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CO2 not a pollutant 

CO2 is not a pollutant 

John R. Christy, , Ph.D. Professor of Atmospheric Sciences, University of Alabama, 11/20/08, PopularTechnology.net, http://www.populartechnology.net/2008/11/carbon-dioxide-co2-is-not-pollution.html  

"CO2 is not a pollutant. In simple terms, CO2 is plant food. The green world we see around us would disappear if not for atmospheric CO2. These plants largely evolved at a time when the atmospheric CO2 concentration was many times what it is today. Indeed, numerous studies indicate the present biosphere is being invigorated by the human-induced rise of CO2. In and of itself, therefore, the increasing concentration of CO2 does not pose a toxic risk to the planet." 

CO2 not the cause of global warming 

Dr Tim Ball, B.A., (Honours), Gold Medal Winner, University of Winnipeg, 1970 M.A., University of Manitoba, 1971 Ph.D. (Doctor of Science), Queen Mary College, University of London (England), 1982, 2/8/11, dr.timball.com, http://drtimball.com/2011/co2-is-not-causing-global-warming/ 
CO2 (carbon dioxide) is not causing global warming or climate change. I can’t say it more boldly, but it doesn’t seem to matter; the belief persists that CO2 is the cause and therefore a problem. The belief is enhanced by government policies and plans, which spawn businesses to exploit the opportunities they create. A majority of the mainstream media pushes the belief because of political bias rather than understanding of the science. Evidence continues to show what is wrong with the work of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), but it is complex and so most don’t understand. The fact they hold definitive positions without understanding is disturbing. However, ignoring the fact that IPCC predictions are always wrong doesn’t require the understanding that the science is completely unacceptable and proof of the political bias.  Contradictory Evidence  The 2007 IPCC Report claimed with over 90% certainty that human produced CO2 is almost the sole cause of global warming. But the evidence shows this can’t be true; temperature changes before CO2 in every record of any duration for any time period; CO2 variability does not correlate with temperature at any point in the last 600 million years; atmospheric CO2 levels are currently at the lowest level in that period; in the 20th century most warming occurred before 1940 when human production of CO2 was very small; human production of CO2 increased the most after 1940 but global temperatures declined to 1985; from 2000 global temperatures declined while CO2 levels increased; and any reduction in CO2 threatens plant life, oxygen production, and therefore all life on the planet.  Dr. Ferenc Miskolczi provided the most recent scientific argument against CO2 as the cause of temperature change. Here is an explanation by Dr. Miklos Zagoni.    It illustrates why the scientific arguments that CO2 is not the problem are not making much headway – they’re very complicated. Basically, Miskolczi is saying that the Greenhouse Effect is present but essentially constant over time; therefore, temperature variations are due to some other cause. He is extending the idea of saturation, already known about CO2, to all greenhouse gases. I refer to this as the black paint condition. If you want to block light coming through a window, a single coat of black paint will stop almost all of it. Second and third coats reduce the light, but by decreasing fractions. The amount of CO2 in the atmosphere is like the first coat of paint – doubling and tripling the amount reduces heat going to space by decreasing fractions. The IPCC got around this problem by incorrectly claiming a positive feedback. This says increased CO2 raises global temperature that increases evaporation of water vapor to the atmosphere. This supposedly enhances the warming due to increased CO2, but the idea is now discredited. Miskolczi’s argument means any variations in global temperature are almost all due to changes in solar and geothermal energy. Inclusion of geothermal is unusual. This energy from within the earth, especially into the oceans is essentially (and as I have longed argued, incorrectly) ignored.  Failed Predictions  The IPCC claim they do not make predictions but produce what they call scenarios. This is a deception: they are predictions and understood as such by the public. More important IPCC urge politicians to use them as the basis for policy through The Summary for Policymakers (SPM). The scenarios are a range of possible future global temperatures determined from a combination of climate and economic conditions. Ian Castles and David Henderson have roundly criticized them. MIT professor of meteorology Richard Lindzen referred to them as children’s exercises.  The 2007 IPCC report says:  For the next two decades a warming of about 0.2°C per decade is projected for a range of SRES emissions scenarios. Even if the concentrations of all GHGs and aerosols had been kept constant at year 2000 levels, a further warming of about 0.1°C per decade would be expected. (SRES is Special Report on Emissions Scenario)  That simply hasn’t happened. What is happening cannot happen according to the IPCC. Their 2007 Report painted them into a corner. It claimed with over 90% certainty that CO2 was increasing because of human economic activities and was almost the sole cause of temperature increase. Notice the quote says temperature will rise even if greenhouse gases don’t increase. The problem is CO2 has increased yet the temperature has declined.   Recent monthly mean CO2 at 

(Cont…) 

Mauna Loa Source: NOAA Equally important, the recent economic downturn was not anticipated, which is a measure of the failure of the entire IPCC approach. They claim that economic activity is the key to human production of CO2, which causes warming. Over the last 18 months the dramatic increase in gasoline prices and then the serious recession should have caused a measurable drop in CO2 levels. It didn’t! There is no evidence of a decline as the NOAA graph illustrates.  Ignoring the Obvious  At what point does misrepresentation of facts become lies? A general definition of the word lie is “an intentionally false statement” but this applies to a single statement and the key word is “intentional”. A single misunderstanding or a misstatement can occur, but what if there are a series of misstatements from an individual or group? What happens when many statements are proved incorrect, but they continue to repeat them or fail to acknowledge they were false?  There is a long and growing list of statements by promoters of human CO2 induced global warming that have proven incorrect. Yet they continue to push their claim by ignoring the evidence and diverting attention with new specious and spurious claims. Most politicians and mainstream media continue to believe because they don’t understand, or don’t want to understand for political reasons. However, even they must understand when the predictions are consistently wrong. Science is simply defined as the ability to predict, so the failure invalidates the science even if you don’t understand the science. People who persist only have a blind belief and as the adage says, there are none so blind as those who will not see. What a terrifying basis for devastating and totally unnecessary energy and economic policies. 
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CO2 Depletion Impacts (Crops)

CO2 not a pollutant, less of it would cause hunger crisis to become worse

H. Leighton Steward, Mr. Steward is also currently an author-partner of Sugar Busters, LLC, a provider of seminars, books and products related to helping people follow a healthy and nutritious lifestyle, and Chairman of the non-profit corporations Plants Need CO2 and CO2 Is Green, providers of information related to carbon dioxide?s impact on the global climate and the plant and animal kingdoms, 12/4/09, PlantsneedCO2.com, http://plantsneedco2.org/default.aspx/act/newsletter.aspx/category/In+The+News/menuitemid/312/MenuGroup/NewsAndMedia/NewsLetterID/26/startrow/4.htm  

Congress and federal regulators are poised to make a misguided and reckless decision that will stifle our economy recovery and spur long- term damage to plant and animal life on earth. In the coming months, the Environmental Protection Agency will hold hearings to justify the movement to brand carbon dioxide (CO2) as a pollutant. Congress will also consider cap-and-trade legislation that, if enacted, could also regulate CO2 as pollution. Why is it such a catastrophic decision? Because there is not a single piece of evidence that CO2 is a pollutant. In fact, lower levels of carbon dioxide actually inhibit plant growth and food production. What we see happening in Washington right now is the replacement of politics for science in conversations about CO2. For plants, CO2 is the greatest, naturally occurring air-borne fertilizer that exists. Even schoolchildren learn in elementary science class that plants need carbon dioxide to grow. During photosynthesis, plants use this CO2 fertilizer as their food and they "breathe out" oxygen into the air so humans can inhale it, and in turn exhale CO2. This mutually beneficial and reinforcing cycle is one of the most basic elements of life on earth. An article appeared recently in the Environment and Energy Daily that claimed a "modeled" nitrogen deficiency will occur as CO2 rises. Well, CO2 has already risen over 37%, 105 parts per million, and where is the real world nitrogen deficiency?Why are Earth's forests lush if the added growth that has already occurred, due to big bursts of CO2, has depleted the nitrogen supply?   The nitrogen supply of pristine ecosystems has been resupplied through natural processes for eons. Computer models, manipulated to produce desired results, can generate catastrophic, front page, forecasts. We encourage our government's scientists to step back from their models and observe what is and what has happened in the real world, as well as in actual plant experiments. Doesn't anyone recognize the good news that is staring them in the face? It simply defies imagination, let alone science, that the United Nations has now backed an arbitrary limit on atmospheric carbon dioxide levels. The chairman of the politically charged Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) said he supports efforts to reduce carbon dioxide to 10% below current levels. In the context of today's political conversations, this recommendation may sound like an acceptable position to save the environment. But the scientific reality of such a step is quite the opposite. Lowering carbon dioxide in our atmosphere will have catastrophic affects on our food supply. Higher concentrations of carbon dioxide support plant life and helps plants thrive. If our food supply is reduced, the hunger crisis in many parts of the world will worsen. Not only would lowering CO2 levels be wrong, one can make the argument that even higher levels would be desirable. Greenhouse operators routinely increase CO2 to about three times the current level in earth's atmosphere in order to encourage plant growth. We know CO2 is vital for plants, but what about the argument that it is a dominant contributor to the greenhouse effect? Again, science does not support this argument. CO2 is not even close to being the most important of the greenhouse gases. Most of the greenhouse effect is due to water vapor, which is more than 30 times as abundant in the atmosphere as CO2. As further evidence, we find that as the post-war industrial boom began to put significant volumes of CO2 into the atmosphere, global temperatures did not rise. Since 1945, there have been about 40 years of cooling trend and only 20-plus years of warming. While the warming is significant, it followed an unusually high period of solar activity. Temperature did rise steeply in the 1920's and in the 1930's in the U.S. and 1934 was the warmest year of the 20th century. The rate of warming then was also higher than in the 1980's and 1990's, even though CO2 levels were lower. Many in the scientific community reject reducing atmospheric CO2 to 350 parts per million, as Dr. Pachauri of the U.N. wishes. Thousands of peer-reviewed experiments have demonstrated CO2' s ability to "green" the earth dramatically. Nonetheless, Dr. Pachauri and those who prefer to debate science with politics are sticking to their old story and clinging to their inadequate climate models and their headline-grabbing catastrophic forces. Do Americans want to see their government spend trillions of dollars removing CO2 that will not lower the Earth's temperature but absolutely will risk harming ecologies, economies and mankind itself?

