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Media Newswire: UNEP promotes scientific knowledge to the developing world
24 December 2009

The United Nations Environment Programme ( UNEP ) this month pushed ahead to promote its Online Access to Research in the Environment ( OARE ) programme in the Republic of Yemen, offering the chance for the country's science community to gain greater access to leading scientific journals. 

UNEP and Yemen's Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) and Ministry of Water and Environment worked together this month with the World Health Organization (WHO) to train 30 Yemeni researchers, scientists, planers, and lecturers about the use of OARE. 
The training, which took place in the capital of Sana'a, was one of UNEP's efforts to support the country as it faces increasing environmental challenges as a result of climate change, food crisis, and water scarcity. 

"We are confident that this model of collaboration between UN organizations in supporting our institutions in Yemen for accessing scientific information and building capacity will lead to successful outcomes," said Mahmoud Mohamed Shidiwah, Chairman of Yemen's Environmental Protection Agency. 

Yemen's economy depends largely on the oil and fishing industries.
 Even though recent reports show a 25 percent increase in fish product exports and a 30 percent increase in fish volume, according to a recent World Bank report, the country is facing an alarming decline in fish stock and production in some areas. 

"We need to do much more to get to a climate-smart world," said Katherine Sierra, Vice-President for Sustainable Development at the World Bank. 

"On the energy front, we must tackle difficult issues like technology transfer, investment, and climate finance. 
But when it comes to adaptation and building climate resilience, the challenge is more complex and the role of knowledge will be key," she added. 

Yemen is one of 108 developing countries which now has free access to the latest in scientific literature through the OARE programme. 
So far, more than 1,600 institutions are registered with OARE to use the wide collection of scientific research and the increasing number of scientific databases and portals. 

OARE's expanding role in the developing world comes at a time when the world is focusing on knowledge and technology transfer in efforts to promote more sustainable development.
 Access to the latest findings in environmental science will aid the developing countries in their efforts to adapt to an increasingly changing environment. 

In November, a similar workshop was organized in Amman, Jordan, where 35 participants from Jordan and Iraq were trained on OARE. Other trainings are scheduled to take place in Tunisia, Morocco and Afghanistan in early 2010. 

The crucial transfer of scientific information to the developing world began two years ago when UNEP negotiated a deal with the leading publishers to build one of the largest electronic collections of scientific knowledge in environmental and related areas.
 UNEP established a partnership with WHO, FAO, Yale and Cornell universities, international publishers and private sector groups like Microsoft.
 The result was a collection that is available online and contains more than 2,900 scientific and peer-reviewed journals with a value of around US$1.5 million a year. 

OARE joins other programmes in the fields of health ( HINARI ) and agriculture ( AGORA ) to expand the availability of information resources. Yemen and 107 other developing countries and more than 1,600 institutions have free access to the OARE programme. 

As climate change and resource degradation continue to hurt the more vulnerable developing countries, UNEP is joining the effort to facilitate much needed science and technology transfer from the developed countries to the developing world. 
Access to the OARE and other scientific journals will allow these scientists to help their countries in climate change adaptation and mitigation work as well as address other environmental challenges.
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Truthout (Blog): Afghanistan escalation a bad sign for the country's environment
28 December 2009

Shipping off 30,000 more troops to the land of the Taliban may be infuriating to devoted antiwar activists, but the toll the Afghanistan war is having on the environment should also force nature lovers into the streets in protest.

Natural habitat in Afghanistan has endured decades of struggle, and the War on Terror has only escalated the destruction. 
The lands most afflicted by warfare are home to critters that most Westerners only have a chance to observe behind cages in our city zoos: gazelles, cheetahs, hyenas, Turanian tigers and snow leopards among others.

Afghanistan's National Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA), which was formed in 2005 to address environmental issues, has listed a total of 33 species on its endangered list. By the end of this year, NEPA's list may grow to over 80 species of plants and animals.

In 2003, the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) released its evaluation of Afghanistan's environmental issues. Titled "Post-Conflict Environmental Assessment," the UNEP report claimed that war and long-standing drought "have caused serious and widespread land and resource degradation, including lowered water tables, desiccation of wetlands, deforestation and widespread loss of vegetative cover, erosion, and loss of wildlife populations."

Ammunition dumps, cluster bombs, B-52 bombers and land mines, which President Obama refuses to ban, serve as the greatest threat to the country's rugged natural landscape and the biodiversity it cradles.

The increasing number of Afghanis that are being displaced because of military conflict, UNEP's report warned, has compounded all of these problems. 
It was a sobering estimation. However, it was an analysis that should not come as much of a surprise: warfare kills not only humans, but life in general.

As bombs fall, civilians are not the only ones put at risk, and the lasting environmental impacts of the war may not be known for years, perhaps decades, to come.

For example, birds are killed and sent off their migratory course. 
Literally tens of thousands of birds leave Siberia and Central Asia to find their winter homes to the south. 
Many of these winged creatures have traditionally flown through Afghanistan to the southeastern wetlands of Kazakhstan, but their numbers have drastically declined in recent years.

Endangered Siberian cranes and two protected species of pelicans are the most at risk, say Pakistani ornithologists who study the area. The war's true impact on these species is not yet known, but President Obama's escalating of the combat effort in the country is not a hopeful sign.

Back in 2001, Dr. Oumed Haneed, who monitors bird migration in Pakistan, told the British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) that the country had typically witnessed thousands of ducks and other wildfowl migrating through Afghanistan to Pakistan.

Yet, once the US began its bombing campaigns, few birds were to be found.

"One impact may be directly the killing of birds through bombing, poisoning of the wetlands or the sites which these birds are using," said Haneed, who works for Pakistan's National Council for Conservation of Wildlife. 
"Another impact may be these birds are derouted, because their migration is very precise. They migrate in a corridor and if they are disturbed through bombing, they might change their route."

Intense fighting throughout Afghanistan, especially in the White Mountains, where the US has hunted bin Laden, have been hit the hardest.
 While the difficult-to-access ranges may serve as safe havens for alleged al-Qaeda operatives, the Tora Bora caves and steep topography also provide refuge for bears, Marco Polo sheep, gazelles and mountain leopards.

Every missile that is fired into these vulnerable mountains could potentially kill any of these treasured animals, all of which are on the verge of becoming extinct.

"The same terrain that allows fighters to strike and disappear back into the hills has also, historically, enabled wildlife to survive," Peter Zahler of the Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) told New Scientist at the onset of the Afghanistan invasion.

But Zahler, who helped to open a field office for WCS in Kabul in 2006, also warned that not only are these animals at risk from bombing, they are also at risk of being killed by refugees.
For instance, a snow leopard, whose endangered population in the country is said to be fewer than 100, can score $2,000 on the black market for snow leopard fur. That money in turn can help these displaced Afghanis pay for safe passage into Pakistan.

Bombings, however, while having an initial direct impact, are really only the beginning of the dilemma.

As Zahler recently told Truthout, "The story in Afghanistan is not the actual fighting - it's the side effects - habitat destruction, uncontrolled poaching, that sort of thing."

Afghanistan has faced nearly 30 years of unfettered resource exploitation, even prior to the most recent war. This has led to a collapse of government systems and has displaced millions of people, all of which has led to the degradation of the country's habitat on a vast scale.

Forests have been ravaged to provide short-term energy and building supplies for refugees. Many of the country's arid grasslands have also been overgrazed and wildlife killed.

"Eventually the land will be unfit for even the most basic form of agriculture," explained Hammad Naqi of the World Wide Fund for Nature in Pakistan. "Refugees - around four million at the last count [in 2001] - are also cutting into forests for firewood."

In early 2001, during the initial attacks, the BBC reported that the United States had been carpet bombing Afghanistan in numerous locations.

John Stufflebeem, deputy director of operations for the US Joint Chiefs of Staff, told reporters at the time that B-52 aircraft were carpet bombing targets "all over the country, including Taliban forces in the north.

"We do use [carpet bombing strategies]," said Stufflebeem. "We have used it and will use it when we need to."

If Obama opts to carpet bomb, which the White House denies it will implement, this could lead to even further environmental problems and increase the already high refugee numbers.

Additionally, Pakistani military experts and others have made allegations that the United States has used depleted uranium (DU) shells to target specific targets inside Afghanistan, most notably against the Taliban frontlines in the northern region of the country.

Using DU explosives is not far-fetched for the United States. The US-led NATO air force used DU shells when it struck Yugoslavia in 1999. 
Once these deadly bombs strike, they rip through their target and then erupt into a toxic cloud of fire. Many medical studies have shown that DU's radioactive vapors are linked to leukemia, blood cancer, lung cancer and birth defects.

"As US and NATO forces continue pounding Afghanistan with cruise missiles and smart bombs, people acquainted with the aftermaths of two recent previous wars fought by the US fear, following the Gulf and Balkan war syndromes, the Afghan War Syndrome," wrote Dr. Ali Ahmed Rind in the Baltimore Chronicle in 2001.
 "This condition is marked by a state of vague aliments and carcinomas, and is linked with the usage of Depleted Uranium (DU) as part of missiles, projectiles and bombs in the battlefield."

France, Italy and Portugal have asked NATO to halt DU use, yet the Pentagon still does not admit that DU is harmful or that it has used such bombs during its assaults in the country.

Afghanistan's massive refugee crisis, lack of governmental stability, and extreme poverty, coupled with polluted water supplies, drought, land mines and excessive bombings, all contribute to the country's intense environmental predicament.

Experts seem to unanimously agree, there simply is no such thing as environmentally friendly warfare.
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The Himalayan (Nepal): Global warming Implications for Nepal
28 December 2009

Global warming is the greatest crisis faced collectively by humankind; and unlike other crisis it is global in nature and threatens the very survival of civilization. 

Although natural scientists have pondered the question of global warming for a century, only in 1979, the World Climate Conference identified. 

The effects from accumulation of carbon-dioxide in the atmosphere that deserves the most urgent international attention in the following words: the long continued reliance of society on fossil fuels as a principal energy source of the future, along with continued deforestation, is seen as likely to result in massive atmospheric carbon-dioxide increases in the future decades and that may result in significant and possibly major long-term changes of global scale climate. 

Then the WMO/UNEP scientific conference at Villiach, Austria in 1980 and Villiach-Bellagio (Italy) meeting of 1987 both expressed the extent of consensus that the warming will proceed rapidly and will present a serious threat to human race. Following the conference several meetings in the past discussed the potential effects as well as policies to prevent mitigate and adapt to global warming.

The first and most significant pronouncement in dealing with global warming and climate change emanated from Toronto conference on “the changing atmosphere: implications to global security” 

In June 1988,the conference recognized that no single international organization, country or individual can tackle this in isolation and called on all to take specific actions to reduce the impending crisis caused by the pollution of the atmosphere and to work with urgency towards an action plan for the protection of the atmosphere. 

In December 1988 the general assembly of the United Nations deliberated the agenda items on the conservation of climate as part of common heritage of mankind and adopted a resolution on the protection of global climate for present and future generations of mankind. 
The resolution recognized that climate change is a common concern of mankind and requested immediate action.

A big conference was organized in Copenhagen, Denmark in December 2009 with a goal to establish an ambitious global climate agreement for the period from 2012 when the first commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol expires. 
However, a binding agreement for the post-Kyoto period did not arise from the meeting. 
The conference only set a commitment to limit global warming to two degree Celsius, but did not spell out the important stepping stones for global emission target for 2020 or 2050.
 European Union has indicated that a level lower than 550 part per million (PPM) of carbon-dioxide should guide global limitation and reduction efforts, as current global concentration is about 388 PPM.
 It is mentioned in IPCC report that for concentration to be stabilized about 550 PPM global emission need to be reduced by 60% or even 70% during the 22 century. 
The challenge of meeting this level of reduction cannot be over stated as this will require a major transformation in the generation and consumption of energy. 

Thus, the Copenhagen conference of climate change failed in addressing some of the key agendas on climate change despite the mounting pressure from top leaders and wide publicity generated by the media. 
Also it failed to address agendas raised by the poor and vulnerable population of the world. 

However, that rich countries pledged 30 billion dollars in fast track finance for the period 2010-2012 to the poor countries to shore up their defenses against climate change is a significant outcome of the conference.

Nepal as a country with fragile eco-system could face some inter-annual, decadal and continental impact of climate change. These could be in terms of variations in the quality of successive rainy seasons, occurrence of draughts and floods and impacts on agriculture production and bio-diversity conservation. 

The likely impacts of climate change that could be seriously felt in the Himalayas and middle mountains would be in terms of snow melting, change in rainfall patterns, increased in flood frequency, vegetation destruction, and outbreak of pest diseases etc in the years to come. 

Even two degrees rise in temperature could lead in the retreat of glaciers by 300m causing the loss of 40 per cent of the total glaciated areas of Nepal. 

Hence, Nepal being one of the most vulnerable countries to climate change had particular interest in the outcome of the conference where it raised the above mentioned issues along with the suggestion to reduce the global temperature by 1.5 degree Celsius controlling the emissions of carbon in the atmosphere. 
Though the conference failed to address the problems of poor developing countries, the issues raised by Nepal got due attention in the conference.
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Reuters: Brazil keeps climate targets despite failed summit
28 December 2009

"We will fully comply with the targets. It doesn't matter that Copenhagen didn't go as well as we had hoped," Environment Minister Carlos Minc told reporters after meeting with President Luiz Inacio Lula da Silva.

