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UN News Center: UN environmental agency aids recovery effort in Haiti
20 January 2010

The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) is assessing the structure of buildings and working to avoid potential environmental emergencies in Haiti where the immediate focus is on medical assistance, clear water and sanitation, emergency shelter, and food for the nearly 3 million people affected.

“OCHA [Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs] will lead on overall coordination, while UNEP will ensure the integration of environmental issues into the respective cluster response plans,” said Emergency Relief Coordinator and Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs, John Holmes.

According to a press release today, the most urgent issues for UNEP include waste management, mass burials and disposal of demolition material. 
Since last week, UNEP staff has actively assisted UN colleagues on technical matters including structural assessments of buildings and emergency environmental assessments of destroyed sites.

Initial assessments conducted by UNEP have not indicated acute environmental emergency situations, but major issues are anticipated in the early recovery phase. 

A flash appeal for $562 million, covering a period of six months, was launched by the UN and international partners on Friday. The appeal included $1 million for environmental interventions during the early recovery phase of operations.

The Joint UNEP-OCHA Environment Unit and the Post-Conflict and Disaster Management Branch (PCDMB) are working closely with the local Haitian Government, and with partners in WHO, UNDP, the World Bank and European Commission and the NGO community to deliver what is needed.

In addition to post-disaster interventions, UNEP will continue to develop the Haiti Regeneration Initiative. 
The long-term programme is aimed at reducing poverty and vulnerability to natural hazards through the restoration of ecosystems and sustainable natural resource management.

Earlier this month, as part of its multi-faceted efforts to bring stability and development to the country, the United Nations peacekeeping mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH) launched a pilot project that recycles used tires to bring jobs to unemployed youth while protecting the environment.
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Gulf Times (Quatar): Working together for the environment
21 January 2010

UNESCO launches the International Year of Biodiversity in its Paris headquarters today. The Qatar office of UNESCO concluded 2009 with the Doha Green Conference, Eco-Schools and the launch of the Gulf Network of Arid Land Environments. The work aims to reduce environmental crisis based on science and education.

Desertification: Livestock numbers exceeding the ecological-carrying capacities of the rangelands and reduced ground water have caused desertification. What is left is barren soil with little vegetation. 
This accelerates soil erosion. UNESCO developed a proposal on innovative camel farms redressing desertification. 

Biodiversity loss: Man-made impact has caused loss of biodiversity, including Arabian leopard, oryx and various ecosystems. 
This is an ongoing process. Abu Dhabi, Qatar, and Soqotra have successfully established biosphere reserves to reconcile development and nature conservation. This needs to be promoted.

Freshwater crisis: Ground-water reserves are being depleted. Surface water is rare. The region now depends on seawater desalination. 
The Gulf has already the highest density of desalination plants globally, and progress in agriculture and population growth will even increase this. New ideas for good water-management are needed.

Marine pollution: The waters surrounding the Arabian Peninsula have probably received the largest share of oil pollution globally, vastly based on the 1991 Gulf War that caused the largest oil spill in history. Other forms of marine pollution include thermal, salinity and chemical pollution. UNESCO, UNEP, Ropme & Recso are supporting a process of discussing cross-border issues. 
Road Traffic: The situation is catastrophic with very high death and injury rates, as well as greenhouse gas emissions caused by daily traffic jams. UNESCO has developed a project document to suggest short-term improvements of human safety and long-term enhancements of the traffic situation. 

Food security: The countries depend on food import. Plans exist to enhance agriculture with solar energy and seawater. UNESCO plans developing a guideline on utilising and restoring seagrass. 

Climate change: Tropical cyclones and floods occurred in Oman, Yemen and Saudi Arabia. Unbiased research, early warning systems, evacuation plans, and Civil Defence Forces can assist reducing damage during and after natural catastrophes. 

A lot of highly laudable, visible and professional good work has been done by the government authorities, universities, schools, NGOs, IGOs, the private sector, and the public. Expert and institutional capacity has been built, including the active and professional participation of women experts. 