Lack of CO2 causes widespread starvation and death
Craig D. Idso, Idso received his B.S. in Geography from Arizona State University, his M.S. in Agronomy from the University of Nebraska - Lincoln, and his Ph.D. in Geography from Arizona State University, where he studied as one of a small group of University Graduate Scholars, 6/8/11, pg 2, http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/stories/papers/other/food_security.pdf  
Global food security is one of the most pressing societal issues of our time. The positive impact of Earth’s rising atmospheric CO2 concentration on crop yields, however, will considerably lessen the severity of the looming food shortage. It will aid in lifting untold hundreds of millions of people out of a state of hunger and malnutrition, thereby preventing widespread starvation and premature deathWe must not interfere with human enterprises that release CO2 to the atmosphere; for that course of action will only exacerbate the future food problem.

Thousands of people die daily because of malnourishment

Craig D. Idso, Idso received his B.S. in Geography from Arizona State University, his M.S. in Agronomy from the University of Nebraska - Lincoln, and his Ph.D. in Geography from Arizona State University, where he studied as one of a small group of University Graduate Scholars, 6/8/11, pg 2, http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/stories/papers/other/food_security.pdf  
Global food security is one of the most pressing societal issues of our time. It is presently estimated that more than one billion persons, or one out of every seven people on the planet, is hungry and/or malnourished. Even
more troubling is the fact that thousands die daily as a result of diseases from which they likely would have survived had they received adequate food and nutrition.
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CO2 Depletion Impacts (Medicine) 

Funding for CO2 cuts funding for medical research kills many people

Joanne Nova, After winning prizes in her science degree in molecular biology, Joanne joined the Shell Questacon Science Circus and spent five years touring Australia first as a performer, then as manager of the half million dollar exhibition with a team of twelve. As an associate lecturer at ANU Joanne helped to develop the Graduate Diploma in Science Communication in its earliest years. 5/7/11, The Australian, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/national-affairs/commentary/wasting-money-on-climate-change-betrays-sick/story-e6frgd0x-1226051438498  
LOST opportunities are invisible but deadly. On climate change, the call to buy insurance by pricing carbon is a cop-out. Where is the cost-benefit analysis? We're thinking of axing Australian medical research yet we're supporting solar panel manufacturers in China. It doesn't have to be this way. All the money spent employing green police, subsidising solar or researching how to pump carbon dioxide underground is money not spent on medical research. Opportunity lost is a killer. The path not taken could be lined with happier, longer lives. Only the best evidence and real debate have a chance of helping us see through the fog to pick the better road. While most scientists agree CO2 causes some warming, there is great debate about just how much. If CO2 has only a minor effect on temperature then spending, say, $1 billion on inefficient roof-top solar panels is not just wasted money, it's a choice that will kill people. We won't be able to say exactly who it will kill but we can virtually guarantee that some people will die in the future who could have been saved. Why? Solar energy costs us more than five times what coal-powered energy does. So instead of spending $1bn on solar panels, we could have spent $200 million on cheap electricity and used the other $800m to double our medical research budget. Right now, the government is planning to cut $133m from our $800m annual medical research budget. The Australian government has spent or will spend $3.8bn on initiatives to combat climate change across four years. (The US government was spending about $7bn a year at last count.) When Julia Gillard spends money on climate-related work instead of medical research, she is making a choice about the net benefits and it's supposedly based on science. It's true sooner or later medical research will get the answers right, but for someone who is sick with a deadly disease, sooner makes a life-and-death difference. If our government-funded climate establishment makes the wrong guess about what humidity does in a warmer world, CO2 emissions become trivial and inconsequential. But the money diverted or delayed from better causes leaves a trail of destruction that cannot be repaired. Money can always be replaced, but lives lost are gone for good. Julio Licinio, director of the John Curtin School of Medical Research at the Australian National University, put together a passionate, disturbing advertisement two weeks ago, a plea to stop cuts to medical research funding. His sister died aged four from a disease that is treatable today. Which four-year-old in 2018 will die because Gillard introduced a carbon tax instead of increasing medical research funding? Which father will die in 2022 who would have lived if we had doubled our funding for medical research? It is for people such as four-year-old Fabiola that we should keep fighting for rational debate. Bad science makes for bad policy. Poor reasoning is deadly. Medical research is blossoming at a phenomenal, historic pace. The exponential curve in gene therapy, telomerase research, genomics and glycobiology is barely beginning. Four significant breakthroughs were made in medical research in 1996, 1997, 1998 and 2000. These were the kinds of breakthroughs people had worked for decades to make, and some were not predicted even a few years beforehand. The human genome project was finished five years ahead of schedule and for a fraction of the expected price. Right now, a year of medical research really does make a difference. These are the areas where we will be left behind and it will hurt. These are the industries where we need to stay at the head of the pack, not just to save lives but to save the economy as well. Access Economics estimated in 2003 that every dollar invested in the Australian health research and development sector returned at least $5 in national economic development. When government-funded Australian researchers discover treatments, we own vital intellectual property. We not only export products the world wants, we avoid being beholden to foreign patent holders. Some effective cancer drugs cost $2000 a week. Isn't that the kind of research we want to own? If we lead the world in medicine, the world is our oyster. If it turns out clean carbon technology is useful, we can buy it with the spare change from the profits of medical research. We know we need a cure for cancer. We don't know if the rest of the world will want to pump CO2 underground 10 years from now. When we lead the world in putting inefficient solar panels on roofs, we only help Chinese manufacturers and we win a race no one wants to win. You can't export second-hand solar panels or resell old pink batts. Can we start looking at the cost benefits of all our policies instead of reasoning by fallacy? The precautionary principle is no principle of science: it's a blind tool that works for both sides of any debate. To quote Licinio: "In 1964 non-Hodgkin's lymphoma of childhood was 100 per cent fatal. Now the cure rate is over 80 per cent, thanks to medical research. When Fabiola died I was so upset that it took me decades to recover. From protracted mourning to survivor guilt, the impact of that death shaped my life. For someone like myself who suffered tremendously due to a disease [that] was incurable and whose cure has been subsequently achieved through medical research, the proposed cuts to the NHRMC [National Health and Medical Research Council] budget are unconscionable. "On a very positive note, my mother, Aurea, lost her own mother early on. My grandmother died at age 47 due to malignant hypertension, which was out of control, and sky-high blood pressures. My mother suffered enormously because of that death; and she knew that she had 

(Cont…) 

the exact same disease. Later in life, my mother also developed breast cancer. However, medical research always caught up with her and her blood pressure was always well controlled. When she was diagnosed with breast cancer she had state-of-the-art treatment, guided by medical research. My mother died in 2007 neither from hypertension nor from breast cancer. Medical research gave my mother 40 years of active, happy and highly productive life."
2NC 

CO2 Depletion Impacts (Poor) 