Lula will veto three items from a climate bill approved by Congress last month but would maintain the emissions targets, Minc said.

"The targets were maintained, which is the most important. Brazil will have a strong climate change policy," he said.

Brazil aims to reduce its projected 2020 greenhouse gas emissions by as much 39 percent. That amounts roughly to a 20 percent reduction from 2005 levels.

According to the bill Lula is expected to sign into law later on Monday, those targets will be quantifiable and verifiable.

Latin America's largest country had tried to prod other developing and industrialized countries into adopting bold targets at the U.N. climate summit in Copenhagen earlier this month. But the meeting failed to produce a new framework agreement on climate to follow the Kyoto Protocol which expires in 2012.

Brazil is one of the largest carbon emitters, largely due to the destruction of the Amazon rain forest. Deforestation, which has fallen sharply in recent years, releases carbon as trees burn or decompose.

Among the items Lula will veto were proposals to limit the construction of small hydroelectric plants and reduce the use of fossil fuels.
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Reuters: China introduces law to boost renewable energy
28 December 2009

The amendment to the 2006 renewable energy law was adopted on Saturday by the standing committee of the National People's Congress, China's legislature, the Xinhua news agency said.

The amendment also gives authority to the State Council energy department, together with the State Council finance department and the state power authority, to "determine the proportion of renewable energy power generation to the overall generating capacity for a certain period."

Many other countries also have requirements that grid operators priorities the dispatch of power from renewable sources, even if it is more expensive than coal-fired baseload plants.

In China, a boom in wind-power plants thanks to government subsidies has resulted in a large amount of wind capacity that is not always properly connected to the grid. In some cases, the wind farms are not located at the optimal spot for wind.

One-third of China's installed wind power capacity is not well connected to the grid, Xinhua said, citing industry experts.

Much of China's wind power is installed in remote, wind-swept regions like Inner Mongolia and Gansu, where power demand is low. But some of the country's cheapest coal generators are also in Inner Mongolia, pricing the wind farms out of the power market.

"Renewable energy power in the country's resource-rich, underdeveloped northwestern region must be sent to the resource-scarce, prosperous coastal area," said Wang Zhongyong, renewable energy director at the National Development and Reform Commission's Energy Research Institute, according to Xinhua.

The relative independence of regional grids made such transmission difficult, Wang said.

China must develop more efficient "smart grids" as part of the solution, said Xiao Liye, director of the Institute of Electrical Engineering of the Chinese Academy of Sciences.

The new requirement will also benefit China's massive new nuclear power plants, although nuclear power is usually cheap enough to be competitive on its own.

Grid operators refusing to buy power produced by renewable energy generators could be fined up to double the loss suffered by the renewable energy generator, the amendment said.

China's target is for renewable energy sources to make up 15 percent of its power generation by 2020, up from about 9 percent currently. 
It also targets a reduction in carbon intensity, or the amount of carbon produced per unit of GDP, of between 40 and 45 percent by 2020 compared with 2005.
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Guardian (UK): Blame Denmark, not China, for Copenhagen failure
28 December 2009

It's been several days since the chaotic end to the Copenhagen climate conference but the aftershocks from its failure are still reverberating.
 As John Prescott points out in his letter to the Guardian, the pointing of fingers in the blame game does not help the regaining of trust needed for the positive resumption of talks early next year and to complete them by December 2010, the new deadline agreed to in Copenhagen.

First, the misinformation put out in the past few days has to be corrected. The UK climate secretary, Ed Miliband, backed by individuals such as Mark Lynas (both writing in the Guardian) have turned on China as the villain that "hijacked" the conference. 
The main "evidence" they gave was that China vetoed an "agreement" on a 50% reduction in global emissions by 2050 and an 80% reduction by developed countries, in the small meeting of 26 leaders on Copenhagen's final day.

There was indeed a "hijack" in Copenhagen, but it was not by China. 
The hijack was organised by the host government, Denmark, whose prime minister convened a meeting of 26 leaders in the last two days of the conference, in an attempt to override the painstaking negotiations taking place among 193 countries throughout the two weeks and in fact in the past two to four years.

That exclusive meeting was not mandated by the UN climate convention. Indeed, the developing countries had warned the Danish prime minister, Lars Lokke Rasmussen, not to come up with his own "Danish text" to be negotiated by a small group that he himself would select, as this would violate the multilateral treaty-based process, and would replace the documents carefully negotiated by all countries with one unilaterally issued by the host country.

Despite this, the Danish government produced just such a document, and it convened exactly the kind of exclusive group that would undermine the UN climate convention's multilateral and democratic process. 
Under that process, the 193 countries had been collectively working on coming to a conclusion on the many aspects of the climate deal.

Weeks before, it had become clear that Copenhagen could not adopt a full agreement because many basic differences remained. 
Copenhagen should have been designed as a stepping stone to a future successful outcome accepted by all. Unfortunately, the host country Denmark selected a small number of the 110 top leaders who came, to meet in secret, without the mandate or even knowledge of the convention's membership.

The selected leaders were given a draft Danish document that mainly represented the developed countries' positions, thereby marginalising the developing countries' views tabled at the two-year negotiations.

Meanwhile, most of the thousands of delegates were working for two weeks on producing two reports representing the latest state of play, indicating areas of agreement and those where final decisions still had to be taken.

These reports were finally adopted by the conference. 
They should have been announced as the real outcome of Copenhagen, together with a decision to resume and complete work next year. It would not have been a resounding success, but it would have been an honest ending that would not have been termed a failure.

Instead, the Copenhagen accord was criticised by the final plenary of members and not adopted. The unwise attempt by the Danish presidency to impose a non-legitimate meeting to override the legitimate multilateral process was the reason why Copenhagen will be considered a disaster.

The accord itself is weak mainly because it does not contain any commitments by the developed countries to cut their emissions in the medium term.
 Perhaps the reason for this most glaring omission is that the national pledges so far announced amount to only a 11-19% overall reduction by the developed countries by 2020 (compared to 1990), a far cry from the over 40% target demanded by the developing countries and recent science.

To deflect from this great failure on their part, the developed countries tried to inject long-term emission-reduction goals of 50% for the world and 80% for themselves, by 2050 compared to 1990. When this failed to get through the 26-country meeting, some countries, especially the UK, began to blame China for the failure of Copenhagen.

In fact, these targets, especially taken together, have been highly contentious during the two years of discussions, and for good reasons. They would result in a highly inequitable outcome where developed countries get off from their responsibilities and push the burden of adjustment onto the developing countries.

Together, they imply that developing countries would have to cut their emissions overall by about 20% in absolute terms and at least 60% in per capita terms.
 By 2050, developed countries with high per capita emissions – such as the US – would be allowed to have two to five times higher per capita emission levels than developing countries. 
The latter would have to severely curb not only their emissions but also their economic growth, especially since there is, up to now, no credible plans let alone commitments for financial and technology transfers to help them shift to a low-emissions development path.

The developed countries have already completed their industrialisation on the basis of cheap carbon-based energy and can afford to take on an 80% goal for 2050, especially since they now have the technological and organisational capacity and infrastructure. For a minimally equitable deal, they should commit to cuts of at least 200-400%, or move into negative emission territory, with net re-absorption of greenhouse gases, to enable developing countries the atmospheric space to develop.

The acceptance of the two targets would also have locked in a most unfair sharing of the remaining global carbon budget as it would have allowed the developed countries to get off free from their historical responsibility and their carbon debt. They would have been allocated the rights to a large amount of "carbon space", historically and in the future, without being given the obligation and responsibility to undertake adequate emission cuts nor to make adequate financial and technology transfers to developing countries.

Fortunately these targets are absent from the accord. 
The imperative for the negotiations next year is to agree on what science says is necessary for the world to do (in terms of limits to temperature rise or in global emissions cut) but also on what is a just and equitable formula for sharing the costs and burdens of adjustment, and to decide on both simultaneously.
 By asking for agreement on only a global goal and a very low commitment figure for their own obligatory cut, the developed countries were attempting to fix a global carbon budget distribution that enables them to get away with the hijacking of atmospheric space, a resource worth many trillions of dollars.

Learning from Copenhagen's mistakes, the countries should return to the multilateral track and resume negotiations in the climate convention's two working groups as early as possible.

They can start with the two reports passed at Copenhagen as reference points. There should not be more attempts to hijack this multilateral process, which represents our best hope to achieve final results.

The bottom-up democratic process is slower but also steadier, compared to the top-down attempt to impose a solution by a few powers that will always lack legitimacy in decision-making and success or sustainability in implementation.
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Telegraph (UK):The questions Dr Pachauri still has to answer
26 December 2009

It was not just in Britain last week that we all shivered through pre-Christmas snow, ice and cold. Blizzards sweeping across Europe, from the Channel Tunnel to Moscow, killed more than 100 people. Even the beaches of Nice and the gondolas of Venice lay under a blanket of white.

Across the Atlantic, as the northern hemisphere was plunged into its third freezing winter in succession, violent snowstorms left more than two thirds of the US and almost the whole of Canada under December snow for the first time in decades. 
In the wake of that acrimonious shambles in Copenhagen, ever more questions are now being asked not only over the validity of the science behind the belief that man-made CO2 is causing runaway global warming but about the methods being used to meet that supposed threat.
In last week's Sunday Telegraph Richard North and I wrote an article revealing the worldwide business interests of Dr Rajendra Pachauri who, as chairman since 2002 of the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, is the world's "top climate official". 
Our report was picked up by newspapers and blogs across the world, and was even the basis for a question put to Ban Ki-moon, the UN's Secretary General, at a New York press conference. 
But nowhere did it provoke a greater storm than in India, where Dr Pachauri is director-general of The Energy and Resources Institute (Teri), based in New Delhi, the country's most influential private body involved in climate-change issues and renewable energy.
 In addition, as we reported, Dr Pachauri also holds more than a score of positions with banks, universities and other institutions that benefit from the vast worldwide industry now based on measures to halt climate change.

In a series of press and television interviews, Dr Pachauri described our report as "a pack of lies". 
He accused us of being part of that same "powerful vested interest" responsible for "Climategate", the emails and other documents leaked from the East Anglia Climatic Research Unit, which revealed the methods used by the small group of scientists at the heart of the IPCC to manipulate temperature data to show that the earth has been warming further than is justified by the evidence.

When asked whether he intended to take legal action over our article, Dr Pachauri replied that he hadn't yet made up his mind. But Teri issued a press release listing its main complaints against the article.

A first point to emerge from these responses is how much of what we wrote they do not contradict. Dr Pachauri does not deny that he holds all the positions referred to in our article, such as giving advice on climate change to bodies ranging from major banks such as Credit Suisse and Deutsche Bank to the Chicago Climate Change, the worlds's largest dealer in buying and selling the right to emit CO2.

He and Teri insist, however, that all the money he receives for his services, such as 100,000 euros from Deutsche Bank and $80,000 from Toyota Motors are paid not to him personally but to his institute (and that he receives no fee from the Chicago Climate Exchange). 
Teri denies that it does not publish its accounts simply by stating that its accounts are supplied to the relevant tax authorities.

Dr Pachauri repeatedly denied that Teri still has any links with the Tata Group, India's largest privately-owned business empire, with interests ranging from coal and steel to renewable energy, and which set up Teri as the Tata Energy Research Institute in 1974. 
He now claims that Teri has had no "direct links" with Tata since 1999 (or, in another interview, 2001). 
But it was not until 2003 that the name changed to The Energy and Resources Institute, and then a Teri spokesman explained that "we have not severed our links with the Tatas" and that the change of name was "only for convenience".

Indeed one of the Tata group of companies is still listed among Teri's corporate sponsors, several directors of Tata serve on Teri's Business Council for Sustainable Development, and one senior director serves on Teri's Advisory Board. 
Other links include the fact that Dr Pachauri and Ratan Tata, the head of the group, both serve on the Indian Prime Minister's Council on Climate Change, advising on all aspects of national climate policy.

In short, these initial responses to our article leave many questions unanswered. 
At the least it seems that Dr Pachauri's position as the world's "top climate official" has been earning a very substantial income for the institute of which he is director-general; and the only way to avoid further questioning must now be for both Dr Pachauri and Teri to come out into the open over all those issues that remain obscure.

For a start, we should be allowed to know what Dr Pachauri is paid by us all as chairman of the IPCC, a figure that remains confidential.
Teri should make public its accounts, including details of all payments it has received from Dr Pachauri's work for other organisations – particularly those that stand to benefit from policies arising directly or indirectly from the recommendations of the IPCC.

Nor is it clear why, on various occasions, the IPCC has listed trips made by Dr Pachauri as part of his "Outreach" as chairman, stating that the UN has paid for the "offsetting" of their carbon footprint, when the purpose of these meetings was to further the interests of Teri itself.