However, environmental degradation is a fast process, and driven to a large part by humans. We depend on the land, the sea, the air and the biota and we have to treat them with the greatest care. More needs to be done in the world, including the Arabian Peninsula. 

A lot of young people have recently addressed their environmental concerns to Unesco Doha. They offered their help, and in particular to help in the Gulf’s biosphere reserves. 

The Arabs established one of the first nature conservation systems: the Hema-system that functioned as a reserve for livestock in times of long droughts. 
Today we trust technology to solve our problems. This is dangerous when considering environmental crisis and population growths. 
Never before did so many people live in the Gulf. They do all need water, food, and clean air. Let us recall that we live in one of the most arid regions on Earth. We do already depend on seawater desalinisation and food import. 

UNESCO has the capacity to provide guidance for decision-makers, land-owners and –users, based on science and education. 
The environmental issues are diverse, and include climate, water, soil, energy, biodiversity, anthropogenic impacts, agriculture, policies, biosphere reserves, capacity building, knowledge sharing, and others. 
The support of Islamic and Arab heritage is highly important. 

UNESCO has capacity with its Natural Sciences divisions, its Associated School Project Network and the global network of Biosphere Reserves. 

We invite the authorities, the public and the private sector to work even closer with us to enhance aspects of socio-environmental crisis in the International Year of Biodiversity. 

Those who wish to work with us, please contact us, and let us discuss how we can join forces and enhance our intellectual, technical, and financial capacity in order to generate more and long-term impact, in the best interest of the people in the Gulf.
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Sargasso (Netherlands): Himalaya gletsjers smelten wel
20 January 2010

WATSKEBURT?
Afgelopen zondag publiceerde Times het artikel: World misled over Himalayan glacier meltdown. Grote woorden: de wereld is misleid… Het IPCC zou op basis van een New Scientist artikel uit 1999 hebben geconcludeerd dat de gletsjers in de Himalaya in 2035 helemaal gesmolten zouden zijn.
 New Scientist had op haar beurt dit artikel geschreven n.a.v. een gesprek met een onbekende Indiase wetenschapper: Syed Hasnain wiens bewuste onderzoek niet peer-reviewed was. Hasnain zou zelfs later zijn bevindingen intrekken. 
Het artikel werd vergeten totdat het in 2005 weer opdook in een WWF rapport. 
Twee jaar later zou een IPCC rapport enkel op basis van zogenaamde ‘grijze literatuur’ van het WWF tot de conclusie komen dat de Himalaya gletsjers in 2035 foetsie zouden zijn. Het IPCC bedroog de wereld aldus Times en de papagaaiende (burger)media concludeerde voor het gemak ook maar dat de Himalaya gletsjers helemaal niet smelten.

WATS WERKELIJK KEBURT?
In het IPCC Fourth Assessment rapport uit 2007 in de sectie over de Himalaya gletsjers blijkt dat er nooit gesproken is over volledig wegsmelten in 2035. 
Wel van een forse reductie: “..from the present 500,000 to 100,000 km2 by the year 2035″. Maar inderdaad wel op basis van de grijze literatuur van WWF. 

Het bewuste WWF rapport [.pdf]: “An Overview of Glaciers, Glacier Retreat, and Subsequent Impacts in Nepal, India and China” bevat een lange referentielijst naar wetenschappelijke literatuur. 
De bewering dat de Himalaya gletsjers in 2035 gesmolten zouden zijn is echter geen conclusie in het rapport. In executive summary op blz 11 is wel te lezen: “Based upon a number of scientific investigations (e.g. Kuhn 1993a, Oerlemans 1994) and the IPCC (1996b) there are forecasts that up to a quarter of the global mountain glacier mass could disappear by 2050 and up to half could be lost by 2100″. 
Een kwart van de mondiale berg-gletsjers mogelijk weg in 2050, dat is wel wat anders dan alle Himalaya gletsjers weg in 2035.

