suit against the Ontario government on behalf of about 40 victims, contending that the government did not do enough to inform the public about the dangers of West Nile.  Scientists have warned for more than a decade that climate change would broaden the range of many diseases. But the warnings were couched in the future, and qualified. The spread of disease is affected by many uncertainties, including unforeseen resistance to antibiotics, failures of public health systems, population movement and yearly climate swings. For that reason, some scientists have been cautious about the link between disease and global warming.  But Paul Epstein, a physician who worked in Africa and is now on the faculty of Harvard Medical School, said that, if anything, scientists weren't worried enough about the problem.  "Things we projected to occur in 2080 are happening in 2006. What we didn't get is how fast and how big it is, and the degree to which the biological systems would respond," Epstein said in an interview in Boston. "Our mistake was in underestimation."  The incremental boost already detected in the Earth's temperature, for example, has expanded the range and activities of disease carriers.  "Insects are exquisitely sensitive to temperature changes," a report prepared by Epstein and others at Harvard's Center for Health and the Global Environment noted in November.  The clearest case for that, according to the report's authors, is in cold areas. The higher elevations of Africa, the Andes mountains in South America and the Alps in Europe are warming at a faster pace than lowlands. As ice caps and glaciers melt, forests inch higher on the mountains, and insects carry diseases from warmer lowlands farther up the slopes. A WHO report in 2000 found that warming had caused malaria to spread from three districts in western Kenya to 13 and led to epidemics of the disease in Rwanda and Tanzania. In Sweden, cases of tick-borne encephalitis have risen in direct correlation to warmer winters. Asian tiger mosquitoes, the type that carry dengue fever, have been reported recently as far north as the Netherlands.  As the seas warm, other breeders thrive. Cholera, a waterborne disease, emerged in South America in 1991 for the first time in the 20th century. Abetted by poverty and poor public health, it swept from Peru across the continent and into Mexico, killing more than 10,000 people.  Diseases are also expanding in a surprisingly complex dance with their environment, taking advantage of the swings from deluge to drought made more frequent by global warming, Epstein said.  A common house mosquito, called the Culex pipiens , for example, unexpectedly thrives in drought. It lives in drainpipes and sewer puddles. During long dry spells, the stagnant pools teem with protein and attract thirsty birds on which mosquitoes feed. Meanwhile, droughts reduce the populations of dragonflies, lacewings and frogs that eat the mosquitoes.  The Culex pipiens is a favored carrier of a disease first identified in a feverish woman in the West Nile district of Uganda in 1937. The disease was found again in Israel in the 1950s, and in Romania in 1996. Each outbreak followed an unusual dry, hot spell, typical of adverse weather becoming more frequent as a result of climate change, concluded researchers at the University of Haifa in Israel.    In 1999, the virus landed in New York, probably at LaGuardia Airport. Disease sleuths speculate that it was lurking in a mosquito stowaway on a plane, or in the bloodstream of someone already infected. That summer also brought unusually hot, arid weather to New York, perfect for the Culex pipiens.  Before the year was over, 62 people had been infected and seven had died, the first of them elderly. The next two years were more temperate, but when another hot, dry summer hit in 2002, the disease exploded across the United States and into Canada.  Susan Harrison, then 45, prepared a Labor Day barbecue that year with her husband and two daughters on the deck of their small house in Toronto. She was bitten by a mosquito, but shrugged it off.  In a few days, she felt a shooting pain in her legs. Within two weeks, she could not get out of bed. Her husband, Phil, rushed her to the hospital, where she was put on a respirator and spent three months in intensive care. She now maneuvers around her narrow house in a wheelchair, her legs and right arm paralyzed by West Nile virus.  Tears welled in her eyes as he spoke of her daughters, Allison, 10, and Tara, 13. "I used to do things with them, take them places," she said. Her husband, a waiter, struggles to fill the role of two parents.  West Nile virus killed 304 people in North America in 2002 and 276 the next year. The toll dropped to about 100 in 2004, probably because of cooler weather and mosquito-control measures.  West Nile has killed 22 people in Maryland, Virginia and the District since 2001.  Despite the recent drop in the death toll, birds and horses 
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in hot western regions are still being devastated, and the disease has likely not finished with humans.  "West Nile virus hasn't gone away. People still need to be aware that it's there," said Edward B. Hayes, a medical epidemiologist with the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention in Fort Collins, Colo. "Whether we have large-scale epidemics is anyone's guess."  Climate change already is claiming more than 150,000 lives each year, with causes ranging from heat waves to respiratory illness, WHO concluded last year.  Some scientists see global warming as a natural cycle that will soon reverse itself, but for many governments, the handwriting is increasingly clear. Britain's environment minister warned last year that malaria might reach that country. South Africa's environmental affairs minister said last year that the country could face a fourfold increase in malaria by 2020. The Canadian government now attributes the boost in West Nile virus to climate change, and last year warned that the country might eventually experience dengue fever, yellow fever and malaria.  "One of the problems we have in North America is coming to grips with the fact that epidemics are still a problem," said Elliott, the lawyer. "Canadians, prior to West Nile virus, just considered mosquitoes to be annoying. We had never thought of mosquitoes as being disease carriers." 