There is no question that Teri, an organisation employing 700 people, based in lavish offices near the exclusive residential enclave where Dr Pachauri lives, in one of the most expensive homes in Delhi, has become a very successful enterprise, with connections in the profitable field of "sustainable energy" all over the world. 

It has, for instance, carried out two research contracts for Bill Clinton's Global Initiative, which is helping to build the world's largest "solar park" near the Indo-Pakistani border. Promoted under the Indian government's drive for renewable energy, and partly-financed by "carbon credits" under the UN's Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), this project is due to return an estimated $2 billion a year on an initial $10 billion investment.

Just how surreal the business of "carbon trading" has become is illustrated by another project, which has no direct connection with Dr Pachauri but which involves the plan by a Tata subsidiary to build one of the world's largest coal-fired power stations in the state of Gujarat. 
Nearly $1 billion needed to build the 4 gigawatt Mundra plant is being supplied in cheap "green loans" by the World Bank and the Asia Development Bank (to both of which Dr Pachauri acts as an adviser), because the plant will emit CO2 at a "lower intensity" than older power stations in India.
 For the same reason, the plant will also qualify for a potential $560 million in "carbon credits" under the UN's CDM scheme, which can then be sold on the world market.

If our own Government allows E.on to build a similar but much smaller coal-fired power station at Kingsnorth in Kent, however, we shall have to pay out millions of pounds through our electricity bills to buy those same "credits" which in India the UN hands out free – to help Tata build a plant which will be responsible for emitting 26 million tonnes a year of CO2, well over twice as much as Kingsnorth.

Similarly it is Tata which next month is to close down its Corus steel works at Redcar, to make a potential £600 million in "credits" from the carbon emissions this will save, while in India it will earn a similar amount in UN CDM "credits" by building a plant of similar capacity in Orissa.
 It will thus make a potential gain of £1.2 billion, at the expense of 1,700 jobs on Teesside, for no overall reduction in the amount of CO2 emitted to the atmosphere. 

Truly, as the snow falls, does the business of saving the planet from global warming become more convoluted and more lucrative by the day.
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Mail Online (UK): Chinese hackers linked to 'Warmergate' climate change leaked emails controversy
27 December 2009

The investigation into the so-called Warmergate emails - the leaked data from the University of East Anglia’s climate change department - took a new twist last night when The Mail on Sunday tracked the stolen messages to a suspect computer which provides internet access to China.

The address used to post the emails is also on an international ‘black list’ which highlights suspicious behaviour on the internet.

The revelation comes after the Russian security service, the FSB – the former KGB – authorised the release of confidential information that allowed us to retrace the route taken by the email traffic.

A computer company in Siberia was ultimately used to post the controversial messages - which cast doubt on the reliability of scientists’ global warming claims  - on the internet.

The revelation led to claims that the Russians were behind the release of the information. 

But, anxious to distance themselves from the leak, the FSB revealed how the data had been sent to Siberia from a computer in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia.

The evidence passed to The Mail on Sunday now raises questions about whether Chinese hackers, backed by the communist regime, are the source of the emails.

Supported by their government and its security and intelligence services, Chinese hackers have been at the centre of huge number of ‘cyber attacks’ in recent years, including attempted computer ‘break-ins’ at the House of Commons and Whitehall departments, including the Foreign Office.

Earlier this year, MI5 chief Jonathan Evans warned 300 British businesses that they were under Chinese cyber-attack. The People’s Liberation Army is reputed to hold an annual competition to recruit the country’s best hackers.

Last week, The Mail on Sunday traced the stolen climate change emails to a so-called Open Access server run by Malaysian telecoms giant Telekom Malaysia Berhad.

The Malay government owns more than a third of the company and it supplies internet access to nearby China.

Last night, the company confirmed the leaked emails passed through Kuala Lumpur using its open relay mail server that can be accessed and used to forward mail by internet users without the need for a password.

Company spokesman Saiful Azmi Matmor said: ‘We cannot divulge any confidential information about our customer accounts. However, we are aware of the international stories about the leaked emails and our technicians are looking into this matter now that you have drawn it to our attention.’

A source within the company said: ‘Because this is an open relay mail server, the emails could have been sent through it from anywhere in the world. It is just as likely to 

be someone outside Malaysia as someone within the country.’

The internet address used to post the messages is linked to several others used by the Chinese -- one is  a Chinese environmental institute, the Research Institute of Forest Ecology and Environment Protection, based near Beijing.

Several professors from this institute are regulars at climate change conferences where they have shared a platform with the University of East Anglia experts.

After our enquiries in Malaysia began, the suspect computer links to China were suddenly cut.

Scotland Yard and Norfolk Police are leading the investigation into the email theft at the University of East Anglia.
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ENN (Blog): The Lawyers Win in Global Warming
28 December 2009

Carbon dioxide air emissions are one of the big issues in global warming debate. However, before you start controlling by putting the carbon in the ground, you first have to put lawyers in a room to argue. 
After a year that saw billions of dollars spent around a variety of carbon capture and storage pilot projects, the focus in 2010 will shift from press conferences and engineering discussion to court cases and conference tables. 

Everyone has an opinion on what is the right thing to do in global warming. 
Far from just an engineering decision the task of making technology an effective weapon in the fight against climate change will take a lot more than working out funding details and letting the engineers work.
This is an issue not just in the USA but world wide. The recent Copenhagen meeting has shown us that everyone is resisting making any necessary reduction in carbon dioxide air emissions. All prefer someone else to be cut first.

In Canada there are the carbon dioxide producing provinces in the west such as Alberta and the consumers in the east such as Ontario and Quebec.

"At the same the governments of Canada and Alberta are providing significant subsidies for carbon capture and storage, we haven't even announced an outline for a national approach to reducing greenhouse gases," says Simon Dyer of the Pembina Institute, an environmental think tank.

In October, Prime Minister Stephen Harper visited a coal-fired power plant west of Edmonton to unveil $779 million in federal and provincial money for a project that could, in about five years, be injecting about one million tons of CO2 deep underground every year.  
The previous week, Natural Resources Minister Lisa Raitt was in Edmonton to announce an $865 million federal-provincial subsidy for a $1.35-billion carbon capture and storage project at the Shell's Scotford oil sands upgrade.  
The companies involved in the projects combined will have to put up about $1 billion of their own money for things to go ahead.  
The soonest any of these projects is expected to begin actually storing carbon is Saskatchewan's relatively small refinery project in 2013.
None of the Alberta projects start shooting gas underground until two years later and that's if they pass corporate muster, winning approval from the various company boards involved in the work as well as any local resistance from injecting the carbon dioxide into the ground in the first place.

"We don't have regulations in place to reduce pollution, we're not investing in renewable energy and energy efficiency," he says. "It seems like governments are focusing on subsidizing end-of-pipe pollution control at the expense of all the other opportunities out there."

Environmentalists in Canada point out that other countries, including the United States, are spending far more on renewables and conservation. 
Without the kind of public support now focused almost entirely on carbon capture and storage, they warn Canada will miss out on the energy opportunities of a post-carbon economy.

Yet renewable sources or conservation are not options that will automatically solve all problems by themselves. 
Renewable energy sources have their problems too.   Many object to the giant wind mills for example as unsightly or dangerous to birds. Hydroelectric dams may cause cause other environmental stress or lose valuable ecosystems to a new lake.

As can be seen there are a number of options available to reduce and control air emissions. 
The problem in Canada as well as the US and elsewhere is that every option has its supporters often at the detriment of other options.
 What is needed is a balanced approach that both reduces and controls carbon dioxide air emissions.

Most agree that carbon capture and storage can play a role especially for large industrial emitters that send most of their CO2 out as a single source such as a smokestack. 
Coal-fired power plants in Alberta and Saskatchewan are natural places for such technology, especially since the geology of two provinces seems to offer plenty of underground formations to stash the gas.   
Not every site in the world offers such advantages.  These advantages should not be lost as other options are pursued.
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BBC News:'Back to nature' cuts flood risks
28 December 2009

A study by US researchers said allowing these areas to be submerged during storms would reduce the risk of flood damage in nearby urban areas. 

Pressure to build new homes has led to many flood-prone areas being developed. 

Writing in Science, they said the risks of flooding were likely to increase in the future as a result of climate change and shifts in land use. 

"We are advocating very large-scale shifts in land use, "said co-author Jeffrey Opperman, a member of The Nature Conservancy's Global Freshwater Team. 

"There is simply no way economically or politically that this could be accomplished by turning large areas of flood-plains into parks," he told the Science podcast. 

"What we are proposing in this paper is a way that this strategy can be compatible, and even supportive, with vibrant agricultural economies and private land ownership."

For example, the authors explained, the flood season and growing season in California did not occur at the same time. 

This meant that allowing the land to be submerged by floodwater would not result in a permanent loss of farmland or crops being destroyed. 

In their paper, they said that man-made flood management systems, such as levees, also had an ecological impact. 

"Control infrastructure prevents high flows from entering flood-plains, thus diminishing both natural flood storage capacity and the processes that sustain healthy riverside forests and wetlands," they observed. 

"As a result, flood-plains are among the planet's most threatened ecosystems." 

'Ecosystem services'

The reconnection programmes would deliver three benefits, they added: 

• Reduce the risk of flooding 

• Increase in flood-plain goods and services 

• Greater resilience to potential climate change impacts 

In other parts of the world, Dr Opperman said that there was a range of agricultural strategies for private landowners that would be compatible with allowing areas to be flooded. 

"There are emerging markets for ecosystem services, such as carbon sequestration and nutrient sequestration," he explained. 

"These are services that flood-plains do provide, so with various climate policies there will be a price for carbon." 

The researchers cited the Yolo By-pass, in California, US, in their paper as a successful demonstration of the idea they were advocating. 

The scheme absorbed 80% of floodwater during heavy storms, they said, protecting the nearby city of Sacramento. 

"During a March 1986 flood, the by-pass conveyed [about] 12.5bn cubic metres of water, more than three times the total flood-control storage volume in all Sacramento basin reservoirs. 

"Without the by-pass flood-plain, California would need to build massive additional flood-control infrastructure," they observed. 

The Yolo by-pass was created back in the 1930s, when a 24,000 hectare flood-plain was reconnected to the Sacramento River. 

The scheme was introduced when it became apparent that a "levees only" approach would not offer the required flood protection. 

"It's connected in an engineered way, which mean that when the river reaches a certain volume it flows over a weir and enters the flood-plain," Dr Opperman explained. 

He added that the scheme also had numerous additional ecological benefits: "In recent decades, people began to notice that this area was a phenomenal habitat for birds. 

"In the past 10 years, people recognised that native fish were moving from the river on to the flood-plain, and deriving all of the benefits that fish get from natural flood-plains. 

"It was an excellent place for fish to spawn, and for juvenile fish to be reared."
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Spiegel (Germany): 'China Doesn't Want to Lead, and the US Cannot'
28 December 2009

German Environment Minister Norbert Röttgen talks to SPIEGEL about the failure of the Copenhagen climate summit, why neither China nor the US can take the lead in the fight against global warming and Germany's role in the new world order.

SPIEGEL: Mr. Röttgen, Chancellor Angela Merkel says we shouldn't bad mouth the outcome of the world climate summit in Copenhagen. Please tell us, as a minister who is loyal to the chancellor, exactly what good came out of it.

NORBERT RÖTTGEN: First and foremost, the result is a great disappointment. 

But one should not overlook the fact that one thing has been achieved and secured: The goal of keeping global warming from rising by more than 2 degrees Celsius is included in the closing document and there is a stated desire to provide aid worth billions for sustainable development in developing nations. 

China has also agreed for the first time to allow its emissions cuts to be tracked. 

We agreed to this because it is better than doing nothing. 

We will now continue on this basis. 

The alternative would have been a total collapse of the climate protection process.

SPIEGEL: Before going to Copenhagen, you formulated clear criteria for success at the summit. 

You wanted to see concrete reduction targets being established for both 2020 and 2050, which would lead to a global climate treaty within six months. 

Neither of those things has been achieved. 

Why don't you be honest and talk about a complete failure?

RÖTTGEN: There is no disguising the fact that the outcome does not meet our criteria for success, and it is miles away from what we consider to be urgently necessary. 

If you want to call that failure, then I can understand that -- even if I do not entirely share that view.

SPIEGEL: Why, then, is the chancellor accusing critics of the summit, of all people, of damaging climate protection efforts?

RÖTTGEN: The chancellor and I have seen up close that in some quarters there is great interest in seeing the UN's climate protection process fail completely. 

Therefore, it can be dangerous to talk everything down. 

Those who always talk about the conference using only the vocabulary of failure must be careful not to herald the end of international climate protection efforts. 

The brutal disappointment, which I also feel myself, should not cause us to become resigned. 

On the contrary, it has now become more urgent than ever that we find solutions.

SPIEGEL: What caused the conference to collapse?

RÖTTGEN: Emerging economies, led by China, were not willing to commit themselves to CO2 reduction targets as a part of their foreign policy or to join the common political will. 

With the United States, the problems were domestic in nature. 

The political conditions are lacking there for the country to be part of a global framework. 