Voor het jaartal 2035 moeten naar de aparte sectie over de gletsjers in India. Daar wordt het als citaat wel genoemd, niet van de omstreden Indiër maar van een instituut: “In 1999, a report by the Working Group on Himalayan Glaciology (WGHG) of the International Commission for Snow and Ice (ICSI) stated: “glaciers in the Himalayas are receding faster than in any other part of the world and, if the present rate continues, the livelihood of them disappearing by the year 2035 is very high””.
 Livelihood is een typo en moet likelihood zijn. Een hoge waarschijnlijkheid dus. Er wordt verder niet lang stilgestaan bij het jaartal, de tekst zoomt daarna in op de mogelijke effecten die verdwijnende gletsjers op de drinkwatervoorziening hebben. 
In het hoofdstuk met de conclusies wordt het omstreden jaartal ook niet meer genoemd en somt men louter de potentiële problemen op die voortkomen uit de krimpende Himalaya gletsjers.

RESUMEREND…
Slechts een beperkte IPCC claim dat alle Himalaya gletsjers gesmolten zouden in 2035. Geen eindconclusie in het WWF rapport omtrent 2035. 
Ondanks dat het grijze literatuur is behandelt het WWF rapport alle bronnen transparant en oogt het een gedegen opsomming van wat in 2005 bekend was over gletsjers in de Himalaya.

Watkeburt werkelijk met de Himalaya gletsjers?

In november 2009 was er in de media ook al controverse rondom de Himalaya gletsjers. 
Wederom ging het om onzorgvuldige en op sensatiebeluste berichtgeving die vervolgens gretig verder werd verbogen door de biased burgermedia. 
Ook deze mediamistand werd door Sargasso aangepakt: Cherry Picking op de Himalaya gletsjers. Maar ook in de wetenschappelijk wereld voelde men zich genoodzaakt om meer uitleg te geven over de toestand van de Himalaya gletsjers.

Wetenschappers betrokken bij het project Global Land Ice Measurements from Space (GLIMS) gaven een presentatie [.pdf] van de huidige kennis over Himalaya gletsjers.
 De presentatie ‘Satellite-era glacier changes in SE-Asia’ is een heldere uiteenzetting over hoe de Himalaya gletsjers er aan toe zijn, voorafgegaan aan een college fysische geografie over hoe gletsjers zich gedragen en welke factoren dit gedrag beïnvloeden.

De conclusies: klimaatverandering heeft een duidelijk effect op de gletsjers, er zijn verschuivende neerslagpatronen en dat zie je terug in de toestand van de verschillende gletsjers (sommige krimpen andere groeien).
 “Many glaciers are rapidly retreating and in eastern Himalaya many glaciers will be much diminished in the next few decades, regardless of carbon emissions, aerosol emissions and global warming trajectory. 
These glaciers are already out of equilibrium with existing climate due to late 20th century emissions. Further emissions increase disequilibrium”. Sommige gletsjers zullen de komende decennia eerst nog stabiliseren of zelfs groeien maar de uiteindelijke trend is krimp.

Maar ook gaat men in detail in op de “2035-claim” in het IPCC rapport, hiervan wordt gezegd dat “This was a bad error. It was really a bad paragraph and poses a legitimate question about how to improve IPCC’s review process. 
It was not a conspiracy. The error does not compromise the IPCC Fourth Assesment, which for the most part was well reviewed and highly accurate”. 
En zo moet wetenschap zijn: genadeloos maar enkel op de punten die niet kloppen. Niet goed dus van het IPCC om dit zo te vermelden maar geen complot en dus ook geen misleiding.

UNEP verzamelt ook de gegevens van alle gletsjers op aarde. Op Global Glacier Changes: facts and figures is op het tabblad Central Asia te zien hoe de Himalaya gletsjers ervoor staan. Het algemene beeld voor deze regio: terugtrekkende gletsjer-fronten, dalende massa-balansen.