Getting rid of CO2 will kill the poor

Bryan Fischer, Bryan Fischer is the host of the daily 'Focal Point' radio talk program on AFR Talk, a division of the American Family Association. And is also simulcast on the AFA Channel, which can be seen on the Sky Angel network. 9/21/07, RenewAmerica.com, http://www.renewamerica.com/columns/fischer/070921 
In evangelical circles, one of the primary justifications for urging dramatic limitations in greenhouse gas emissions is the supposed harm being done to the poor by environmental degradation.  However, the simple truth is that imposing severe restrictions on carbon emissions, which evangelical environmentalists unfortunately support, would confine the world's poor to extended poverty, hunger and disease, and therefore such restrictions should be resisted in the name of Christian compassion alone.  Warming due to natural forces  As you've read in this space before, there is a growing realization in the scientific community that climate change is a result of cyclical factors which are independent of human activity. The earth has been alternately warming and cooling since its creation, most of these cycles, of course, occurring before the immense industrial growth of the second half of the 20th century and apart from any discernible human impact whatsoever.  In fact, there are studies that strongly suggest that rising CO2 levels follow rather than lead rising temperatures, indicating they may be an effect rather than a cause of global warming.  An ever-growing number of scientists are convinced that fluctuations in global temperatures are driven primarily by solar variability and other natural forces such as the earth's orbit and tilt rather than by human factors.  Since 1998, over 19,700 scientists have signed a petition which says that there is no convincing evidence that human activity is causing or will cause catastrophic heating of the Earth's atmosphere. The much-vaunted "scientific consensus" on anthropogenic global warming simply does not exist. It is a figment of the environmental imagination.  Warming and increased CO2 likely to do more good than harm  Further, there are significant questions as to whether increased global warming will in fact be harmful, since the bulk of it would occur mostly in winter, mostly in polar regions, and mostly at night.  This is true even if global warming is due to CO2 emissions. CO2 is not in fact a pollutant — it is plant food. Every doubling of atmospheric CO2 concentrations produces an average 35 percent increase in plant growth efficiency. More CO2 logically will lead to increased agricultural output, which is good news for those who care about the poor and want them to have access to affordable food supplies.  The likely results of increased CO2 are thus shrinking deserts, lower food prices, and reduced demand for agricultural land to feed the world's poor. This latter outcome should be an environmentalist's dream come true, for it leads to reduced pressure on habitat and therefore contributes to species survival.  Warming temperatures would mean longer growing seasons, and lower differentials between nighttime low temperature and daytime highs, which again means more food at lower costs for the poor.  And as you have read before in this space, excessive cold is much more lethal to humans than excessive heat. The death rate from severe cold is nearly ten times higher than that from severe heat. The bottom line here is that, if global warming does occur, it will save lives, not destroy them.  Environmentalist Bjorn Lomborg estimates that in Europe, 220,000 people die every year due to heat, but 1.5 million die due to excessive cold. Warming trends, then, should actually be embraced by those who care about human life.  Kyoto costly, ineffective  Experts estimate that even if the draconian Kyoto Protocol were implemented in full we would only manage to reduce global temperatures by a miniscule 0.2 degrees centigrade by mid-century, at a cost of $1 trillion a year. And more restrictive treaties would be needed every year.  Further, several of the world's fastest growing economies, such as China, India and Brazil, are not signatories to Kyoto, and yet China this year surpassed the U.S. as the world's largest emitter of CO2. Thus the U.S. would only be harming its economy and its families by limiting its own carbon emissions, while China would more than offset our reduction in carbon emissions and continue merrily growing its way to prosperity.  Environmentalism hurts the world's poor  The world's poor face enormous health challenges, many of which can be traced to either a lack of inexpensive energy or misguided environmental policies.  DDT, for instance, was on the verge of eliminating the worldwide scourge of malaria until a combination of junk science and hysteria led to its ban in the 1970s. The resurgence of malaria is responsible for over a million premature deaths every year.  Yet DDT is so harmless that one scientist drank a tablespoonful of the pesticide in every public debate over its safety. It's so safe that African countries have begun spraying DDT indoors to protect their people from this deadly disease.  Approximately 1.6 million poverty-stricken people (mostly women and children) die every year due to respiratory diseases caused by indoor cooking fires which use wood or, more commonly, dung. The solution? Inexpensive fossil fuel energy. Until alternative technology is developed, decades away at minimum, the only hope these poor have is for the West, out of simple compassion, to help them gain access to sources of energy that will enable them to cook, purify their water, and heat their homes without killing themselves in the process.  In other words, draconian, government-imposed reductions in carbon emissions will be devastating for the poor as well as ineffective in reducing global warming. Higher energy costs will slow economic growth, reduce productivity, and increase the cost of all goods, including the food, shelter, clothing and medical care most essential to the poor.  By denying the poor access to inexpensive energy, we bind them in poverty and to indigenous and traditional lifestyles which turn their communities into little more than "human game preserves," as Leon Louw puts it.  At this point, there is simply no alternative, other than hydroelectric power, to energy that comes from fossil fuels. As Cornwall's "Call to Truth" declaration puts it, "It is immoral and harmful to the Earth's poorest citizens to deny 

(Cont…) 

them the benefits of abundant, reliable, affordable electricity merely because it is produced by using fossil fuels," and to restrict their access to live-saving fossil fuels just because affluent Westerners disapprove of them.  It is unconscionable to deny these people a chance at life and health because we are blindly devoted to a misguided and poorly substantiated view of the environment. The love of Jesus for "the least of these" should drive us to give them the same opportunity for the life and prosperity that we in the West enjoy. It is nothing less than our Christian duty to do so.  © Bryan Fischer 
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CO2 beneficial (Crops)

Plants perform better under stress with increased CO2

Scott Rothschild, I have been a reporter in Kansas since 1998, and prior to that he covered news in Texas as a newspaper reporter and later with The Associated Press. 11/29/07, LJWorld.com, http://www2.ljworld.com/news/2007/nov/29/plants_co2_would_help_crops_lawmaker_says/?city_local 
TOPEKA — A state legislator Wednesday criticized rejection of two coal-fired power plants in western Kansas, saying carbon dioxide emissions were good for crops. "One of the really good things about CO2 is that plants perform better under stress (drought, etc.) with increased levels of CO2," Rep. Larry Powell, R-Garden City, said in a letter disseminated to the media. Powell said a recent study shows that over the next 50 years, "atmospheric CO2 enrichment will boost world agricultural output by about 50 percent." Last month, Kansas Department of Health and Environment Secretary Roderick Bremby denied permits for two 700-megawatt coal-burning plants near Holcomb, citing concern over climate change and the health effects of C02 emissions. Carbon dioxide emissions are considered a contributing factor to global warming. Powell said he will work during the legislative session that starts in January to overturn Bremby's decision. 

CO2 makes crops grow faster and increases GNP

S. Fred Singer, Ph.D. Professor Emeritus of Environmental Sciences, University of Virginia, 1/4/11, Popular Science, http://www.climatechangedispatch.com/temperate-facts/co2-and-gw-primers/co2-is-not-pollution?start=1 
"Carbon dioxide is not a pollutant. On the contrary, it makes crops and forests grow faster. Economic analysis has demonstrated that more CO2 and a warmer climate will raise GNP and therefore average income. It's axiomatic that bureaucracies always want to expand their scope of operations. This is especially true of EPA, which is primarily a regulatory agency. As air and water pollution disappear as prime issues, as acid rain and stratospheric-ozone depletion fade from public view, climate change seems like the best growth area for regulators. It has the additional glamour of being international and therefore appeals to those who favor world governance over national sovereignty. Therefore, labeling carbon dioxide, the product of fossil-fuel burning, as a pollutant has a high priority for EPA as a first step in that direction."

CO2 in the last century has helped increase agricultural productivity 

Roy Spencer, Ph.D. Meteorology, Former Senior Scientist for Climate Studies, NASA, 1/4/11, Popular Science, http://www.climatechangedispatch.com/temperate-facts/co2-and-gw-primers/co2-is-not-pollution?start=1 
"Many chemicals are absolutely necessary for humans to live, for instance oxygen. Just as necessary, human metabolism produces by-products that are exhaled, like carbon dioxide and water vapor. So, the production of carbon dioxide is necessary, on the most basic level, for humans to survive. The carbon dioxide that is emitted as part of a wide variety of natural processes is, in turn, necessary for vegetation to live. It turns out that most vegetation is somewhat 'starved' for carbon dioxide, as experiments have shown that a wide variety of plants grow faster, and are more drought tolerant, in the presence of doubled carbon dioxide concentrations. Fertilization of the global atmosphere with the extra CO2 that mankind's activities have emitted in the last century is believed to have helped increase agricultural productivity. In short, carbon dioxide is a natural part of our environment, necessary for life, both as 'food' and as a by-product."