Global Warming Real

Climate scientist agree that Global Warming is real

Brad Johnson, Brad holds a bachelor’s degree in math and physics from Amherst College and master’s degree in geosciences from the Massachusetts Institute for Technology, 8/24/10 thinkprogress.com, http://thinkprogress.org/green/2010/10/24/174824/science-v-buck/ 
Colorado’s climate scientists — among the world’s leaders in the field — have sharply dismissed the assertions made by the state’s Republican candidate for the U.S. Senate that global warming is a “hoax.” Colorado is a hub of American climate science, home to the National Center for Atmospheric Research, the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, and the Natural Resource Ecology Laboratory. On Thursday, Interior Secretary Ken Salazar announced Colorado State University would house the North Central Climate Science Center, leading a consortium of the University of Colorado, Colorado School of Mines, University of Nebraska-Lincoln, University of Wyoming, Montana State University, University of Montana, Kansas State University and Iowa State University. Nevertheless, Ken Buck, the Republican candidate for U.S. Senate in Colorado, is a radical denier of the science of global warming, campaigning with Sen. Jim Inhofe (R-OK) this week: Sen. Inhofe was the first person to stand up and say this global warming is the greatest hoax that has been perpetrated. The evidence just keeps supporting his view, and more and more people’s view, of what’s going on. Colorado’s climatologists have responded to Buck, en force. In a press conference hastily arranged by the League of Conservation Voters on Friday, Colorado State University climatologist Scott Denning, blasted the anti-science position of Buck, Inhofe, and the like: There’s really no question at all that CO2 molecules emit heat. It seems like the onus is on them to explain how you can add heat to the surface without warming it up. The basic science of the effect of human-produced CO2 on climate change is 150 years old. It was first measured in 1863. The first estimates of the effect were published in 1896. It piles up and the more stuff you put up there, the more heat you’re going to get. In an exclusive e-mail interview with the Wonk Room, Denning’s colleague Dennis Ojima, chair of Colorado State’s Natural Resource Ecology Laboratory and a senior scholar with the Heinz Center, explained that “there is no hoax”: Quite simply, there is no hoax in studying climate change. It is an important research concern, the same as studying cancer or the economic growth. There is no controversy about the role human actions have made to alter the climate system through the emissions of greenhouse gases over the past 150 years. The fundamental physics associated with the impact of this change in atmospheric concentrations of these gases is not disputed. The manner in which these gases react in the atmosphere is one of the fundamental properties of the climate system. The science at the fundamental level related to greenhouse gases and climate are as solid and as important as the finding that germs are responsible for illnesses and that there are specific strategies to reduce germs in the environment we live in. “Climate science is not at all a hoax,” climatologist Caspar M. Ammann, a scientist at the National Center for Atmospheric Research, told the Wonk Room. In fact, when Ammann heard comments by Buck several months ago on Colorado Public Radio questioning the science of climate change, Dr. Ammann contacted the Buck campaign, offering to explain “why we are sure most of the warming in the last thirty to forty years is human made.” Dr. Ammann received no response from Ken Buck. In the interview Ammann emphasized how severe the changes to the global climate will be if greenhouse pollution is not curtailed: The magnitude of temperature change will be comparable to interglacial periods, when New York City and the Upper Midwest were covered with an ice sheet, about 5-6 C degrees of temperature change. If we keep going with our emissions, we could get that temperature change in a hundred years. We expect 4 C and it could be more by the end of the century, about five times as much warming as we’ve already experienced. The magnitude, even on a geologic perspective, is a substantial change, far larger than anything human civilization has ever seen. “It’s very likely it’s disruptive to anything we’re doing and take for granted at the moment,” Ammann cautioned. And yet, it seems that because the response to this civilizational threat requires some form of governmental regulation, Buck’s ideology does not permit him to accept that the problem even exists. 