Both countries are not prepared, for different reasons, to solve the problem on the basis of reciprocal obligations. Both seem to consider national politics to be more important.

SPIEGEL: Was the goal not simply too ambitious from the outset?

RÖTTGEN: No, and we will not give it up, either. It is ambitious, but there is no alternative. 

That's why we now need to analyze exactly why it hasn't worked yet.

SPIEGEL: At what point in Copenhagen did you realize that things were turning for the worst?

RÖTTGEN: When it became clear that China was not even willing to accept unilateral pledges on the part of the industrialized nations to reduce emissions by at least 80 percent by 2050. 

That was the absolute low point. 

The Chinese said that was too little for them. We replied that we industrialized countries could perhaps offer 100 percent, but that would have to be the end -- for mathematical reasons apart from anything else. 

At that point, it became clear that the Chinese were not concerned with agreeing on CO2 reductions, but rather with preventing them. 

When US President Barack Obama retreated for a face-to-face meeting with Chinese Prime Minister Wen Jiabao, it suddenly became clear to me: We can forget about our main targets.

SPIEGEL: Angela Merkel is talking about a new world climate order. 

What would that look like?

RÖTTGEN: The conference has made it clear that we do not have a global climate policy and that the will to create one is lacking. 

The CO2 issue is fundamental, it cuts deep into every economic process. 

It will lead to new power battles and to a new division of power.

'The Wrestling for Power Will Now Begin'

SPIEGEL: Who are the winners and losers?

RÖTTGEN: A chapter has been closed in Copenhagen, the well-intended attempt at harmony. 

Now the wrestling will begin for positions of power, but no fixed structure has yet taken hold. 

At the moment we are experiencing a lack of structure, a lack of results and an inability to act, triggered mainly by the United States which, in the case of climate protection, as in capital markets, is no longer capable of leading. 

This has created a power vacuum. And when there is a power vacuum, there are others who would like to step in.

SPIEGEL: By cutting a deal with the emerging economies and giving the EU the cold shoulder, the US has ushered in the end of the era of the classical West.

RÖTTGEN: The US as leader is part of the political concept of the West. 

But the US hasn't led -- instead it reached a deal with China that there wouldn't be any leadership. 

In my perception, they have neither turned away from Europe nor really turned toward China strategically. 

In that sense I see an erosion of their leadership role. Barack Obama and Wen Jiabao have agreed to the lowest common denominator: China doesn't want to lead, and the US cannot lead. 

The major blockade at the summit grew out of an unfortunate combination of weak leadership on the part of the Americans and Chinese power to impede progress.

SPIEGEL: But isn't Europe the real loser? 

It was unable to push through any of its objectives.

RÖTTGEN: No, Europe is not the loser because it presented itself as a unified bloc at the summit, with clear goals and a solid strategy. 

That was one of the few really positive experiences in Copenhagen and vitally important to our role in this new world order. 

We have shown what Europe's role could be.

SPIEGEL: Perhaps Europe has a role, but Europe has no power.

RÖTTGEN: We cannot solve the climate problem alone because, in this sense, our emissions are too low. 

Our share of global emissions is only about 14 percent. 

We could stop emitting CO2 tomorrow and global warming would still be catastrophic. 

On this issue those who emit the most have the greatest power -- unfortunately.

SPIEGEL: Despite all the superficial conflicts, wasn't there an American-Chinese alliance in Copenhagen? 

Both countries are economically dependent on one another to a massive extent, a fact that creates common interests.

RÖTTGEN: That perspective only goes part of the way to providing an answer. 

The Chinese do not want any obligations under international law which involve transparency, because they fear it will set a precedent for other areas of policy.

SPIEGEL: What about the Americans?

RÖTTGEN: In the United States, the country's political and economic elite know that the hour has arrived in which the US, for environmental and economic reasons, needs to follow the path that will lead it to becoming a CO2-neutral society. 

But this elite is unable to secure majority support for that approach. Too many people are unwilling to follow them because they prefer to have cheap money to consume, and they don't want to limit their CO2 emissions, so that they can continue to do things their way. 

The elite believe they will lose the majority if they try to explain the energy issue. 

So I do not believe there is a conscious American-Chinese alliance. It is more a case of two forms of weakness coming together.

SPIEGEL: The Chinese sent deputy ministers to discussions with Obama until he, enraged, went to Wen Jiabao and demanded direct talks. 

Have we just witnessed the world's new top superpower?

RÖTTGEN: China sees itself in economic terms as an emerging country, but when it comes to CO2 emissions it is a superpower that could almost ruin the two-degree target all by itself. 

The government in Beijing, of course, takes advantage of the fact that the US and Europe do not have a common position. 

The Americans should reflect carefully on that when they analyse what happened at the summit.

SPIEGEL: Was the image deceptive that Sudan, a rogue state, had more influence in Copenhagen than Germany?

RÖTTGEN: That is truly wrong. Sudan had no influence, but was used as a mouthpiece for foreign interests -- including China.

SPIEGEL: Germany was unable to achieve anything.

RÖTTGEN: Germany alone cannot determine anything in global politics -- the only thing that counts there is European unity. 

And we worked to unite the Europeans in Copenhagen. That too is a contribution.

'Our Capital Is Green Technology and Political Credibility'

SPIEGEL: But Germany is clearly so insignificant that no one wants to follow the German example on climate issues.

RÖTTGEN: You are also deceiving yourself there. It is German policy to take a leading role in environmental technology. 

China and the US may oppose binding targets, but both countries are also pursuing a massive expansion of their own environmental technologies and will also buy the best technologies from around the world. 

Our role is in a sense quite traditional: We want to help satisfy the growing demand for energy in an environmentally friendly way with German technology, engineering skills and equipment. 

Our capital is green technology and political credibility. 

And we can exert political and economic influence using those things.

SPIEGEL: Germany will host a small climate summit in Bonn in June 2010. 

What do you intend to do better than the Danes?

RÖTTGEN: It won't be possible for us to achieve in half a year what could not be achieved in the past two years and more and what did not succeed in Copenhagen. 

The fact that the US and China fundamentally reject the current approach is a turning point. 

It requires that we find the causes, which includes being self-critical. 

We also need to make changes to our strategy and to find a new approach. 

We need to talk about the whole format. 

The EU environment ministers agreed last Tuesday that they would do this in Seville at the end of January.

SPIEGEL: Is there any basis for hopes that there could still be a global climate treaty despite everything?

RÖTTGEN: It is in no way finished. 

There are important goals in the closing document and there is an urgency to the issue. 

We have all the ingredients, but it remains an open question as to how we can achieve these goals. 

In my view, though, it is clear that despite all the disappointment, there is no alternative to the United Nations. 

If the climate protection process is transferred to another body, we will just have the same problems there. 

We should push forward the development (of the process) within the context of the UN and international law.

SPIEGEL: In the wake of the Copenhagen debacle, the German business community has attacked you for your climate policies. 

Will you be forced to roll back these policies?

RÖTTGEN: It is a strategic mistake to demand something like that now. 

We can only guarantee German prosperity if we use and offer the most efficient products and the most environmentally friendly energy technologies. 

Many executives are encouraging me to stick to the current course. 

There are many firms whose bottom lines show that in the environmental sector growth rates and numbers of jobs are increasing. 

We shouldn't send that money abroad to buy oil -- we should be using it here to create jobs using German engineering skills.

SPIEGEL: Is there any truth to the warning by Hans-Peter Keitel, who heads the powerful Federation of German Industries (BDI), that a goal of reducing CO2 emissions by 40 percent would endanger Germany's competitiveness in the global economy?

RÖTTGEN: This goal is the condition for our prosperity, because it will lead us to the most advanced technologies. 

If we now lose time with backward-looking discussions and lose our lead, then the Chinese and Americans will take the markets of the future away from us.

SPIEGEL: You once said that quantitative growth is a thing of the past. It's a nice soundbite. 

But the first major legislative package passed by the new German government, a coalition between Angela Merkel's conservative Christian Democrats and the business-friendly Free Democratic Party, is the so-called "growth acceleration law." 

How do those two ideas fit together?

RÖTTGEN: This is a first, quick step to support families and people with average incomes during a phase of recession.

SPIEGEL: But the €1 billion tax cut for hotels could be better put into energy research.

RÖTTGEN: This was a compromise solution, and not everyone needs to be thrilled about it. 

As environment minister, I would prefer to see hotels use the money from that tax break to renovate their buildings to make them more energy efficient and to switch to green energy. 

The tax cut shouldn't simply end up in the bank -- it should be put to good use.

SPIEGEL: Ahead of the climate summit, you said that doing without things wasn't the right way. 

Is that still true? 

Or do people need to prove through changes in their lifestyle that they can be better than politicians when it comes to saving the climate?

RÖTTGEN: If ordinary people don't participate, then we cannot achieve anything. 

But the problem is too large to be solved through individual behavior alone. 

Everyone must participate, but the general population cannot replace the political responsibility and the technological revolution that are needed. 

We need to set strict CO2 standards, because investments in environmentally friendly innovations wouldn't be made otherwise. 

That applied before Copenhagen and it is especially true now.

SPIEGEL: So is it now necessary to do without?

RÖTTGEN: I think doing without is the wrong term. 

It is not "doing without" if we drive an electric car instead of gasoline-powered cars or purchase regionally sourced food rather than products that have been transported long distances. 

It is not necessary to have higher CO2 emissions and to waste resources in order to have a high quality of life and human happiness.
SPIEGEL: Mr. Röttgen, we thank you for this interview.
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Maxisciences (France) Taxe carbone : calculez en ligne combien elle vous coûtera

28 Décembre 2009

C'est le 1er janvier 2010 que la taxe carbone entrera en vigueur. 

Et pour éviter les mauvaises surprises, l'association de consommateurs Consommation, logement et cadre de vie (CLCV) a mis en ligne un outil permettant aux ménages de calculer le montant de cette nouvelle taxe tant contestée.
Combien vous coûtera la contribution climat-énergie, qui vise à taxer les énergies fossiles pour en diminuer la consommation au profit des énergies renouvelables ? 

Depuis ce lundi, le site de CLCV, propose de répondre à cette question tout en évaluant la compensation dont vous pourrez bénéficier. 

Il suffit pour ce faire de préciser certaines données telles que le kilométrage effectué en voiture, le type de carburant utilisé, votre situation familiale ou votre lieu d'habitation.

Contestée par les particuliers comme les professionnels, la taxe carbone dont le montant a été fixé à 17 euros par tonne de CO2, entrera en vigueur dès vendredi prochain. 

Son prix augmentera ensuite progressivement pour atteindre 100 euros en 2030.
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E l  País (España): Alarma en la Amazonia brasileña

29 Dic. 09

El país suramericano, que posee el 23% del agua potable del planeta, sufre más cambios en sus ríos durante seis meses que en los últimos 100 años

La Amazonia brasileña, el pulmón del mundo, que posee el 23% del agua potable del planeta, está en una situación alarmante. 

La Compañía de Investigaciones de Recursos Minerales (CPRM) del servicio geológico de Brasil ha registrado en esta zona cambios en el clima durante los últimos seis meses, tanto en las inundaciones como en la sequía, que no ocurrían desde hace más de 100 años.

Para los especialistas no se trataría ya de los efectos de El Niño, sino de los cambios climáticos que está sufriendo el planeta. 

En junio pasado, por ejemplo, el río Negro alcanzó una altura de 15,89 metros, la quinta mayor de los últimos 100 años. 

La cuota mínima de seguridad se sitúa en 16 metros. 

Según el meteorólogo Marcondes Gama, en declaraciones al diario O Globo, nunca se había registrado hasta hoy un cambio climático de tal envergadura en los ríos de la Amazonia, tanto en relación con las lluvias como la sequía.

Las subidas del nivel de los ríos amazónicos en junio pasado dejaron más de 100.000 personas sin techo en 55 de los 62 municipios de la región, según ha comunicado la Defensa Civil de Amazonia. 

Menos de seis meses más tarde, las familias están sufriendo el azote de una terrible sequía. 

Unos 20 municipios brasileños se encuentran en estado de emergencia, lo que afecta a cerca de 300.000 personas.

El principal temor es que, con los cambios climáticos que se están produciendo en el mundo, los fenómenos de desbordamiento de los ríos de la Amazonia y de las fuertes sequías consecutivas puedan agravarse aún más, comprometiendo gravemente la región.

A todo ello se añade que, a pesar de los esfuerzos llevados a cabo por el Gobierno del presidente de Brasil, Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva, cada mes se siguen destruyendo miles de kilómetros cuadrados de selva, lo que agrava la situación. 

Incluso cuando el Gobierno habla de que ha disminuido la deforestación de la Amazonia, esto sólo significa que se han destruido algunos kilómetros menos, pero que la ruina continúa de manera inexorable.

Como afirma la ecologista Marina Silva, que fue ministra de Medio Ambiente del Ejecutivo de Lula y que disputará el próximo año las elecciones presidenciales como cabeza lista del Partido Verde, la buena noticia será cuando se anuncie que "ya no se ha vuelto a cortar un solo árbol en la Amazonia".
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THE ENVIRONMENT IN THE NEWS

Monday, 28 December 2009

UNEP or UN in the news


Will our grandchildren revile the 'lost decade'?