We need more CO2

Walt Thiessen, Walt Thiessen is a former liberal who moved to the libertarian camp in 1980 soon after graduating from Colgate University. He was a candidate (i.e. volunteer sacrificial lamb) for Congress in 1996 from Connecticut as an expression of his support for the Libertarian Party's presidential nominee that year, 4/8/08, Nolan Chart, http://www.nolanchart.com/article3401.html 
It didn't get any attention in the media, but there was a highly significant presentation made last month. According to the ICCC, David Archibald, the presenter, is a scientist (and entrepreneur) operating in the field of cancer research, climate science and oil exploration. His presentation made some startling points about the truth regarding global warming. First and foremost, the greens refuse to understand that global warming is directly caused by the sun. That should be patently obvious to everyone, but apparently it isn't obvious to the greens. This isn't just sad; it turns out it's the basis for a potential global calamity (but not the one the greens want us to believe in). According to Archibald, green global warming fanatics are 100% diametrically wrong. The data shows that the Earth is actually getting colder, and that this trend is likely to accelerate. It also shows that carbon dioxide's warming effect is minimal at best. Most startling of all is his point that global warming increases agricultural production, and this is where things get interesting , because if Archibald is correct, we're in for some really bad times starting in about 20 years or so. It turns out that as the earth cools, agricultural production declines. It's almost a perfect correlation. Archibald says that the peak in warming was reached in 1998, and that since then there has been a 0.06 degrees per year in temperature. Further, this will likely accelerate to about 0.2 degrees per year by 2009. Says Archibald: "The carbon dioxide that Mankind will put into the atmosphere over the next few hundred years will offset a couple of millenia of post-Holocene Optimum cooling before we plunge into the next ice age. There are no deleterious consequences of higher atmospheric carbon dioxide levels. Higher atmospheric carbon dioxide levels are wholly beneficial." Among other things, he is urging that we increase our burn rate of coal here in the United States to help continue the warming, because we apparently need all the warming we can get. He also gives a backhanded compliment to the greenies: We have to be thankful to the anthropogenic global warming proponents for one thing. If it weren’t for them and their voodoo science, climate science wouldn’t have attracted the attention of non-climate scientists, and we would be sleepwalking into the rather disruptive cooling that is coming next decade. We have a few years to prepare for that in terms of agricultural production. It remains to be seen what the final verdict on global warming will be, but I'm glad to see that there's a little bit of sanity being introduced into the subject.
2NC

No empirical evidence 

Empiric data shows that an increase of CO2 is beneficial 

Craig D. Idso, Idso received his B.S. in Geography from Arizona State University, his M.S. in Agronomy from the University of Nebraska - Lincoln, and his Ph.D. in Geography from Arizona State University, where he studied as one of a small group of University Graduate Scholars, 6/8/11, pg 2, http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/stories/papers/other/food_security.pdf  
Global food security is one of the most pressing societal issues of our time.

The idea that an increase in the air’s CO2 content may be of benefit to the biosphere can be traced back in time over 200 years. As early as 1804, for example, de Saussure showed that peas exposed to high CO2 concentrations grew better than control plants in ambient air; and work conducted in the early 1900s significantly increased the number of species in which this growth-enhancing effect of atmospheric CO2 enrichment was observed to occur (Demoussy, 1902-1904; Cummings and Jones, 1918). In fact, by the time a group of scientists convened at Duke University in 1977 for a workshop on Anticipated Plant Responses to Global Carbon Dioxide Enrichment, an annotated bibliography of 590 scientific studies dealing with CO2 effects on vegetation had been prepared (Strain, 1978). This body of research demonstrated that increased levels of atmospheric CO2 generally produce increases in plant photosynthesis, decreases in plant water loss by transpiration, increases in leaf area, and increases in plant branch and fruit numbers, to name but a few of the most commonly reported benefits. And five years later, at the International Conference on Rising Atmospheric Carbon Dioxide and Plant Productivity, it was concluded that a doubling of the air’s CO2 concentration would likely lead to a 50% increase in photosynthesis in C3 plants, a doubling of water use efficiency in both C3 and C4 plants, significant increases in biological nitrogen fixation in almost all biological systems, and an increase in the ability of plants to adapt to a variety of environmental stresses (Lemon, 1983).

No empirical evidence that CO2 levels will harm us

Robert M. Carter, Ph.D. Professor of Environmental and Earth Sciences, James Cook University, 11/20/08, PopularTechnology.net, http://www.populartechnology.net/2008/11/carbon-dioxide-co2-is-not-pollution.html

"Carbon dioxide is not a pollutant but a naturally occurring, beneficial trace gas in the atmosphere. For the past few million years, the Earth has existed in a state of relative carbon dioxide starvation compared with earlier periods. There is no empirical evidence that levels double or even triple those of today will be harmful, climatically or otherwise. As a vital element in plant photosynthesis, carbon dioxide is the basis of the planetary food chain - literally the staff of life. Its increase in the atmosphere leads mainly to the greening of the planet. To label carbon dioxide a "pollutant" is an abuse of language, logic and science." -
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CO2 not a pollutant 

CO2 doesn’t cause global warming. 

Paul Bedard, the founder of  Washington Whispers Washington Whispers has been featured in U.S. News & World Report since 1933, offering a fun, insider's view of Washington. 8/7/09, USnews.com http://www.usnews.com/news/blogs/washington-whispers/2009/10/07/scientist-carbon-dioxide-doesnt-cause-global-warming 
A noted geologist who coauthored the New York Times bestseller Sugar Busters has turned his attention to convincing Congress that carbon dioxide emissions are good for the Earth and don't cause global warming. Leighton Steward is on Capitol Hill this week armed with studies and his book Fire, Ice and Paradise in a bid to show senators working on the energy bill that the carbon dioxide cap-and-trade scheme could actually hurt the environment by reducing CO2 levels.  "I'm trying to kill the whole thing," he says. "We are tilting at windmills." He is meeting with several GOP lawmakers and has plans to meet with some Democrats later this week.  Much of the global warming debate has focused on reducing CO2 emissions because it is thought that the greenhouse gas produced mostly from fossil fuels is warming the planet. But Steward, who once believed CO2 caused global warming, is trying to fight that with a mountain of studies and scientific evidence that suggest CO2 is not the cause for warming. What's more, he says CO2 levels are so low that more, not less, is needed to sustain and expand plant growth.  Trying to debunk theories that higher CO2 levels cause warming, he cites studies that show CO2 levels following temperature spikes, prompting him to back other scientists who say that global warming is caused by solar activity.  In taking on lawmakers pushing for a cap-and-trade plan to deal with emissions, Steward tells Whispers that he's worried that the legislation will result in huge and unneeded taxes. Worse, if CO2 levels are cut, he warns, food production will slow because plants grown at higher CO2 levels make larger fruit and vegetables and also use less water. He also said that higher CO2 levels are not harmful to humans. As an example, he said that Earth's atmosphere currently has about 338 parts per million of CO2 and that in Navy subs, the danger level for carbon dioxide isn't reached until the air has 8,000 parts per million of CO2.  Steward is part of a nonprofit group called Plants Need CO2 that is funding pro-CO2 ads in two states represented by two key lawmakers involved in the energy debate: Montana's Sen. Max Baucus and New Mexico's Sen. Jeff Bingaman. 

CO2 being a pollutant is based on fake science used for more funding

Hans Schreuder, Analytical Chemist, 1/4/11, Popular Science, http://www.climatechangedispatch.com/temperate-facts/co2-and-gw-primers/co2-is-not-pollution?start=1

"To classify carbon dioxide as a pollutant is thus nothing short of scientific chicanery, for reasons that have nothing to do with science, but based purely on the pseudo-science so eagerly practiced by academia across the world in order to keep their funding sources open to the governmental decrees, which are in turn based on totally false IPCC

CO2 Not a pollutant, Northern hemisphere welcome global warming

Ziggy Switkowski, chancellor of RMIT University, 7/20/11, The Australian, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/national-affairs/commentary/respect-the-science-and-dont-call-co2-a-pollutant/story-e6frgd0x-1226097849156 
Some time ago, politicians or their advisers decided a clever way to frame the climate change debate was to label carbon dioxide as a pollutant: hence the Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme. Of course, in 2015 our government proposes to move to an emissions trading scheme, which has a better resonance than a pollution trading scheme, were they to be consistent. I believe in the science of climate change and the role of greenhouse gas emissions, particularly CO2, from household and industrial use of fossil fuels. But I am offended by the manipulation of the argument by deliberately coding CO2 as a pollutant, which it is not, and implying some environmental agenda where there is none. When fossil fuels such as coal, gas and petrol are burned, there are a number of by-products. Particulate matter that is not filtered from exhausts and escapes from smokestacks is polluting and contributes to smog and serious respiratory and other community health problems, such as widely experienced in China with its many coal-fired power stations and old technology. Paradoxically, particle emissions contribute to global cooling but are definitely pollution. Gases such as nitrogen oxide and sulphur dioxide arising from the combustion of coal can cause acid rain; they also are pollution. Water vapour, as seen billowing from the hyperboloid cooling towers much favoured by photo editors, is not pollution unless we include clouds and rain in that definition, which few do. Carbon dioxide, which is produced in great quantities also, but is colourless and normally benign, is not a pollutant. It is a greenhouse gas which, as its concentration increases in the atmosphere, contributes to the warming of the planet. It is a greenhouse gas, not a pollutant, in the context of climate change. CO2 is necessary to plant life and in regulating our temperature and climate. The level of CO2 prior to the industrial revolution in the 1700s was about 280 parts per million in the atmosphere and no one believes that level was excessive. Today that level is about 390ppm and CO2 has become a pollutant. At what level did this change of status occur and in which decade or generation? Many cold regions in the northern hemisphere welcome global warming. Think of Scotland, parts of Scandinavia, Russia, Canada. To them, increasing CO2 is not a problem. Is it possible for CO2 to be a pollutant in the southern hemisphere but beneficial in large parts of the north? What previously unknown principle of chemistry is at work here, which changes the character of a molecule depending on location?