CONCLUDEREND…
De meerderheid van de gletsjers in de Himalaya smelten door de klimaatverandering, al zijn enkele groeiende gletsjers niet uitgesloten. 
Veel Himalaya gletsjers zullen de komende decennia verdwijnen. Het IPCC was onzorgvuldig met het overnemen van het jaartal 2035. 
Maar gezien de conclusies dat de Himalaya gletsjers desallnietemin snel krimpen én het feit dat het IPCC niet zegt dat alles weg zal zijn in 2035 is de berichtgeving in de media (te beginnen bij het Times artikel) zwaar overdreven en op bepaalde punten zelfs onjuist.
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Xornalgalicia (Spain): Oceana reclama a la Comisión Europea y a los Estados miembros que den prioridad a la elaboración de una amplia estrategia que combata la pérdida exponencial de especies y hábitats marinos
19 Janauary 2010

La Comisión Europea presenta hoy una nueva Estrategia de Biodiversidad para hacer frente a desafíos cada vez mayores, incluyendo el hecho de que sólo el 1% de los mares europeos estén protegidos.

Tras el fracaso de las negociaciones sobre el CO2 en Copenhague, la UE afronta un segundo reto de una cumbre mundial de la ONU: los compromisos adquiridos en el marco de la Convención de Biodiversidad.

Oceana reclama a la Comisión Europea (CE) y a los Estados miembros que den prioridad a la elaboración de una amplia estrategia que combata la pérdida exponencial de especies y hábitats marinos, así como la acidificación y otros efectos del cambio climático. 
La organización internacional de conservación marina lanza esta petición con motivo de la nueva Estrategia de Biodiversidad de la UE, presentada hoy por la CE para alcanzar diversos objetivos europeos e internacionales entre 2010 y 2020. 

Oceana recomienda una nueva política europea de biodiversidad basada en acciones y resultados que incluya la rápida puesta en funcionamiento de las políticas existentes. 
Asimismo, propone añadir nuevos objetivos, como una red de Áreas Marinas Protegidas (AMP) que cubra el 20%-30% de los mares europeos una vez se alcance el objetivo del 10% que establece el Convenio sobre la Diversidad Biológica (CDB) de la ONU en 2012. 
Pese a que la CDB requiere que al menos el 10% de los mares europeos esté legalmente protegido para 2012, actualmente menos del 1% de aguas marinas europeas están incluidas en AMP.

“El Programa de las Naciones Unidas para el Medio Ambiente (PNUMA) acaba de presentar en 2010 el Año Internacional de la Biodiversidad para recordar al mundo que se necesitan acciones urgentes para evitar que la actual pérdida de biodiversidad sea irreversible. 
Oceana hace un llamamiento a la Comisión y los Estados miembros para que trabajen conjuntamente en favor de la recuperación de la vida marina europea, algo especialmente urgente tras el fracaso de la Conferencia sobre el Cambio Climático de Copenhague”, señala Xavier Pastor, Director Ejecutivo de Oceana Europa.

La protección de la biodiversidad marina en aguas internacionales y de la UE presenta severas deficiencias en la actualidad, lo que exige acciones inmediatas y la puesta en marcha de una reforma basada en un enfoque ecológico y que contemple los ecosistemas en su conjunto.
 En sus recomendaciones a la Presidencia Española, Oceana pide que se actúe con la mayor responsabilidad posible para conservar el equilibrio ecológico de los mares y restaurar y conservar sus recursos ecológicos como requisito previo para el desarrollo económico y social marino.

Estas recomendaciones provienen del grave declive detectado en el Examen de la Biodiversidad de 2008, que hizo público el desfavorable estado en que se encuentran el 50% de las especies y hasta el 80% de los tipos de hábitats[1] de Europa. 