Mail and Guardian, RICHARD INGHAM | PARIS, FRANCE - Dec 28 2009 07:25 

The first decade of the 21st century dawned with a global strategy to fight climate change but ended in chaos with the UN system in tatters while greenhouse gases spewed with few constraints.

"Future generations will rue the years of inaction," Steve Sawyer, a veteran observer who heads the Global Wind Energy Council (GWEC), a Brussels green industry association, says grimly.

"Some generations will rue it very much -- those that survive."

In 2000, the world placed its faith in the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the creation of the famous Rio summit.

But the following year, the vehicle started to shake and its wheels began to rattle when US president George Bush abandoned the Kyoto Protocol, the sole treaty to set down targets for curbing carbon gases.

Crippled by the walkout of the world's wealthiest economy and biggest carbon emitter, Kyoto limped along, failing to brake a relentless surge in heat-trapping gases.

In 2007, in its landmark Fourth Assessment Report, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) issued a blunt warning.

Without swift action to slow, halt and reverse the growth in emissions, the world was on course for between 1,8°C and 4,0°C of warming, the UN's top climate scientists said.

By century's end, hundreds of millions could be at threat from drought, flood, storms, rising seas, disease, malnutrition and homelessness.

The shock report reduced the lobby of climate skeptics to a rump, galvanised public opinion and nailed climate change to the top of the political agenda.

On December 18 in Copenhagen, leaders' rhetoric -- and the UN format itself -- were put to the test.

The day had been billed as the moment when humankind would unite, each nation pledging a sacrifice towards a global pact that, from 2013, would shrink climate change from mortal peril to manageable risk.

Instead, it became a finger-pointing fiasco.

Terrified the talks would collapse, a couple of dozen leaders from the most powerful countries -- including the United States, the European Union, Japan, China, India and Brazil -- huddled over the so-called "Copenhagen Accord".

They gathered around a table, frenziedly adding or crossing out text on the planet's future before eventually settling on the lowest common denominator.

They set a goal of limiting warming to 2°C -- but did not say when carbon emissions should peak, which scientists say has to be around the middle of the next decade.

Nor did they identify key staging points in the medium or long term, in 2020 and 2050. And national pledges on carbon emissions were voluntary, carrying no penalty if breached.

Within hours, the document was savaged when it was put to the wider community of nations. The most outspoken lashed it as a "coup d'état" against the UN system, a stitch-up by an elite, a betrayal of the poor and a slap to expert opinion.

In the end, the critics were sidelined. The conference gavelled the accord through without even putting it to a vote. UN credibility lay in ruins and the blame game began.

Why did things go so wrong in Copenhagen? And what can be salvaged?

Some say the fudge was inevitable and even argue the outcome is not so bad.

They note that Barack Obama, scrapping Bush's climate legacy and gingerly steering an emissions Bill through Congress, had scant room to offer deeper US concessions in Copenhagen.

Then there are China, India and Brazil, hostile to anything resembling a binding emissions target, arguing they have the right to exploit fossil fuels to rise out of poverty.

Yet these high-population countries have become mega-polluters in their own right, accounting for the bulk of the 29% surge in carbon emissions between 2000 and 2008, the latest year for which figures are available.

Seeking an agreement in Copenhagen was like trying to square a circle, says WWF's Kim Carstensen, who blames "the lost years" of the Bush era for turning climate debate into trench warfare.

For UN chief Ban Ki-moon and others, the deal at least is the first to combine rich and poor nations in a single framework for emissions pledges.

They argue it provides a matrix for work that could lead to a fully-fledged treaty next December in Mexico City.

Other commentators are gloomier.

They blame the complex UNFCCC process, a spider's web of a thousand interlinked strands, where decision-making is driven by consensus among 194 nations. This offers plenty of room for delaying tactics or sabotage.

"In Copenhagen, we saw greater political will than ever, yet a handful of ideologically-driven countries nearly thwarted a deal," says Elliot Diringer, vice-president for international strategies at the Pew Centre on Global Climate Change, a US thinktank.

"It's time to assess whose interests the process really serves. If the process can't be reformed, it may be time to forge coalitions of the willing."

If so, the toughest question of all emerges: Can nation-states, built by definition to defend national interests, rise to the challenge of serving the global good?

Carstensen agrees the future for cutting deals on carbon emissions could lie with a smaller, nimbler arena. It could be bilateral or a gathering of major emitters -- a format ironically proposed by Bush.

Even so, says Carstensen, "we will still need a global framework around climate action -- and we don't have anything better than the UN to do this. So I think the UNFCCC will continue to have a role."

Joris den Blanken of Greenpeace brands Copenhagen "a historic failure" by political leaders.

Yet he contends the setback should not mask a more positive, underlying change.

"This decade must be seen as the decade when people woke up to the challenge of climate change and began creating a climate movement," says Den Blanken.

"Over the next few years, as awareness grows and the effects of climate change unfortunately become more apparent, politicians will have no other choice but to fall in line." - AFP 
GENERAL ENVIRONMENT NEWS

$100 Billion Opportunity for Waste-To-Energy Companies in Developing World

Reuters, Sun, Dec 27 2009

By Susan Kraemer

Here's an opportunity to wisely spend some of the $100 billion that Secretary of State Hillary Clinton promised at Copenhagen to cut the greenhouse gases of developing nations by aiding in the development of renewable energy infrastructure to by-pass fossil fuel dependence. 

Apparently one in four Chinese cities and seven out of 10 counties are without sewage-treatment plants, according to the People's Daily. While there are many ways to treat sewage or municipal waste; one of the newest is the use of municipal solid waste to make renewable energy.

Converting waste to energy is done in several ways. One is making bio-gas from sewage (human or animal) to run gas-turbine driven electric power plants.

Another is to create a biofuel, such as that used by nearly every vehicle in Sweden's fifth largest city Linkoping. Greenhouse gas emissions there were reduced as much as 90% with the technology. It helped Sweden achieve a 9% below-Kyoto emissions cut with simultaneous 44% economic growth.

This presents an opportunity to kill two birds with one stone; by building the infrastructure in the developing world that uses municipal solid waste to make renewable energy. This would cut the greatest source of the rise expected in greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuel use in the next decades: from fast-developing nations like India and China.

The developed world evolved water treatment technologies well before our knowledge of climate change drove us to invent uses for municipal solid waste as a source of renewable energy with no greenhouse gas emissions.

But now, nations that do not already have any sewage treatment infrastructure in place are well placed to leapfrog the developed world, which is only just starting to tap into waste-to-energy from municipal solid waste, or sewage.

For all kinds of municipal waste-to-energy companies, this presents a huge opportunity. The developed world has pledged $100 billion to develop renewable energy in the developing world. As I noted here, that money is not charity - as it is incorrectly framed in most media reports (previous story), but it will go to the renewable energy companies from those nations that get there first. This waste-to-energy plant pictured is from a New Zealand company that has apparently already built numerous large facilities throughout Asia.

Obama faces tough fight in Senate to deliver on climate pledges made overseas

By Juliet Eilperin, Washington Post Staff Writer, Saturday, December 26, 2009; A05 

By brokering a climate deal in Copenhagen a week ago, President Obama has committed himself to a more daunting task: pushing for comprehensive climate legislation in the Senate next year. 

Although many senators, especially key Republicans, have shown little appetite for backing yet another ambitious bill in the aftermath of the polarizing health-care debate, it is clear that enacting legislation to cap the U.S. carbon dioxide output and allow polluters to trade emission permits is essential to delivering on the pledges that Obama made to other world leaders. 

In an interview with The Washington Post last week, Obama said, "There is no doubt that energy legislation is going to be tough, but I feel very confident about making an argument to the American people that we should be a leader in clean energy technology -- that that will be one of the key engines that drives economic growth for decades to come." 

White House spokesman Ben LaBolt said the fact that "countries like China and India set carbon-intensity targets for the first time in history" should bolster the administration's legislative effort. 

Since taking office in January, Obama and his deputies have regarded international climate talks as a way to get the sort of commitments from major emerging economies that would allow them to sell a cap-and-trade bill to skeptical lawmakers back home. As part of last week's accord, the four biggest greenhouse gas emitters in the developing world -- China, India, Brazil and South Africa -- agreed to list voluntary climate targets as part of an international registry and to allow third-party countries to scrutinize whether the four are making the emission cuts they say they are. 

"That was the strategy all along," said Mark Helmke, a senior adviser to Sen. Richard G. Lugar (R-Ind.), whose vote could be critical to passing a climate bill. "In that context, it was a home run." 

But it is unclear whether that achievement -- which came at the expense of getting more ambitious overall climate targets and a clear deadline for a legally binding treating next year -- will translate into passage of the bill the administration is seeking. 

GOP SUPPORT WILL BE CRUCIAL
Sen. Lisa Murkowski (Alaska), the top Republican on the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources and another swing vote, called language in the Copenhagen deal allowing for verification of developing countries' carbon cuts "a very small step forward." 

"Right now, the big question is whether the Senate, as a whole, can sit down and craft real bipartisan legislation that protects both the economy and the environment," Murkowski added. "We need to find ways to move forward in a bipartisan effort that makes sense for America, regardless of whether the rest of the world follows through or not." 

In the wake of the health-care debate, winning Republican support for such a bill is crucial, even if it might mean adding provisions favored by the nuclear and oil industries, or scaling back the legislation's scope. 

"I don't think the Senate has an appetite for another such epic, polarized legislative war this session," said Sen. Joseph I. Lieberman (I-Conn.), who met with Sens. John F. Kerry (D-Mass.) and Lindsey O. Graham (R-S.C.) on Wednesday to strategize on how to enlist support for a compromise climate bill they are writing. 

It's a task that becomes more difficult in an election year, when most Republicans and conservative thinkers are eager to attack a policy that will probably raise energy prices in the near term. 

"In truth, emissions reductions, whether done by legislation, treaty or regulation for that matter, are ineffective and unpopular ideas," said Ben Lieberman, a senior policy analyst on energy and environment at the Heritage Foundation, a conservative think tank. 

U.S. prestige 'on the line'
Regardless of these obstacles, though, Obama has little choice but to press the issue. He and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton pledged in Copenhagen that the United States would help mobilize $100 billion in annual funding by 2020 to help poor countries cope with global warming. Administration officials said a significant portion of the U.S. share would come from carbon trading markets where polluters would have to buy emission allowances from the federal government and offset some of their emissions by investing in forestry projects overseas. 

Michael A. Levi, a senior energy and environment fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, said that although the administration does not need to put a cap-and-trade system in effect immediately, "their international credibility will suffer if they can't start putting mechanisms for cutting emissions and delivering on their financial goals relatively soon." 

Environmentalists and some of their allies on the Hill are confident that Obama is invested enough in the issue to focus on climate legislation next year. Kerry said there is "not a chance in hell" that there won't be a major push "after the president put American prestige on the line in Copenhagen." Jeremy Symons, senior vice president of the National Wildlife Federation, said last week's deal "helps us down the path to 60 votes by taking the China excuse off the table and teeing this issue up as a presidential priority for 2010." 

But in the immediate aftermath of the health-care fight, Bipartisan Policy Center President Jason Grumet said, "Congress is going to need to spend a little bit of time naming post offices" before it can manage the heavy lift of assembling a genuine compromise on climate change. 

At that point, Grumet said, Democrats have to "make truly sincere overtures to Republicans at the outset of the process to create the overall architecture of legislation, which is really the only way to create a truly bipartisan coalition, unlikely when Democrats try to write a bill and then look for what concessions or what changes need to be made to round up three Republican votes." 

In the meantime, according to Ned Helme, president of the Center for Clean Air Policy, senators will be watching to see whether the promises China and others made in Copenhagen get translated "into something real." 

China defends Wen Jiabao's role in Copenhagen talks

Reuters, Friday, December 25, 2009; 2:44 AM 

BEIJING (Reuters) - China on Friday defended the role played by premier Wen Jiabao at climate change talks in Copenhagen this month after a barrage of international criticism blaming China for obstructing negotiations. 

The Copenhagen meeting ended with a broad political agreement but left specifics to be ironed out in 2010, angering many of the poorest nations as well as Western groups who had hoped for a more ambitious commitment. 

China insisted that firm targets agreed to by European nations not be included in the final deal, and Wen himself was absent from a final round of direct negotiations between national leaders. British climate minister Ed Miliband said China and its allies had "hijacked" talks, according to the Guardian newspaper. 

In a long account of the Copenhagen meeting, Xinhua gave Wen credit for "the last minute attempt to exchange ideas and reach consensus" despite his belief that it was "impossible" to reach a legally binding agreement. 

“China showed the greatest sincerity, tried its best and played a constructive role," Xinhua said. 

Issues of verification of emissions cut pledges plagued the meeting, with rich nations saying China's efforts to slow greenhouse gas growth should be subject to international verification to ensure that Beijing is keeping its word. China has said such checks would violate its sovereignty. 

"On the transparency issue in self-mitigation actions, Wen said China was willing to conduct talks and cooperation," Xinhua said. 