***Global Warming***
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Global Warming is good

Global Warming is good

Duncan Steel, is reader in space technology at the Joule Physics Laboratory, University of Salford., 5/1/02, The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2002/dec/05/comment.climatechange 
There can be little doubt that global warming is real. When scientists argue about the subject, it is usually in the context of how large a temperature rise they have calculated for the next decade or century, not whether any heating at all will occur. The heat is on, then. At least I hope so: because the greenhouse effect is a good thing. Consider historical records, and other tracers showing how our climate has varied over the past few millennia. Stepping back just a decade, we find that injections of dust or smoke into the atmosphere, such as from the Mount Pinatubo volcanic eruption and the oil fires after the Gulf war, led to slight coolings (airborne particles reflect sunlight away). Going back to the 17th century, one notes the "Little Ice Age" when the River Thames froze over and frost fairs were held in London on its icy surface. This occurred during an era when there was a dip in sunspot numbers, and so was presumably caused by lessened solar output. Why, we don't know. But it happened. Starting around AD540, pestilence spread across Europe. This is usually termed the Plague of Justinian (emperor of the eastern Roman Empire), and it was provoked by a climatic downturn. Similarly, several coincidental crashes of disparate, well-separated civilisations are recognised in archaeological records, for example around 1650BC and also 2350BC, with no apparent link other than widespread worsening climate. So, relatively small perturbations in the amount of sunlight reaching the ground can lead to temperature falls sufficient to provoke the downfall of previously effective agricultural systems and economies. Looking at the climate over an extended timescale, longer than the Holocene (the relatively warm past 12,000 years), one sees that the usual condition of Earth is far colder than that enjoyed now. The norm is Ice Age. Cool the climate just a little, and a feedback effect drops the temperature further: the Arctic snowfields creep further south and, because snow reflects away more sunlight than bare ground, the temperature drops lower, more snow falls, and on it goes. Metaphorically, the global climate is similar to a cliff edge, next to which a drunk is staggering. One step in the wrong direction and over he goes. Although we'd all like things to remain the same, the reality is that nothing, most especially the weather, is constant. Coolings seem to be rapid, and cause disastrous downfalls of civilisation. But we can cope with slow upward trends in temperature. Our mantra should be slow change good, fast change bad. Given that we cannot stop the occurrence of random steps toward the precipice, what we need to do is arrange for our drunkard to be a safe distance from the cliff edge. That is why global warming is a good thing. In fact, life on Earth owes its existence to the greenhouse effect. This became clear from investigations of other planets. It was by trying to understand why Venus has such a high surface-temperature (close to 500 C) that we learned how the terrestrial atmosphere keeps us warm, and realised that elevated levels of carbon dioxide from the burning of fossil fuels must surely push Earth's temperature up. That our planet is subject to the greenhouse effect is not in doubt. The natural action of the atmosphere elevates the global temperature by almost 40 degrees. The moon is at the same distance from the sun as us, but much colder because it is airless. When scientists debate the possibility of life on planets orbiting distant stars, they may ruminate on the "Goldilocks problem". The global temperature, like the porridge, must be "just right". But what is the "right" terrestrial temperature from the perspective of the development of civilisation? That there are substantial drawbacks to global warming is unarguable. Certain low-lying areas such as Bangladesh and various Pacific islands may well be flooded. It will be the responsibility of the developed nations, which produce most of the carbon dioxide emissions, to find ways to assist those people most affected. But it is not only the developing world that will be inundated. For example, most of Florida, rather than just the Everglades, may become a swamp. In 100 years' time Miami may be submerged, but a century ago there was almost nothing there. Such change - slow change, on the scale of the human lifetime - causing the shifting of peoples has been a continuing feature of history. In Britain the coastlines have never been constant: as Beachy Head erodes, it produces shingle that banks up to the east. The place where William the Conqueror landed in 1066 is now inland. Status quo is the exception, not the norm. For the human utility of the planet as a whole, some regions may need to be abandoned, while new zones of habitability will become available as planet Earth warms slightly. It is a natural function of humankind to move on, and search for new opportunities and horizons. Global warming, then, is great because it protects us from the unpredictable big freeze that would be far, far worse.
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Global Warming saves lives

Global Warming will save 1.4 million lives every year

Bjørn Lomborg,  is the director of the Copenhagen Consensus Centre, adjunct professor at Copenhagen Business School, and the author of 'Cool It' and 'The Skeptical Environmentalist' 3/12/09, The Telegraph, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/comment/personal-view/4981028/Global-warming-will-save-millions-of-lives.html 
Global warming will increase the burden on the British health system because more people will suffer from heat-caused illness. This was the message delivered to a conference in Copenhagen this week by Alistair Hunt, a researcher at Bath University. "I am trying to bring home the impact of climate change to everyone," he said. There is one significant impact that the researcher did not "bring home" in interviews about his work: warmer temperatures will save lives. It is true, as Hunt noted, that the 2003 heatwave claimed 2,000 lives in Britain; that human-caused warming will increase global temperatures by about 2.6 degrees Celsius on average; and that high temperatures cause heat strokes, heart attacks and other illnesses, which hit the elderly and chronically ill the hardest. But low temperatures also kill. The old, infirm, homeless and very young are at the highest risk of hypothermia, heart attacks, strokes and illnesses caused or exacerbated by the cold. Winter regularly takes many more lives than any heatwave: 25,000 to 50,000 people each year die in Britain from excess cold. Across Europe, there are six times more cold-related deaths than heat-related deaths. We know this from the world's biggest cross-national, peer-reviewed studies under the aegis of Professor William Keatinge of the University of London. Global warming will mean more frequent heatwaves, according to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change – by 2100, every three years instead of every 20 years. But bitterly cold spells will decrease as quickly, coming once every two decades, rather than every three years. For the UK, the Keatinge studies show heat-related deaths caused by global warming will increase by 2,000. But cold-related deaths will decrease by 20,000. The only global study suggests that this is true internationally: by 2050, there will be almost 400,000 more heat-related deaths a year, and almost 1.8 million fewer cold-related deaths. Warmer temperatures will save 1.4 million lives each year. The number of saved lives will outweigh the increase in heat-related deaths until at least 2200. This is not an argument to do nothing in the face of global warming. But focusing only on the negative lays the groundwork for extremely poor policies. Hunt's research was presented at a Copenhagen summit that had key speakers with views more negative than consensus expectations, in the hope of convincing politicians to commit to drastic carbon cuts. This is the wrong response: even if the Kyoto Protocol's promised carbon emission reductions had been fully implemented across this century, temperatures would only be reduced by an insignificant 0.2°C, at a cost of $180 billion a year. If we want to cut temperatures faster – and identify new technology that can cool houses in summer and save lives – we need cheap alternative energy technology within 20 to 40 years. If every country committed to spending 0.05 per cent of GDP on researching non-carbon-emitting energy technologies, that would cost $25 billion a year, and it would do a lot more than massive carbon cuts to fight warming and save lives. To prepare adequately for the challenge of global warming, we must acknowledge both the good and the bad that it will bring. If our starting point is to prove that Armageddon is on its way, we will not consider all of the evidence, and will not identify the smartest policy choices. 
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Global Warming saves lives

Global Warming is good and saves lives. 

Bolt 6/15 

(Andrew Bolt, PA Pundits - International, Austrial's most succesful conservative commentator, "Global Warming Saves Lives, So Why Dont They Say So?" pg online @ http://papundits.wordpress.com/2011/06/15/global-warming-saves-lives-so-why-don’t-they-say-so//kyra)

Again I must ask: if global warming is so clear a threat, why all these deceits? You see, the Gillard Government and its paid alarmists this week stooped to even more despicable lows to panic you. Take Climate Commissioner Tim Flannery, who used to claim we’d never again get dam-filling rains and that Sydney, Brisbane and Adelaide could run out of water by … oops, already. This week he was at it again, insisting global warming was already drowning some of our islands. “There are islands in the Torres Strait that are already being evacuated and are feeling the impacts,” he claimed. Oh, really, Tim? Which ones? When? In fact, sea levels have dropped over the past few years. Moreover, even Toshie Kris, a warming alarmist who chairs the Torres Strait Regional Authority, last month described evacuations of his islands as a thing that might happen one day, not a thing that had happened already. “The Torres Strait may well be the first area in Australia to commence evacuations of inhabited lands, not as a precaution but as a direct result of climate change,” he said. The only evacuation I know of to which Flannery could be referring was of just six families from Yam Island in 2006 when a storm coincided with a king tide. But such floods have happened in these low-lying islands since before memory. For instance, Bamaga, on Cape York, was settled more than 60 years ago after Saibai Island was hit by a tidal wave. So which islands, Tim? Surely you can’t be referring to the few families who have quit Papua New Guinea’s Carteret Islands? After all, the real problem there is not that the seas are rising but that the land, on tectonic plates, is falling. But Flannery’s alarmism is almost forgivable compared with that of the Department of Climate Change, which yesterday leaked to the Herald Sun its latest “fact sheet” on the allegedly deadly threat of global warming. So I read this: “Victorians … are being warned that global warming could slash the ski season by up to 96 per cent … The number of heat-related deaths could reach 1318 a year … “ What shameful hucksterism from the department. The claim that skiers will weep for warming is based on a suspect CSIRO 2003 study, which warned that ski resorts could already lose a quarter of their snow by 2018. Yet most of the snow seasons since have been great, and this year’s has opened early. One day the CSIRO will admit it was wrong. Again. The death scare is even dodgier. That bizarrely precise prediction that 1318 older Melburnians could die of heat in 2050 plays down two critical things. First, this prediction was first made by the CSIRO and National Centre for Epidemiology and Population Health in 2002, and over the past decade the world – surprise! – hasn’t warmed at all. So the prediction is outdated. Second, why is the Department of Climate Change recycling this scare when the truth is that even if more people die of heat in a warmer world, more lives will probably be saved by the milder winter? In fact, even the 2002 report reluctantly makes that very point: “In some countries, decreases in winter mortality due to milder winters may compensate for increases in summer mortality due to the increased frequency of heatwaves.” And even the Department of Climate Change is forced to admit, after first scaring us about heat-related deaths, that in fact, with the lives saved by a warmer winter, there would overall be a “slight decrease in the total number of temperature-related deaths”. Isn’t that the real headline? Global warming actually saves lives? Hear it again from the British Medical Journal, which in 2000 reported a study by scientists in Britain, Italy, Holland and France, who concluded: “Our data suggest that any increases in mortality due to increased temperatures would be outweighed by much larger short-term declines in cold-related mortalities.” Same story here. An Adelaide University study, Temperature and direct effects on population health in Brisbane, 1986-1995, published in the Journal of Environmental Health, noted that even in warm Queensland, winters were deadlier than summers. Cold kills more surely than heat. The truth is other than what this Government wants you to believe. You are being deceived yet again. Is it because global warming is actually a con, that it must be sold with such cheap tricks and false alarms? 
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Global Warming Good for Trade Routes 