Sen. Jam Inhofe admits global warming is real

Congress Watcher, A POLITICALLY INDEPENDENT JOURNAL OF THE CAMPAIGNS AND LEGISLATION OF THE UNITED STATES CONGRESS, 2/1/11, thatsmtcongress.com, http://thatsmycongress.com/index.php/2011/02/01/4692/ 
Senator Jim Inhofe once infamously declared that global warming is the ” greatest hoax ever perpetrated on the American people”. This week, however, Inhofe has signed his name as a cosponsor to S. 228, a Senate bill that acknowledges the reality of climate change, of which global warming is a part. Very quietly, Inhofe has finally admitted that he was wrong, and that global warming is not a hoax mysteriously crafted by some ill defined secret environmentalist elite.  One would hope that, now that Senator Inhofe admits that global warming is real, he would be ready to confront the problem. Unfortunately, S. 228 is not part of such a solution. Through this legislation, Inhofe retains his old policy position of blocking action to confront the problem of global warming, even though he has acknowledged that the problem is real.  The proposed law, written by John Barrasso and given the title of the Defending America’s Affordable Energy and Jobs Act, prohibits the President from acting under current law to slow down climate change by regulating greenhouse gases in any way.  Why would Inhofe block action to confront global warming, now that he finally recognizes the problem is real? S. 228 justifies the prohibition on action to confront climate change by saying that legislators need more time to consider what kind of action to take, saying that a prohibition on greenhouse gas regulation would “allow sufficient time for Congress to develop and authorize an appropriate mechanism to address the energy needs of the United States and the potential global challenges posed by a changing climate.”  Congress has already had more than sufficient time to develop and authorize an appropriate mechanism to address the growing global challenges posed by a changing climate. Global warming has been known of for at least a generation now, and we’ve watched the temperature of our planet steadily increase, until last year became the hottest year ever recorded.  The time for detached contemplation is over. We can afford no delay. Each year that we fail to have a comprehensive, national plan to slow down global warming in place, the problem grows, and our power to deal with it diminishes.  Now that even James Inhofe admits that global warming is a real threat, Congress needs to pass legislation quickly to confront the danger. If Congress will not act, the Executive Branch must, using current legal authority such as that provided by the Clean Air Act and the Endangered Species Act to do so. 

Global Warming Extinction

Global Warming cause mass extinctions

Brian Handwerk, Senior Writer at National Geographic, 4/12/06, National Geographic, http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2006/04/0412_060412_global_warming.html 
A new study suggests that global warming could threaten one-fourth of the world's plant and vertebrate animal species with extinction by 2050.  The report's authors reached their conclusion after estimating potential changes to habitats—and the resulting loss of species—in 25 biodiversity "hot spots" around the world.    "These [hot spots] are the crown jewels of the planet's biodiversity," lead author Jay Malcolm of the University of Toronto told the Canadian Press.  "Unless we get our act together soon, we're looking at committing ourselves to this kind of thing."  The report appears in the current issue of the journal Conservation Biology.  Many Threats Seen  Global warming projections are by nature uncertain, and the report includes many variables that significantly affect species' survival rates both for good and for ill.  Changes to the rate and degree of warming, as well as the ability of species to migrate or adapt, altered the estimates of species' extinction risk.  Climate change is also only one threat to species diversity. Many plants and animals are already feeling the effects of habitat destruction and invasions by non-native species. It is difficult for scientists to take all such factors into account.  Still, the study's worst-case scenarios are sobering.  They include a doubling of present carbon dioxide levels (as predicted by many climatologists) and rising temperatures that could potentially eliminate 56,000 plant and 3,700 animal species in the 25 hot spot regions. Global Warming Could Cause Mass Extinctions by 2050, Study Says The report's findings echo those of a 2004 study, in which a team of international scientists suggested that over a million species—15 to 35 percent of those they studied—could be at risk of extinction by 2050.     Both the 2004 study and the current research were conducted in part by scientists from Conservation International.  "We used a completely different set of methods [from the 2004 study] and came up with similar results," Conservation International's Lee Hannah, co-author of the current study, told Reuters.  "All the evidence shows that there is a very serious problem."  Hot Spot Species Live on the Edge  Stuart Pimm, an expert in extinctions and biodiversity at Duke University in Durham, North Carolina, explained that species living in ecological hot spots are at particular risk when their environments change.  "That's where the most vulnerable species are, because they have the smallest geographical ranges," said Pimm, who is not affiliated with the study.  Species living high on tropical mountainsides, for example, have nowhere to go if temperatures warm their home turf.  In South Africa's Cape Floristic Region, located on the continent's southern tip, species are unable to migrate to lower latitudes to escape the rising temperatures.  "There's no question that the poles are experiencing the greatest climatic change," Pimm said.  But polar species are far fewer in number and may not face the same extinction risk as those that live in more confined hot spots with greater biodiversity.  "While polar bears and caribou are being harmed, they are not as vulnerable as the species that live in these hot spots because of [the hot spot species'] very narrow geographic ranges."  Other experts warn that it's not just the hot spots featured in the new study that face an imminent extinction risk.  "Many species are indeed struggling to hold on in locations all over the globe, not just in hot spots," said biologist Terry Root, of Stanford University's Center for Environmental Science and Policy, who was not involved in the study.  "This is not some activity that will only be occurring 'overseas.' The likely extirpations and extinctions will also be occurring within a couple hundred miles of all of our back yards." 
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