China has made its own pledges to reduce carbon intensity, or the amount of emissions produced per unit of GDP, but blocked European countries from including their commitment to cut absolute emissions by 80 percent by 2050, as well as commitments to specific dates when emissions would peak. 

Other Reuters sources had also said China blocked the inclusion of specific targets. 

Xinhua acknowledged Wen's absence from the late night meetings on Dec 17, saying that Wen had not been informed, and had learned the Chinese delegation was included in the meeting list from another, unidentified foreign leader. 

"Premier Wen felt quite astonished and was vigilant," Xinhua said, adding that China sent a vice foreign minister instead. 

The U.S. administration has played up President Barack Obama's role in breaking through a deadlock by arriving unannounced at a meeting of the heads of China, Brazil, India and South Africa, all powerful developing countries concerned that emissions concessions could impede growth. 

Xinhua said that meeting -- which occurred as the U.S. sought a meeting with China and was rebuffed from meeting the others -- represented Wen's efforts to reach consensus before bringing a final deal to the Western nations and poorest developing nations. 

Democrats pose threat to President Obama’s cap-and-trade climate Bill

The Times, December 28, 2009

Less than ten days after claiming a breakthrough on climate change in Copenhagen President Obama is facing a mutiny from senior Democrats who are imploring him to postpone or even abandon his cap-and-trade Bill. 

Democratic Senators, fearful of a drubbing in the mid-term elections next year, are lining up to argue for alternatives to the scheme that is the centrepiece of the carbon reduction proposals that Mr Obama hopes to sign into law. With the Congressional battles over Mr Obama’s healthcare reforms fresh in their memory senior Democrats are asking the Administration to postpone the next big climate change push until at least 2011. 

Senators from Louisiana, Indiana, Nebraska and North Dakota, some with powerful energy companies among their constituents, are falling out of love with the idea of a large-scale cap-and-trade scheme — which seeks to allocate tradeable permits to major polluters — in favour of less ambitious proposals that put jobs and the economy first. 

Each of their Senate votes is vital for any climate change Bill to have a chance of being passed, and a firm American commitment to cap and trade is essential for similar carbon reduction mechanisms to be effective on a global scale. 

Asked if she has urged the White House to abandon cap and trade — at least until after the mid-terms — Senator Mary Landrieu of Louisiana told the Politico website yesterday: “I am communicating that in every way I know how.” 

At least five other high-ranking Democrats have lobbied the Administration in similar terms. Senator Kent Conrad of North Dakota said that winning passage of climate change legislation in an election year had “very poor prospects”, and Senator Ben Nelson of Nebraska said that he would “just as soon see [climate change] set aside until we work through the economy”. 

Even more significant — as indicators of the majority party’s resolve to pass climate change legislation in the face of almost unanimous Republican opposition — were remarks from Dick Durbin, the Senate Majority Whip, and John Kerry, the Massachusetts Senator who is in the process of drafting a climate change Bill favoured by the White House. 

“At this point, I’d like to see a complete Bill but we have to be realistic,” Senator Durbin said. Senator Kerry, speaking at the Copenhagen climate conference this month, said: “I can’t tell you the method or the means by which we might price carbon. We haven’t resolved that issue yet.” 

Proponents of cap and trade argue that allowing polluters to trade carbon permits gives them a powerful incentive to emit less than the maximum imposed by the cap — and ensures that these emission reductions are achieved by the most cost-effective means available, whether by investing in new, clean technology at home, or in offsetting schemes in developing economies where greater reductions can be achieved per dollar spent. 

Critics of the system point to teething problems in the European pilot scheme, begun under the auspices of the Kyoto Protocol, when the price of carbon collapsed because of excessive free allocations of carbon permits to big, politically connected polluters such as the power generation industry. 

Mr Obama has been a personal convert to cap and trade since witnessing the success of a scheme limited to the control of sulphur dioxide emissions in the 1990s. The creation of a market in tradeable sulphur dioxide permits cut emissions of the gas so swiftly that the acid rain it produces has disappeared from the Midwest as a serious environmental issue. 

Congress will return from its winter break with healthcare reform unfinished, Democrats wary of any new proposals that can be presented as a further burden on the economy and Republicans eager to depict cap and trade as just such a burden. 

The official position of the White House remains that “a cap-and-trade mechanism is the best way to achieve the most cost-effective reductions” — but it is not yet embedded firmly in the Senate Bill being drafted by Senators Kerry, Lindsey Graham and Joe Lieberman. 

That Bill is one of nine competing proposals before the Senate and while most Democrats can be relied on to support it, a half-dozen defectors would leave the party short of the 60-vote majority that they need to overcome a Republican filibuster. 

Senator Graham, a Republican, has said that he believes others from his party can be won over. If so, they have gone to ground. 

Senator John McCain, once a vocal supporter of cap and trade, now wants huge federal backing for the nuclear industry in return for his vote. Senator Mike Johanns of Nebraska has called the scheme “a death sentence” for farming. 

Mr Obama put his political prestige on the line in Copenhagen to reach agreement on a pact to curb carbon emissions while trying to shore up his domestic flank amid rising scepticism about a new climate Bill in the US. 

He declined to offer new sweeteners to get a deal, rebuked China’s reluctance to allow outside scrutiny of action on greenhouse-gas emissions and warned developing states that they could forget aid that had no strings attached. 

LOBBYISTS COUNT THE COST OF POWER 
SENATOR MARY LANDRIEU (Dem — Louisiana) 

Louisiana is a large oil and gas state and Ms Landrieu has fought hard for energy interests during her 12 years in the Senate. She was listed as one of a “Dirty Dozen” legislators by the League of Conservation Voters and was described in a local newspaper as “the most fervent pro-drilling Democrat in the Senate”. 

About 14 per cent of crude oil that is imported by the US comes through the Louisiana Offshore Oil Port, a deepwater facility off the state’s coast 

SENATOR KENT CONRAD (Dem — N Dakota) 

North Dakota is a leading coal state, with coal-fired power stations providing about 93 per cent of its energy production. Large oil reserves were discovered in the state in the 1950s. Much of the state’s economy is also based on agricultural production — a sector that would be hit particularly hard by an increase in the price of fossil fuels. Mr Conrad has poor environmental credentials. He voted against the American Clean Energy and Security Act and called for an increase in oil and gas drilling 

SENATOR BEN NELSON (Dem — Nebraska) 

Nebraska has more than 47,000 farms, and is an important agriculture state. Mr Nelson sits on the Senate Agriculture Committee and has in the past vigorously defended the interests of farmers, arguing that climate change legislation would drive up the cost of electricity and damage the agriculture sector. 

He said: “Every farm-state senator is aware of what the cap-and-trade proposals could do to their agriculture base.” 

Sources: Grist; US Department of Agriculture 

2006 Review: Gore put focus on climate change

By Susan Felt, Dec. 28, 2009 12:00 AM
The Arizona Republic


“An Inconvenient Truth” opened May 24, 2006, in Los Angeles and New York City, and the issue of global warming moved mainstream.

There's Al Gore on the silver screen with his slide show, his research and his one-liner: "I am Al Gore. I used to be the next president of the United States."

But his then-and-now photos of shrinking glaciers and ice caps and the animated images of polar bears floating on ever-diminishing ice floes underscored Gore's alarm that global warming was real. 

But Gore also emphasized that if people acted quickly, reducing their carbon footprint, they could halt the damage.

In a professorial tone, Gore told the audience that this wasn't a political decision but a moral one.

He ended the film with these words:

"Each one of us is a cause of global warming, but each one of us can make choices to change that with the things we buy, the electricity we use, the cars we drive; we can make choices to bring our individual carbon emissions to zero. 

"The solutions are in our hands; we just have to have the determination to make it happen."

His message prompted small changes, as well as those on a grander scale. Millions replaces their energy-wasting incandescent bulbs with energy-efficient CFL (compact fluorescents). 

And although the green movement already was decades old, his call for change breathed new life into it, recharging an effort to recycle, reuse and renew. 

The Web site climatecrisis.net reported that a year after the film's release, more than 4,200 tons of carbon were offset by people switching to CFLs alone. 

The film won Academy Awards for best documentary and best original song, "I Need to Wake Up," by Melissa Etheridge. 

More important, it went beyond statistics to help people visualize what they were doing to the planet.

'Nightly News' Proposes 'Geo-Engineering' Atmosphere as Solution to Climate Change

Segment suggests tinkering with the clouds and posting other elements in space to prevent so-called manmade climate change.

By Jeff Poor, Business & Media Institute, 12/28/2009 9:55:47 AM 

Should mankind engineer nature as a “last resort” to halt global warming? On NBC’s Dec. 26 broadcast of “Nightly News,” network correspondent Donna Friesen floated several means by which man could not only alter the weather, as the Chinese did in Beijing for the 2008 Summer Olympics, but the entire earth’s climate.

 

“But now the magnitude of global warming has led some scientist to go much further,” Friesen said. “From putting trillions of parasols in space that would block the sun to using airplanes, balloons, even missiles that would block the sun to pump sulfur dioxide into the stratosphere – the same stuff volcanoes emit. It reduces the amount of sunlight reaching earth. It’s called geo-engineering.”

 

There was some skepticism offered during Friesen’s segment, including Martin Bunzl of Rutgers University, who likened it to an untested vaccine.

 

“It’s rather like developing an AIDS vaccine and not being able to test it before you give it to everyone in the world at the full dosage,” Bunzl said. “And I think that’s a pretty dangerous way to proceed with science.”

 

Therefore, it means one of two things according to Friesen – either invest more into this type of science, or just go with the company line that NBC and other media outlets have been promoting and cut carbon emissions.

 

“All the more reason, say some scientists, to invest in serious geo-engineering research now rather than wait until there’s a crisis,” Friesen said. “[N]o one believes these schemes are magic bullets that will fix the climate. Cutting carbon emissions is still the real solution, but geo-engineering could end up being a last resort.”

 

Top 10 environmental moments of the decade

By Constance Cheng, CNN, December 28, 2009 --

(CNN) -- What a difference a decade makes. Since the turn of the millennium environmental issues have come to the forefront with a marked shift toward all things green in politics, technology and perhaps most importantly, society. 

An understanding of climate change was no longer limited to a small group of scientists or environmentalists, and concern started to change the way more us live our lives. Eco Solutions looks back at 10 environmental developments that defined this as the most green decade yet. 

Do you agree with our list? What do you think the most significant environmental moments of the decade were? Have you say in the "Sound off" box at the bottom of this page. 

THE GAME-CHANGER: THE TOYOTA PRIUS

In 2001, the Toyota Prius became the first mass-produced hybrid vehicle to be sold worldwide. It heralded the beginning of an era - commercially-viable and even successful green goods. Industry insiders called it a game-changer attracting buyers despite its higher-than-average cost and unique look. Buying a Prius wasn't simply about fuel efficiency, it was making a statement about the environment. To date, more than one million Priuses have been sold worldwide, and other major manufacturers have followed suit to develop their own hybrid and electric-only vehicles. 

THE SUMMIT: COP15 

December's U.N. summit on climate change held in Copenhagen, Denmark garnered unprecedented attention from around the world. Intended to find a successor to the Kyoto Protocol, the fifteenth Conference of Parties (COP15) was meant to produce a definitive agreement for future emission cuts. Yet even before the summit began, leaders tried to temper expectations by saying that firm targets were "highly unlikely." In then end the accord that was reached fell short of the expectation of nearly every interested party gathered in the Danish capital. U.N. secretary-general Ban Ki-moon put a brave face on the conference saying leaders were "united in purpose, but were not yet united in action." Read more
AL GORE'S STAR POWER: "AN INCONVENIENT TRUTH" AND THE NOBEL PEACE PRIZE 

It might not be an exercise in cinematic artistry but Al Gore's 2006 "An Inconvenient Truth" has its place in history. The film was instrumental in spreading the message of climate change and had the rare opportunity of having a wide-spread release (it was one of the highest grossing documentaries of all time). 

The 100-minute documentary was based on a simple premise of a Powerpoint presentation, but it was the content not the form that caught the world's attention. Since it's release, it has been maligned by some critics for "fear-mongering." The most contentious assertion in the film described a six meter sea level rise as a realistic short term prospect - a projection that disagrees with U.N. findings. 

Yet despite its doomsday scenarios, it explained the basics of climate change to an audience that till then had no access to. The film brought Al Gore an unexpected accolade in 2007, the Nobel Peace Prize. 

The Former U.S. Vice President was applauded by the Nobel Committee for "efforts to build up and disseminate greater knowledge about man-made climate change." 

THE RISE OF CFLS

Compact Fluorescent Lightbulbs (CFLs) brought environmentalism into the home. Despite some initial objections to cost and its less than ideal performance (an initial flicker and the inability to use it with a dimmer), producers overcame those hurdles and in 2007, sales of CFLs reached record heights worldwide. Australia has already implemented a ban of traditional incandescent light bulbs while the European Union and Canada are also phasing out the old bulbs. 