Global Climate change sets up new artic trade routes, has many different advantages

Terry Macalister, He is a law graduate and has just completed a research fellowship at Wolfson College, Cambridge, focusing on the opportunities and threats posed by industrialisation of the Arctic. He was awarded an international journalism prize by the Russian Academy of Sciences at the St Petersburg International Economic Forum 2011. 7/5/11, Guardian.co.uk, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2011/jul/05/arctic-shipping-trade-routes 
Cold is the new hot in shipping circles as melting sea ice opens up prospects for trade between China and the west to move across the roof of the world. An increasing amount of seaborne traffic is beginning to move on the so-called Northern Sea Route which traverses the Siberian coast. There are also hopes of opening up more of the North West Passage above Canada. The attraction of the voyage is that it is one-third of the distance of more traditional routes through the Suez Canal. This means less carbon-dioxide (CO2) emissions and less fuel. It also means less pirates. Attacks on ships off Somalia and in the Gulf of Aden have become so severe that some owners are already using longer sea routes around South Africa to avoid conflict. Christian Bonfils, the managing director of Nordic Barents operator Nordic Bulk Carriers, claims it will save him $180,000 in fuel costs. New Arctic voyages are starting all the time. Russian oil company, Novatek is currently carrying a trial shipment of 60,000 tonnes of oil products to China via northern Siberia on the vessel, Perseverance. Norilsk Nickel, the world's largest nickel producer, broke new ground last year by carrying ore to China and South Korea by the eastern part of the Arctic route. Two tankers owned by Murmansk Shipping, the Varzuga and Indiga, loaded with 27,000 tonnes of petroleum, recently moved through the ice-thinned passage from Murmansk to Chukotka in the Russian far east. Sovcomflot, Russia's major shipowner, took one of its 70,000-dead weight tonnage tankers from Russia to the far east on this route. And another state-owned Russian company, Atomflot, says it is handling more inquiries than ever before for east-to-west voyages transiting the north coast of Siberia. Atomflot provides the nuclear-powered icebreakers that are currently required by the Russian government to escort the growing number of cargo vessels braving the journey. But it is not all plain sailing. Quite a lot of the Arctic routes are not properly mapped and surveyed while there is a serious dispute in Canada over whether the famous North West Passage is international water or sovereign territory. Meanwhile the Russian authorities are still trying to decide what to do about dumped radioactive materials left along the route. The Tsivolka Inlet on Novaya Zemyla has been used as a burial ground for nuclear reactors such as the one from the first atomic-powered icebreaker, the Lenin. The gathering interest in the Northern Sea Route is being generated by a political as well as a physical thaw. Global warming is reducing the thickness and immovability of the ice but Moscow is changing too. Russia under Dmitry Medvedev is an increasingly outward-looking country willing to compromise and co-operate. Last week in Murmansk, the Russian president signed a bilateral agreement with Norway after a 40-year row over sea boundaries. It started with arguments over fish but has become a negotiation largely driven by prospects for oil and gas in the Barents Sea and beyond. Wider political changes are happening as the Arctic increasingly becomes a hunting ground for minerals rather than the seals of the past. The shipowners believe that this route could gradually be open for transit up to four months per year as air and sea temperatures increase. But they also foresee a world ahead when vessels can take a direct east-west route right across the north pole. Viktor Basargin, Russian regional development minister, has said that cargo shipments via the North Sea Route could rise from its current level of 3m tonnes annually to 30m "in the near future." Canadian and American maritime experts say 2% of global shipping could be diverted to the Arctic by 2030, rising to 5% by 2050. Already cruise ships are bringing tourists and income to countries such as Greenland. But they are also raising concerns about safety and pollution from oil spills. There is a widespread view that it is only a matter of time before there is a potential emergency: a passenger ship in trouble and potential evacuation into freezing seas. Even with the best of intentions, the wider shipping industry will have accidents. Collisions are certainly more likely in areas of thick fog and where some navigational equipment might malfunction in extreme cold. Accidents are also more likely where mapping of the seabed is extremely patchy – as it is throughout the polar region. This summer an ice-strengthened cruise ship, the Clipper Adventurer, hit an uncharted "underwater cliff" off Nunavut, northern Canada. Yet this is an area where an extensive search-and-rescue capability is only just being planned for inside the Arctic Council, where Russia, Canada and other coastal states discuss issues of the day.
Global climate change opens out trade routes. And helps Russia’s GNP

Honor Mahony,  is editor of the EUobserver in Brussels and has also written for The Irish Times, Sunday Business Post and Spiegel Online, 6/7/11, Ocnus.net, http://www.ocnus.net/artman2/publish/Business_1/Arctic-Shipping-Routes-Unlikely-to-be-Suez-of-the-North.shtml 
Late last year a cargo ship made maritime history. It became the first foreign bulk carrier to make a commercial trip across Russian Arctic waters. Carrying over 40,000 tonnes of iron ore, the MV Nordic Barents left Kirkenes port in Norway on 4 September. It sailed the North Sea route, a path that runs eastwards from northern Europe, along Russia's north coast and through the Bering Strait. Some three weeks later, it docked in Xingang, northern China. The North Sea route has become freer of ice, but the navigation season is still just two-four months "The whole trip went very well. There were no big delays and it was a lot cheaper. Just compared to going via the Cape of Good Hope, the savings for fuel alone was around $550,000," said Christian Bonfils, CEO of Nordic Bulk Carriers, operator of the ship. The Russians have been using Arctic waters all year round for decades. Retreating sea ice due to global warming in recent years has seen foreign shipping companies start to look northwards for the possibility of commercial shipping routes. But until recently the area has been closed to foreign ships wanting to get to hungry Asian markets. Instead companies use the Suez Canal - a trip which, counted from Norway, is almost twice as long. Last year Tschudi Shipping, which owns a mine in Kirkenes, approached the Russians about the possibility of using the North Sea route to get to China, the mine's biggest customer. "We got a very clear message from the Russians. It was: 'We want to compete with Suez'," said CEO Felix Tschudi. The Norwegian company hooked up with Nordic Bulk Carriers, who had the right type of ice ship, to make the trip. Until then uncertainty about how much the Russians would charge for the mandatory use of their ice-breakers meant the trip was not economically viable. "The rate we paid last year [$210,000] for ice-breaker services was very comparable with the Suez Canal," said Bonfils. Getting Russian natural resources out So what prompted the Russian thaw? According to Professor Lawson Brigham, an expert on Arctic policy at the University of Alaska Fairbanks, it comes down to Russia wanting to exploit natural resources in the area. "The bottom line is that Russia's GNP is tied to Arctic natural resources development. The real driver is building up a transport system to move the cargoes of natural resources to global markets and one of the big global markets sitting there is China," he said. The region has a wealth of natural resources including nickel, iron ore, phosphate, copper and cobalt. There are huge reserves of gas in the Shtokman gas field, while a 2008 report by the US Geological Survey suggested oil in the Arctic circle could amount to 13 percent of the world's undiscovered supply. Tschudi and Bonfils have an additional, more prosaic explanation. The obligation to use Russian ice-breakers is a money spinner. "If they can employ their icebreakers in the summer season, then it's good business for them," said Bonfils. Problems Several more such trans-arctic trips are planned this year. According to Tschudi the North Sea route "will be important for those who are shipping from fairly high north." "It will be quite important for mines in the Kola Peninsula [in north west Russia], mines in Finland. You can also save by shipping from Rotterdam." But for all the buzz it has been creating - shipping companies are also thrilled at the prospect of pirate-free waters â€“ caveats abound. Good trade depends on predictability Global warming has meant the North Sea route has become freer of ice. But this is the case only for about four months a year at most, sometimes only two. An impact study on Arctic marine shipping by the Arctic Council notes that the navigation season for the North Sea route is expected to be 90-100 days only by 2080. "Despite all of the change, the Arctic Ocean is ice-covered for most of the year." said Brigham, adding: "The global maritime industry works on just-in-time cargoes and the regular nature of marine traffic." "There is a little bit of a misperception that this is a new global regime with new global shipping lanes that will replace Panama and Suez [canals]." In addition, businesses need to feel less that they are subject to Russia's whim when it comes to tariffs. "We need predictability [on prices] in order to plan," said Tschudi. There are a host of other problems too. There is little infrastructure in Arctic territory. If a ship gets into trouble, help is far away. There are also no clear rules on standards for ships sailing in the area. The waters are not as well chartered as elsewhere. More oceangraphic and meterological data is needed as well as information on icebergs. At the political level, there is a dispute over the waters. Russia considers the Northern Sea route as national territory, so it makes the rules. The US disagrees.
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Global Warming Good for Frogs

Climate change lead to higher survival rates of frogs

World Climate Report, Uses a collection of data, facts and statements within a broad range of categories to find and explain many of the fallacies held in popular global warming, 3/1/11, World Climate Report, http://www.thegwpf.org/the-observatory/2556-global-warming-is-good-for-frogs.html 
McCaffery and Maxwell conducted a 9-year demographic study of Columbia spotted frogs in the Bitterroot Mountains of Montana; they collected data on local climate variables, frog survival and fecundity (fertility), and population growth rates. In their own words, these scientists report “These results unambiguously demonstrate that earlier ending winters with lower snowpack in this system lead to higher survival rates, higher probabilities of breeding, and higher population viability. Most research on amphibian declines assumes that climate change will have negative impacts on already vulnerable species, yet we show that this may not be the case for alpine and boreal amphibian populations currently persisting in harsh environments. This provides a unique perspective to the role of climate change in amphibian declines in temperate ecosystems.” We highly doubt McCaffery and Maxwell made any friends in the climate change alarmist fraternity with that set of conclusions!

***Other***

Global Warming is a Myth

Global Warming is a Hoax

Larry Bell, Architecture professor and columnist Larry Bell has a new book of climate science disinformation out, Climate of Corruption, 01.05.11, Forbes.com, http://www.forbes.com/2011/01/03/climate-change-hoax-opinions-contributors-larry-bell.html

I've encountered some folks who appear offended by the title of my new book Climate of Corruption: Politics and Power Behind the Global Warming Hoax. Why do you call it a "hoax"? they ask. Why not refer to the matter as a debate? The reason is quite simple: A debate describes a discussion in which participants competitively argue opposing points of view that are assumed to be based upon honest positions. A hoax is a deceptive act intended to hoodwink people through deliberate misinformation, including factual omissions. My book is about the latter. (And by the way, it can be ordered through primary vendors, and is currently being featured on "new releases" tables at 200 major Barnes and Noble stores.) Article Controls The central lie is that we are experiencing a known human-caused climate crisis, a claim based on speculative theories, contrived data and totally unproven modeling predictions. And the evidence? Much is revealed by politically corrupted processes and agenda-driven report conclusions rendered by the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), which are trumpeted in the media as authoritative gospel. S. Fred Singer, former director of the U.S. Weather Satellite Service and University of Virginia professor emeritus commented about these sorry circumstances in the foreword of my book, stating in part: "Many would place the beginning of the global warming hoax on the Senate testimony delivered by James Hansen of NASA [director of the Goddard Institute for Space Studies] during the summer of 1988. More than anything else, this exhibition of hyped alarm triggered my active skepticism about the man-made global warming scare. This skepticism was amplified when I acted as reviewer of the first three IPCC reports, in 1990, 1996, and 2001. Increasingly claims were made for which there was no evidence; in some cases the 'evidence' was clearly manufactured. For example, the 1966 report used selective data and doctored graphs. It also featured changes in the text that were made after the scientists had approved it and before it was printed." Other fraud is evident through public exposure of e-mail files retrieved from the Climate Research Unit (CRU) at Britain's University of East Anglia. Scandalous exchanges among prominent researchers who have fomented global warming hysteria confirm long-standing and broadly suspected manipulations of climate data. The communications also reveal conspiracies to falsify and withhold information, to suppress contrary findings in scholarly publications, and to exaggerate the existence and threats of man-made global warming. Many of these individuals have had major influence over summary report findings issued by the IPCC. Still other evidence comes from mouths of government officials, international climate summit organizers and leading science spokespeople recorded in candid public admissions.

Global Warming all hype

Ben Lieberman, Ben Lieberman is senior policy analyst for energy and environment at the Heritage Foundation, 2/12/10, The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/02/The-Late-Great-Global-Warming-Scare 
Global-warming skeptics were hit with numerous setbacks over the past few years - from a major 2007 U.N. report that seemingly confirmed the warming crisis, to Al Gore's popularization of this gloomy message through his book and Oscar-winning documentary, "An Inconvenient Truth." And let's not forget the shifting political winds that elected a greener Congress and brought in an administration that made climate change a priority. But now those skeptics are facing a new challenge: overconfidence. That's because everything of late has been breaking their way. OK, overconfidence may be an exaggeration, but the wheels are really coming off the global-warming cart. "Climategate" - the recent leak of e-mails showing gross misconduct among scientists with key roles in the U.N. report - raises serious questions about how much of the global-warming science we can trust. The scientists were, after all, manipulating the temperature data to show more warming and subverting requests by independent researchers to see the underlying data. Other scary claims in the U.N. report, such as the assertion that Himalayan glaciers are on pace to melt completely by 2035, also turned out to be false and have been retracted recently. Climategate and other scandals only add to the reasons for doubt. At the same time, Mr. Gore's many terrifying predictions are not withstanding the test of time. His book and movie really played up the supposed link between global warming and Hurricane Katrina. Unfortunately for the scaremongers (and fortunately for those who live on the coast) we haven't seen anything even close to Katrina since. The 2006 through 2008 hurricane seasons were at or below average, and the 2009 season went down as the weakest in more than a decade. So much for a global-warming-induced hurricane trend - and many other such scares. Another thing missing from the global-warming crisis? Global warming. Temperatures have been flat for more than a decade, and 2009 adds one more year to that trend. Polling shows that the American people increasingly see Mr. Gore (and others) as the boy who cried wolf, and they are drawing their own common-sense conclusions. The number who believe global warming is real is dropping, and the number who consider it a crisis has plummeted. Also declining is the number of those willing to accept substantially higher gasoline prices and electric bills - the intended result of domestic global-warming bills or international treaties that raise the price of fossil fuels so we are forced to use less. Even studies conducted by the Obama administration find reduced economic 

(Cont…) 

activity, higher energy prices and lost jobs from such measures. In other words, global-warming policy promises plenty of economic pain for little if any environmental gain - a hard sell at any time, but especially now, given the lingering recession. For all their stated concern for the issue, President Obama and Congress have an uphill climb to turn this into law. Consider one recent poll, conducted by the Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, asking the American people to rank 20 issues in terms of importance. Global warming came in 20th - dead last - while the economy came in at No. 1. It won't be easy to enact a law or yoke the U.S. to a global treaty that addresses America's No. 20 priority at the expense of No. 1 - and do so in an election year. There is still plenty to worry skeptics. One example: the Environmental Protection Agen- cy's attempt to impose global-warming policy through costly regulations. Also, there's no room for complacency so long as the forces in favor of global-warming measures remain powerful and persistent. But the facts - and the politics on this issue - are moving away from alarm. We may look back on 2010 as the year when the great global-warming scare really started to fade into history.
Global Warming = New Eugenics 

Global Warming is the new eugenics, but will kill more people. 