According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the average CFL uses 75 percent less energy than the traditional incandescent light bulb. This translates into a $30 saving which would pay for itself in 6 months. It was an important coup for the environmental movement, but green groups now say much more needs to be done to establish recycling programs to deal with CFLs so they don't end up in landfills. 

HEATING UP: A DECADE OF EXTREME WEATHER 

Hurricane Katrina in 2005, a string of deadly hurricanes devastating Haiti in 2008 and the heat wave in Europe in 2003, just some examples that this decade was plagued by wild weather. 

While scientists say it is not possible to make a direct link between extreme weather and man-made climate change, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency say "climate change may increase the probability of some ordinary weather events reaching extreme levels or of some extreme events becoming more extreme." Recently, the U.N.'s weather agency said that this decade was the hottest on record. 

NOUGHTIE TALK : "CARBON FOOTPRINT"

This decade saw a flurry of green jargon enter our everyday vocabulary. Growing awareness for the environment meant that noughties vocabulary included words like "carbon footprint," "carbon neutral" and "greenwashing." Perhaps the most significant step was when they were accepted into the Oxford English Dictionary in 2007. Carbon footprint was defined as "the amount of carbon dioxide emitted due to the activities, especially the consumption of fossil fuels, of a particular person, group, etc." 

THE DEVIL IS IN THE DETAILS: THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL PANEL ON CLIMATE CHANGE REPORT 

In 2007, climate scientists from around the world met in Paris to lay out what we knew about climate change. It was a significant attempt to amalgamate decades of climate data from around the world. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) issued the first scientific consensus on climate change, which included an unprecedented acknowledgement that it was "very likely" that climate change was caused by human activity. The report went on to project a temperature rise of 1.8 to 4 degrees Celsius and a sea-level rise of between 28 to 43 cm by the end of the century. 

TEN YEARS OF GROWTH: RENEWABLE ENERGY 

Most scientists agree that there is no silver bullet for climate change but some believe that a healthy mix of existing technologies especially in the renewable energy sector will be enough to significantly cut emissions. Wind, solar, hydro all saw significant support in the past ten years. 

In 2008, global power capacity from renewables topped 280,000 MW, according to the International Energy Agency. That is three times more than what nuclear power plants in the United States currently produce. There are also new players in the sector: India and China are now among the leaders in the installation and manufacture of renewable energy. In 2008, China's wind power capacity doubled for the fourth year running. The technology itself has also developed significantly - solar technology had a few key breakthroughs including improved energy yields (it now tops 20 percent) and the creation of ultra-thin solar panels. 

IT'S GOING TO COST YOU: THE STERN REVIEW ON THE ECONOMICS OF CLIMATE CHANGE

Can you put a price on climate change? Yes, according to British economist Sir Nicholas Stern. In 2006, the former vice president of the World Bank issued a 700-page report calculating the cost of climate change to the world's economy. Green groups called the report a wake-up call for governments who saw a concrete financial impact of climate change for the first time. 

The report estimated that climate change would cost at least 5 percent of global GDP annually, now and forever. The worst case scenario would be 20 percent a year ($7 trillion). The Stern Review was the first of many reports that tried to put climate change under an economic perspective. The UN Framework Convention for Climate Change suggests that climate change could cost between $70 to $100 billion by 2030, that's the cost of 3 Beijing Olympics. 

CAP AND TRADE

Carbon trading, also known as "cap and trade," became a hotly debated policy that many hope will help counter climate change. Using free-market principals and government regulation, participants in cap and trade schemes buy and sell permits to emit carbon dioxide. Governments limit the amount of emissions allowed and slap heavy fines on those who exceed those limits. Reducing the amount of permits issued over time should then reduce pollution levels. 

The EU has the largest emissions trading market, set up in 2005 and more than 30 countries have adopted, or plan to adopt similar models. But there are many critics who point to the lack of a global market for carbon trade, which would make it more effective. 

There are also questions over regulation and accounting for pollution offsets. Many see "offsetting" in cap and trade schemes as an escape hatch for businesses to avoid making real reductions in their polluting activities. It's a complex and controversial issue but one that looks set to a key feature of mainstream climate change solutions in years to come. 

Arctic pipeline environmental study expected this week

Much-delayed document on Mackenzie Valley gas project ready three years after its original deadline

Bob Weber, The Canadian Press Published on Sunday, Dec. 27, 2009 
Even at noon, Inuvik's weak December sun never seems to light the Arctic community brighter than twilight — no longer night, not quite day.

It's a little like how businessmen have been feeling about their own prospects in the Mackenzie Delta community after seemingly endless delays in a project they've pinned their hopes on — the Mackenzie Valley gas pipeline.

“Everyone's hoping for a positive announcement and away we go,” says Kurt Wainman, who's got a yard full of heavy equipment sitting idle just waiting for some nice, juicy oil patch work.

Some time this week, a little of Mr. Wainman's limbo will lift.

More than three years after its original deadline, the long-awaited Joint Review Panel will finally table its report on the pipeline's environmental and social effects.

That report will then be combined with a National Energy Board's report on the project's engineering and economics. The package will go before the federal cabinet, which can accept or reject its recommendations.

Doubts are gathering around the increasingly expensive pipeline as new U.S. natural gas sources threaten markets for Mackenzie gas and depress its price.

And although some feel the review panel's report will revive momentum behind the $16-billion, 1,200-kilometre project, the final decision is still a ways off.

“There's a series of things that make a project go: No. 1 in importance is economics,” says Bob Hastings, an energy analyst at Canaccord Capital in Vancouver.

“Other things that can impact the project are politics, environment and need. But at the end of the day, what I focus on is the need and the economics.”

The Mackenzie project was born in 2000, when four major energy companies began a formal feasibility study on linking Alberta's pipeline network to large gas fields in the Mackenzie Delta area capable of producing 1.4 billion cubic feet of gas daily.

Many northerners welcomed the project, seeing it both as a “basin-opening” opportunity for the energy industry and as a springboard to a new economic dawn in the Western Arctic. Aboriginal groups, hoping for a share in that boom, took a one-third equity share in the proposal.

Gas prices reached the unheard-of price of nearly $10 per 1,000 cubic feet that year and the cost of the project was estimated at a reasonable $4-billion. It seemed it couldn't miss.

In 2001, the federal and territorial governments teamed up with aboriginal organizations for a process that was supposed to shorten the usual time for environmental review by a year.

But it was 2004 before project leader Imperial Oil filed its application for the project. By that time its cost had ballooned to $7 -billion.

Delays began to set in when the Joint Review Panel ruled that the environmental assessment Imperial provided in its application was too sketchy. Imperial caused further delays when the panel was forced to wait for project updates.

The panel finally began hearing from the public on Feb. 14, 2006, in Inuvik's community hall. It was the first of 26 such hearings. They were held everywhere from the High Arctic community of Sachs Harbour to Edmonton.

The hearings sometimes resembled community group therapy sessions as much as policy debates, but they were so popular the panel was forced to add more. 
The cost of the hearings ballooned from about $6.3-million to more than $16-million. Meanwhile, the Federal Court ruled in November 2006 that Ottawa didn't consult an aboriginal group along the southernmost stretch of the pipeline's route, a ruling that took four months to sort out.

The panel's deadline was extended by five months, then another seven months — with an extra year to digest, compile and write a report out of hundreds of thousands of pages of transcripts.

Now, as the report comes out, the project's cost is estimated at $16.2-billion. Natural gas, now coming from huge shale fields in the United States, is worth about half what it was a decade ago.

“There is a lot of gas out there now that was not expected when this project was conceived,” says Mr. Hastings, “so even if they say, 'Oh yeah, you can build it,' it's not something that'll make all the stocks fly up. Just because you can, doesn't mean you will.”

Others are more optimistic.

First Energy Capital analyst Stephen Paget says even a conditional approval would remove a huge unknown.

“The possibility that the pipeline may not be permitted does exist,” he says.

He also points out that Imperial's corporate parent, Exxon Mobil, recently made a $31-billion bet on natural gas when it bought out American gas producer XTO Energy.

“The proponents appear to remain positive on gas and its prospects,” says Mr. Paget.

Russell Newmark, CEO of E. Gruben Transport, the largest private-sector employer in the Mackenzie Delta, gives the pipeline about even odds of being built.

“I think there's more reason for optimism than conventional wisdom seems to give it,” he says.

No one knows how long shale gas fields will last, he points out, and those developments come with environmental issues.

Environmental concerns surrounding the pipeline, such as wilderness conservation, are well on their way to being worked out, says Rob Powell of the World Wildlife Fund.

“Some excellent progress has been made,” he says, noting several large areas have been given interim protection from development.

However, some of that temporary protection starts expiring as early as next October, and he wants the panel's report to make sure it's extended.

“We would expect to see the principle of conservation first reflected in some manner.”

And some environmental groups, such as the Sierra Club, don't want the pipeline built at all. They argue its gas would simply go to fuel the environmentally questionable oil sands.

For its part, Imperial's public stance hasn't changed since the project was first proposed.

“Despite the current economic downturn and the impacts that it's made on the North American gas market, we're of the belief that demand for North American energy and gas will continue to grow,” says Imperial spokesman Pius Rolheiser.

But most are already looking past the review panel's report that took so much time to write.

“It's not going to be any kind of deal-breaker,” says Mr. Newmark.

The real action, most agree, will move to the back rooms in Ottawa where proponents and politicians will wrangle over if — and how — the federal government will get involved with the pipeline.

Proponents “will be looking at the government for a deal if and when the review panel has a positive conclusion,” Paget says.

What kind of deal is anyone's guess, he adds. Although Ottawa has ruled out direct ownership, royalty breaks or infrastructure funding are possible.

Mr. Wainman just wants them to get on with it. After three years of twilight, he just wants the sun finally to rise.

“We can't be just hanging around any more. We're just hanging around to go broke.”

Persichilli: More hope from Copenhagen than from Kyoto

Toronto Star, December 27, 2009, Angelo Persichilli

Most of the comments about the Copenhagen conference on climate change have proclaimed it a failure compared to Kyoto.

Clearly, the content of the Kyoto Protocol, on paper, was much more aggressive in the fight against greenhouse gas emissions. In reality, very little came out of that agreement. 
The only countries that respected the commitment were probably France, which shut down all its coal mines and now gets 80 per cent of its electricity from nuclear power with low CO2 emissions; the countries of the former Soviet Union where the economies collapsed and with them the production of pollutants; or countries whose levels of emissions were already low.

Most of the industrialized and polluting countries did nothing to comply with the Kyoto accord or did not sign it at all. Kyoto did not include any of the major emission-generating countries such as China, India and the United States. 
The U.S. signed it but Congress refused to ratify it, while China and India were not required to limit their emissions under the accord. Together, those three countries are now responsible for almost 50 per cent of the greenhouse gases being pumped into the atmosphere.

Kyoto divided the world into good and bad countries, but in reality it was signed by politicians who were more interested in gaining political points at home than in fighting pollution. Canada, one of the signatory nations, was considered a pro-environment country, while the United States, which didn't sign, was considered against it. In reality, by 2004 the level of emissions in Canada had risen to 27 per cent more than 1990 levels, while in the U.S. the increase was only 16 per cent by 2006.

The Kyoto Protocol was a major political instrument in the hands of some politicians, to be used during election campaigns. 

The Chrétien government signed the accord but then realized it would give the American workforce a competitive advantage over our economy and they just sat on it.

Current Liberal Leader Michael Ignatieff shouted this truth to his predecessor and former Liberal environment minister Stéphane Dion during the 2005 leadership campaign very clearly: "Stéphane, we didn't get it done." Dion tried to defend himself by saying, "This is unfair. Do you think it's easy to set priorities?"

It wasn't easy to set priorities because Kyoto could not be implemented without further collapsing the Canadian manufacturing sector, and with it our standard of living.

Some believe that Stephen Harper should dust off Lester Pearson's Auto Pact and use it as a template that could become the formula for a greener economy between Canada and the United States.

I agree with those who say that "green is gold," but the transformation of our economy cannot be done out of step with the U.S. And that's exactly the position of the government of Stephen Harper. If Ottawa imposed restrictions, say, on the auto sector, thousands of jobs would go south of the border because our cars would be greener but not competitive.

The environment is not polluted by the people who extract oil from the tar sands, but by the people who use that oil. We don't want to give up our cars, we refuse to lower our air conditioning and home heating, and we don't want to give up our air flights, the most serious air polluters of our skies. 
Nobody wants to tell us that the cost of production will go up during the transition – in many cases destroying industries forever or lowering our salaries to remain competitive. 

The world is not polluted because Alberta extracts oil, but because we are not able to sustain our way of life without Alberta's oil.

I`ve read many reports saying that the vast majority of Canadians are in favour of stronger actions to defend the environment. I doubt it. Otherwise, governments would have already acted. How else can we explain that one of the major causes of Dion's defeat in the last election was his carbon tax proposal? 

Of course, in Copenhagen they could have done more. Still, I'm more optimistic now than after Kyoto. In Japan, we had a victory for politicians who were looking for slogans but had no idea of what they were signing. 