Henry Lamb, Henry Lamb is the founding Chairman of Sovereignty International (1996), and the founding CEO of the Environmental Conservation Organization (1988). He is publisher of eco-logic Powerhouse, a widely read on-line, and print magazine, and he writes a weekly column for WorldNetDaily, and other publications. He has attended United Nations meetings around the world, is a frequent speaker at conferences and workshops across the country, 12/29/08, Renewamerica, http://www.renewamerica.com/columns/lamb/081229 
Eugenics pioneer, Francis Galton, defined eugenics as: "the study of all agencies under human control which can improve or impair the racial quality of future generations."  Global warming can be defined as: "the study of all agencies under human control which can improve or impair the environmental quality of future generations."  The eugenics movement and the global warming movement are similar in many respects. Both ideas were introduced by scientists, advanced by politicians, popularized by the media, embraced as a moral necessity, resulted in severe consequences, and eventually rejected as harmful hogwash.  Eugenics, thankfully, has run its course. Global warming, however, is approaching its zenith, just before imposing severe consequences, and is, perhaps, still a generation away from being rejected as the hogwash it is.  Early in the last century, eugenics was called a science that justified public policies that promoted selective breeding among humans and attempted to force sterilization among the "lower classes" of people who did not fit the vision of popular eugenicists. In this century, what is called science is used to justify public policies that promote prescribed life styles and attempts to penalize people whose choices do not fit the vision of popular global warming zealots.  Scientists, politicians, preachers, and ordinary people who doubted the doctrine of eugenics were outcasts, subject to ridicule and worse. Scientists, politicians, preachers, and ordinary people who doubt the doctrine of global warming are outcasts, ridiculed, and worse.  The eugenics movement, carried to its logical conclusion by Hitler, killed millions of innocent people. Global warming, when carried to its logical conclusion, will kill far more people than eugenics, and cause incomprehensible agony to people who desperately need affordable energy to survive and prosper.  The goal of the global warming movement is to end the use of fossil fuel. Proponents of this movement claim that fossil fuel use is "killing God's green earth," as one popular TV ad declares. They claim that the use of alternative energy will save the planet for future generations.  Eugenics proponents claimed that selective breeding would constantly improve society by eliminating the lower classes destined for perpetual poverty. They were wrong. Global warming proponents are also wrong in their claims. The use of fossil fuels releases carbon dioxide which certainly does not kill God's green earth — it enhances it. Carbon dioxide is to vegetation what oxygen is to people — essential to life. It is an indisputable fact that vegetation growth and production is enhanced in direct proportion to increased atmospheric carbon dioxide.  The idea that increasing carbon dioxide in the atmosphere is "killing God's green earth," is as preposterous as the idea that society would be better if it consisted only of blond-haired, blue-eyed Aryans.  Were President-elect Obama taking office a hundred years ago, he would undoubtedly be filling his cabinet with eugenics experts. This is a reasonable conclusion because he has obviously bought into the popular global warming movement, and is filling his cabinet with people who share his vision.  The more than 31,000 scientists who reject this vision are outcasts, and are ridiculed by the elite politicians who are caught up in the global warming movement. More than 650 climate scientists, many of whom have been a part of the U.N. global warming studies, have publicly renounced the claims of the global warming movement.  These people too, are outcasts, ridiculed by the Obama global warming elite.  The tragedy is that the consequences of the proposed global warming policies will be as painful as the consequences of eugenics policies. People will die. Many more millions will be denied access to energy that could provide affordable life-saving refrigeration, heat, transportation, and energy for industry.  These consequences are unnecessary. Fossil fuel energy is affordable and available for at least another century. Laws that arbitrarily deny use of this available resource are as unconscionable as the laws that forced sterilization a hundred years ago.  Society was not made better by the eugenics movement; the planet will not be made better by the global warming movement.  From all the studies produced by billions of dollars of research in the last two decades, the only thing that has been learned for sure is that climate change is a natural function which the human race has not begun to comprehend. Science has barely scratched the surface. It is the height of arrogance to think that Congress can enact laws that will be obeyed by nature. As it always has, the climate will change according to the dictates of the architect of the universe, not according to the dictates of Barack Obama, Al Gore, Carol Browner, the U.S. Congress, or even the U.N.'s International Panel on Climate Change.  The climate change movement is, indeed, quite similar to the eugenics movement. In a generation or two, people will look back and wonder what on earth was wrong with this generation, to get caught up in such foolishness. 

Climate Change and eugenics, (also indict about John Holdren and his link to Harrison Brown a avid eugenicst) 

James Delingpole, English columnist and novelist. A self-described libertarian conservative[1], he writes for The Times, The Daily Telegraph, and The Spectator. He has published several novels and four political books, How to be Right: The Essential Guide to Making Lefty Liberals History,[2] Welcome to Obamaland: I Have Seen Your Future and It Doesn't Work, 365 Ways to Drive a Liberal Crazy, and Watermelons: The Green Movement's True Colors [2011]. He is the recipient of the 2010 Bastiat Prize for online journalism, 3/31/11, The Telegraph, http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/news/jamesdelingpole/100082087/climate-change-the-new-eugenics/ 
Civilization – Niall Ferguson’s brilliant, impeccably right-wing analysis of why it is that the West is going to hell in a handcart just gets better and better. (H/T Phantom Skier) In the latest episode, he explored how the roots of the Holocaust lay in a dry run genocide carried out by the Germans (who else?) in German South-West Africa (now Namibia) in the 1900s against the Herero and Namaqua natives. Around 80 per cent of the former tribe and 50 per cent of the latter were brutally massacred with many of the survivors sent to concentration camps where their racial characteristics were studied by proto-Dr-Mengeles as part of the fashionable new scientific field popularised by Francis Galton – eugenics. Ferguson said: “The important point to note is that 100 years ago, work like Galton’s was at the cutting edge of scientific research. Racism wasn’t some backward-looking reactionary ideology: it was the state of the art and people then believed in it as readily as people today BUY the theory of man-made climate change.” Obviously if you’re a believer in the Church of Climatism, this will sound like a monstrous slur. But it does also have the virtue of being true. As I note in my really-quite-soon-to-be-published book Watermelons, the values of the eugenics movement and of the modern green movement are closely connected. Here, for example, is a popular 50s environmentalist called Harrison Brown in a book called The Challenge of Man’s Future (1954), discussing how to make the human species healthier: “Thus we could sterilize or in other ways discourage the mating of the feeble-minded. We could go further and systematically attempt to prune from society, by prohibiting them from breeding, persons suffering from serious inheritable forms of physical defects, such as congenital deafness, dumbness, blindness, or absence of limbs.” Brown, you’ll have gathered, was a keen eugenicist. Well, fine: so were lots of people back then, despite the setback their junk-science philosophy experienced with the end of Nazi Germany. But the point about Brown is that he was not just some ordinary bloke of no consequence: he was and is revered by many in the modern green movement as a key philosophical guru. Among his biggest admirers is John Holdren, the green activist who is now President Obama’s Director of the White House Office of Science And Technology Policy, aka his Science Czar. In 1986, Holdren edited and co-wrote an homage entitled Earth and the Human Future: Essays In Honor of Harrison Brown, in which he claimed: “Thirty years after Harrison Brown elaborated these positions, it remains difficult to improve on them as a coherent depiction of the perils and challenges we face. Brown’s accomplishment in writing The Challenge of Man’s Future, of course, was not simply the construction of this sweeping schema for understanding the human predicament; more remarkable was (and is) the combination of logic, thoroughness, clarity, and force with which he marshalled data and argumentation on every element of the problem and on their interconnections. It is a book, in short, that should have reshaped permanently the perceptions of all serious analysts….” As the author of this damning essay on the subject notes, as recently as 2007 Holdren was reiterating his admiration for Harrison Brown’s noxious views. Holdren, let it not be forgotten, is also the author of this chilling paragraph, from a book he wrote in 1973 with fellow neo-Malthusian doom-mongers Anne Ehrlich and Paul Ehrlich, called Human Ecology: Problems and Solutions: “A massive campaign must be launched to restore a high-quality environment in North America and to de-develop the United States. . . . Resources and energy must be diverted from frivolous and wasteful uses in overdeveloped countries to filling the genuine needs of underdeveloped countries. This effort must be largely political” So thank you, Niall Ferguson, for totally getting it. The sooner sufficiently large numbers of people aware that, for all its fluffy pretensions, the green movement is rooted in pessimism, grotesque misanthropy and rabid anti-capitalism, the sooner we’ll be able to consign it to the dustbin of history next to all those other bad ideas that seemed so good to so many idiots at the time. Eugenics, for example.  

AT: Bad Russian Canada Relations

Russia and Canada are not hostile towards each other

Jessica Murphy, Parliamentary Bureau, 5/25/11, Toronto Sun, Local tabloid style newspaper. Part of the Sun Media national newspaper chain, http://www.torontosun.com/2011/05/25/canada-russia-arctic-tensions-thaw 
OTTAWA - Russia and Canada aren't gearing up for a tussle over the North, a top envoy from the Kremlin said Wednesday. "There are a lot of issues that can be dealt with on an international level," said Petr Plikhin, deputy chief of mission for the Russian embassy in Ottawa, who underscored the joint interests held by both countries, including sustainable economic development. "We are the biggest Arctic nations and we have a lot of common things to tackle." Plikhin added officials from Ottawa and Moscow are seeking to boost co-operation on northern issues and have been sharing scientific research and information on the region. "Of course there are problems," admitted the diplomat. "And the only way to solve the problems is to discuss (them)." His comments suggest a thaw of tensions between Canada and Russia, which have gone head-to-head over Arctic sovereignty in the past. Both nations have been working to assert jurisdiction over parts of the Arctic and claim the Lomonosov Ridge as an extension of their respective continental shelves. Coastal countries, including Canada and Russia, are currently mapping the ocean floor to help assert those claims. Sovereignty experts say once countries have made their individual submissions to the UN commission probing the concerns, science will ultimately be the judge. With a quarter of the world's undiscovered gas and oil believed to be contained in the region, countries have been ramping up for a resource race in the north.
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