In Copenhagen, the countries in charge were China and the United States – two nations that are responsible for more than 40 per cent of the world's emissions. They were passive in Kyoto, but now they mean business. I'm glad that Canada is lining up with the doers, not with the whiners.

Ottawa has presented legislation to set mandatory targets to reduce emissions by 2020, using 2006 as a benchmark. Is it enough? Of course not, but it's not a choice between this legislation and the Kyoto Protocol, as some have led us to believe. Unfortunately, it's this or nothing.

Gorrie: Climate change doesn't scare us. That's frightening

Toronto Star, December 26, 2009, Peter Gorrie

We've just ended a two-decade experiment in global problem solving.

It failed: Now we must figure out how to manage the consequences.

That's the main conclusion as the dust settles on the uninspiring Copenhagen climate summit, itself the dismal culmination of 20 years of negotiations to reduce the world's greenhouse gas emissions.

The final "accord" says the international community wants to keep Earth's average temperature from rising more than two degrees Celsius but includes nothing that compels any nation to do anything to achieve the target. 

What's touted as the major breakthrough – an agreement rich nations will provide billions to help poor countries to cope with climate change – promises less than will be required, contains no indication where most of the money will come from, creates the possibility donations would simply be transfers from foreign-aid budgets and, most important, would do nothing to halt climate change.

The divisions that stymied the 14 previous annual UN conferences remain as wide as ever, despite the self-congratulatory puff that emanated from the Danish capital as 15,000 delegates and many more hangers-on headed home.

In the aftermath, it's being acknowledged that huge international meetings are no place for negotiations. While these costly exercises will continue – the 2010 version is slated for Mexico City – many predict the task of actually cutting emissions will fall to the 30 or so countries – including Canada – responsible for 90 per cent of the human-sourced carbon entering the atmosphere. 

The United States is expected to dominate this process if Congress passes legislation to cap greenhouse emissions and establish an emissions trading system.

A major stumbling block at Copenhagen was the unwillingness of China, India and other rapidly expanding economies to agree to caps of their own or allow independent verification if they claim emissions cuts. As the world's biggest importer of manufactured products, the U.S. could insist that if these trading partners want continued access to its huge market they must match its policies.

But this intriguing idea is marred by questionable assumptions about how tough the U.S. would be and how desperately others would want to sell to it. With alternative markets developing, the debt-ridden U.S. might become less significant. Besides, the proposed American law is weak; imposing it on other nations wouldn't accomplish what's required.

Another drawback: This process would exclude the poor nations being hit first and hardest by climate change. Also missing would be the sense of global crisis and shared mission that's been the subtext of the annual conferences. It hasn't provided enough impetus, but what motivation might replace it?

In the obvious absence of political leadership, activists say it's now up to the people, en masse, to take charge. They're correct: Large numbers of individuals must alter their lifestyles and demand governments enact ambitious wider-scale solutions. 

But most humans dislike change and act only on threats that are close and imminent. Climate change, so far, is neither: Melting polar ice caps, drought in Africa and the inundation of Pacific islands are too remote to move the majority. "Our perceptions are based on feelings, values, a lot of emotional assumptions toward climate change that conflict with what makes sense," says David Ropeik, a risk-management analyst based in Boston. "Our inability to act is based on our inability to be purely rational."

Nothing that happened in Copenhagen, or that's likely to occur at the conventional political level, will prevent the worst of climate change. Unless people accept that the threat is real, and act as if it is, the coming decade will usher in another experiment – this time, in global crisis response.

Canada falling behind U.S. in clean-energy efforts: experts

26 December 2009, By Mike De Souza, National Post / Canwest News Service  
OTTAWA -- The Harper government is distancing itself from U.S. President Barack Obama's clean-energy agenda, warn some of those involved in one of Canada fastest-growing clean-energy sectors.

Although Prime Minister Stephen Harper and his cabinet have stressed the importance of integrating climate-change and energy policy with the United States, industry leaders say the federal government must do more to support sustainable development in Canada.

Two key national programs that promote renewable energy and clean technologies are running out of cash, but officials still don't know whether the government intends to renew their funding.

"One of the key reasons why it's a concern is because this is happening, frankly, at exactly the same time that the United States is moving aggressively to put in place measures to support the deployment of renewable energy," said Robert Hornung, president of the Canadian Wind Energy Association. 

"Canada is moving exactly in the other direction, and so what's happening is that gap is widening, and we think that will inevitably lead to investment development leaving Canada and heading for the U.S. instead."

The wind-energy industry is one of the fastest growing sectors in the world. In Canada, while other industries suffered through the economic slowdown, the wind industry set a record in 2009 by introducing 900 megawatts in new wind-energy projects. The total capacity in Canada has risen from 322 megawatts in 2003 to 3,250 megawatts in wind power.

The existing Canadian government ecoENERGY for Renewable Power program offers a guaranteed production incentive for new projects over a 10-year period, but more than 90 per cent of its funding of $1.4 billion has been committed, leaving little incentives for additional projects. By comparison, Mr. Hornung said, the U.S. program has already been extended to 2012 and offers producers nearly three times more support in incentives through a flexible program for domestic or foreign producers.

"It's actually created a situation where, (for) the first time ever, a lot of Canadian companies have the potential to access the U.S. incentive and build projects in the United States, because they can access it now as a capital grant and don't have to have a tax base within the U.S. tax system."

Meanwhile, the head of an arms-length agency, established in 2001, said it will soon need new funding to help sustain growth in new clean-energy technologies. Sustainable Development Technology Canada has already partnered with companies on nearly 200 different projects to offer funding and help raise private capital for new clean-technology products.

Vicky Sharpe, the president and CEO of Sustainable Development Technology Canada, said Canadian companies need federal support in order to compete with their counterparts in the U.S. and Asia.

"Those governments and economies are not only putting large stimulus dollars into having green attached to it, but their markets are demanding green technologies," she said. 

"They're demanding more efficiency and greater productivity. So for us in a business perspective, if Canada is going to continue to export successfully, it has to meet this new criteria, and that's all around clean tech."

The organization recently received a $500-million grant to support development of next-generation ethanol production from waste products, but it has almost run out of funding to pursue new climate-change, clean-air, clean-water and clean-soil technologies.

David Vincent, director of projects for Carbon Trust, an arms-length corporation set up by the British government to stimulate investments in low-carbon businesses, said that companies in his country are benefiting from a clear policy direction from the government that has established incentives for projects that reduce emissions.

"It's not necessarily that the guys are any smarter in the U.K., but they've actually got a clear direction of travel, which effectively reduces the risk of the investment," said Mr. Vincent during a recent promotional tour of Canada co-ordinated by the British High Commission. 

"In the end, moving to a low-carbon economy is going to have to be done in a partnership. It's going to be a partnership with the policy development on the one hand and the business response and ingenuity on the other."

Natural Resources Minister Lisa Raitt was not available for an interview, but a spokesperson from her department said the government was pleased with the results of Sustainable Development Technology Canada and the ecoENERGY program, which was first established under a different name by the previous Liberal government.

The government has set a goal of having 90 per cent of Canada's electricity provided by non-emitting sources by 2020, up from about 70 per cent today, but has not yet introduced a detailed plan to achieve that goal.

"We are continuing to work with governments, industry, academia and environmental groups to create the enabling environment we need to meet our ambitious goals," said Natural Resources Canada spokeswoman Jacinthe Perras.

About one per cent of Canada's power comes from wind-energy sources, compared to about two per cent in the United States, Mr. Hornung said. But he noted that a recent U.S. government report, requested by former president Bush, concluded that it could raise that proportion to 20 per cent at a cost of about $0.50 per month on the average household's utility bill.
COUNTDOWN to 2010: From green energy to climate change politics

Sandusky Register, By MELISSA TOPEY, Monday, December 28, 2009 1:05 AM EST

After a decade of relatively few environmental initiatives, experts say they hope more changes are on the horizon.

"There was just a change with the (Bush) administration in philosophy," said Holly Myers, lecturer for the Center for Environmental Programs at Bowling Green State University. "It took the environmental issues off the national stage."

The environment found itself hijacked by political interests from debate over drilling in Alaska, the Kyoto Protocol and a former vice president once again finding himself in the spotlight, this time over his environmental warnings.

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE
Climate change became the national debate of the decade with discussion over whether the increasing levels of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases that trap solar energy in the atmosphere are manmade problems or an inevitable, natural phenomenon.

In 2005, upon the release of a book and documentary called “An Inconvenient Truth,” Al Gore found himself sounding an environmental alarm. The polar ice caps are shrinking at a startling rate, according to the documentary, and some scientists say the ice will disappear in the summer months sometime in the next decade.

NATURAL DISASTERS
This decade saw extreme weather and areas struck by surprise with unlikely conditions, such as snow for the first time.

In the early morning hours of Aug. 29, 2005, Hurricane Katrina, with a 27-foot storm surge, left unprecidented deaths and damages along the nation’s gulf coast.

Waters breached the levees in New Orleans. Within moments, 80 percent of the city was underwater. More than 1,800 people died, with half as many missing. Hundreds of thousands were trapped, isolated in the flood waters. Soon they were scattered to shelters across the United States.

The financial and environmental cost continue to pile up as the city  slowly rebuilds.

Three weeks later, more flooding poured in with Hurricane Rita’s arrival.

Just about nine months earlier, a tsunami in the Indian Ocean caused some of the most devastating losses ever recorded.

An estimated 300,000 people died when the giant tidal wave swept over Sumatra on Dec. 26, 2004.

GREAT LAKES COMPACT
The Great Lakes Compact became a legal agreement designed to protect the area’s fresh water supply by preventing any large scale diversion of fresh water from the lakes. It was signed by the governors of Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, Michigan, Pennsyvania and New York and became law in October 2008.

PESTICIDE WATCH
Scientists discovered that every area of the planet’s waters is contaminated with plastic, pharmacuticals and other toxins, including heavy metals.

“Every child born (since 1962) has pesticide in their system,” Myers said.

Myers said bottled water in the United States can come from any source, including a city water supply, and is regulated by lower standards than tap water.

KYOTO PROTOCOL
Though signed in 1997, the international agreement was adopted earlier this decade and set binding targets for 37 industrialized countries to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. These amount to an average of five percent against 1990 levels over the five-year period from 2008-12, according to the Associated Press.

CLIMATE CHANGE IN COPENHAGEN
A historic United Nations climate conference ended earlier this month with a nonbinding accord that outlined vague steps for developing countries to shield against global warming.

The agreement brokered by President Barack Obama with China and others set up the first significant program of climate aid to poorer nations, according to the Associated Press. Although it urged deeper cuts in emissions of carbon dioxide and other gases blamed for global warming, it did not require them.

GREEN REVOLUTION
The “green revolution” seemed to make everyone an environmentalist.

This decade saw gas prices top $4 per gallon for the first time. The skyrocketing energy prices brought discussions of alternative energy to the forefront.

Drivers ditched their gas-guzzling sport utility vehicles and latched onto hybrids or smaller cars.

State officials pushed for wind and solar energy. Daryl Stockburger, former director of Utilites for Bowling Green, worked with the Department of Development and Green Energy Ohio to bring the first turbines to Ohio.

Area schools are starting green technology programs to help educate young people to build the energy-harnessing tools of the future.
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Despite no accord at climate summit, UN aviation agency pushes emissions curb

Although a deal on aviation and maritime fuel emissions was not reached at

this month’s climate change summit in Copenhagen, Denmark, the United Nations aviation agency is moving forward with its aggressive plan of action to curb global warming greenhouse gases.
At a high-level meeting of the UN International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) in

October, nations representing 93 per cent of global commercial air traffic agreed on further reducing air travel’s impact on climate change, setting a goal of 2 per cent annual

improvement in fuel efficiency globally until the year 2050 and a global carbon emissions

standard for aircraft.

“The projected growth in public demand for air transport in the years to come could exceed our capability to limit the impact of air travel on climate change unless we continue our progressive course of action in developing and implementing bold and effective solutions,” ICAO Council President Roberto Kobeh González said recently.

“The time-tested ICAO process of consensus -building and cooperation among the 190

Member States of ICAO, coupled with sustained efforts of the air transport industry, has been very effective through the years in minimizing the impact of aviation on the environment. It has recently led to the first, and to date, only globally harmonized agreement designed to address climate change from a specific sector.”

According to latest assessments, total carbon emissions from the aviation sector account for some 2 per cent of global emissions from human activity, with 60 per cent of that related to international air travel.

The October meeting also agreed on a framework for market-based measures in international aviation; measures to assist developing States and to facilitate access to financial resources, technology transfer and capacity-building; and continued further work on the development and implementation of alternative fuels for aviation worldwide which could lead to aviation being the first sector to use sustainable alternative fuels on a global basis.

Progress is expected on these and other initiatives next year with the 8th meeting of ICAO’s Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection in February, related discussions in the ICAO Council and a full review of environmental policies

and programmes at the next decision-making Assembly in the fall.

“As an active and long-time participant in UNFCCC [UN Framework Convention on Climate Change] deliberations, we fully recognize the complexity of the climate change challenge. We are convinced that the current ICAO process is best suited to achieving the goals we have set for ourselves,” Mr. Kobeh added.
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