La Agencia Europea de Medio Ambiente[2] (EEA) ha publicado recientemente sus Diez mensajes para 2010[3] dedicados al cambio climático y la biodiversidad, que reclaman, entre otras cosas, pasar de la conciencia política a la acción. 
Hoy en día, la biodiversidad marina europea se encuentra en la encrucijada, con muchas especies entrando en las categorías de vulnerable o al límite de la extinción por la falta de acciones adecuadas y oportunas.

En 2008, un estudio económico[4] subrayó que, de continuar la tendencia actual, en 2030 pueden haberse perdido el 60% de los arrecifes de coral y vaciarse los mares, dado que la mitad de las pesquerías marinas ya están completamente explotadas, más una cuarta parte ya sobreexplotadas[5]. 
Se estima que en Europa es posible que el 50% de los corales de profundidad hayan desaparecido ya. Ocho de cada 10 stocks evaluados están sobreexplotados y, además, el 45% de ellos superan los límites biológicos.

Las actuales prácticas pesqueras (fishing down the marine food web[6]) llevan inevitablemente al colapso de los ecosistemas oceánicos, con invasiones de medusas que reemplazarán la actual diversidad de peces. 
Un estudio científico de 2006[7] ya advertía de que en 2048 se colapsarán las pesquerías comerciales de todo el mundo si la tendencia no se revierte.

Otro estudio[8] del PNUMA de 2009 revelaba que en 2050 la acidificación de los océanos puede haberse incrementado en un 150%, 100 veces más deprisa que la experimentada en los últimos 20 millones de años. 
Si ésta no disminuye, se estima que en torno a mediados de siglo causará una extinción masiva de arrecifes de coral y otros organismos calcificados, además de la pérdida de gran número de especies marinas que dependen de ellos para su alimento y refugio y de efectos adversos en organismos como los mamíferos marinos.

En 2006 la Unión Europea se comprometió a detener la pérdida de biodiversidad en 2010[9], pero es evidente que las políticas actuales se quedan cortas en cuanto a acciones concretas.

En diciembre de 2009 el Consejo[10] se mostró “alarmado por la creciente tasa de pérdida de biodiversidad y el deterioro de las funciones y servicios de los ecosistemas por la presión antropogénica” y decidió intensificar los esfuerzos políticos y financieros para afrontar este declive sin precedentes. 
Sin embargo, los Estados miembros de la UE han sido incapaces hasta ahora de aplicar la Directiva Hábitats[11] de 1992 a sus aguas marinas, con considerable número de ellos que retrasan o careciendo todavía de implementación como resultado de compromisos políticos.

“Se acaba el tiempo para conservar la biodiversidad marina de la UE si sus principales normas (Directivas Marcos del Agua y sobre Estrategia Marina, Directiva Hábitats) no entran ya en completo funcionamiento y si no se emprenden en breve acciones más ambiciosas e integradas para recuperar hábitats degradados y especies en riesgo”, explica Gaia Angelini, Policy Advisor de Oceana Europa.
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AP: UN climate report riddled with errors on glaciers
20 January 2010

Five glaring errors were discovered in one paragraph of the world's most authoritative report on global warming, forcing the Nobel Prize-winning panel of climate scientists who wrote it to apologize and promise to be more careful.

The errors are in a 2007 report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a U.N.-affiliated body. 
All the mistakes appear in a subsection that suggests glaciers in the Himalayas could melt away by the year 2035 — hundreds of years earlier than the data actually indicates. The year 2350 apparently was transposed as 2035.

The climate panel and even the scientist who publicized the errors said they are not significant in comparison to the entire report, nor were they intentional.
 And they do not negate the fact that worldwide, glaciers are melting faster than ever.

But the mistakes open the door for more attacks from climate change skeptics.

"The credibility of the IPCC depends on the thoroughness with which its procedures are adhered to," Yvo de Boer, head of the U.N. Framework Convention on Climate Change, told The Associated Press in an e-mail.
 "The procedures have been violated in this case. That must not be allowed to happen again because the credibility of climate change policy can only be based on credible science."

The incident follows a furor late last year over the release of stolen e-mails in which climate scientists talked about suppressing data and freezing out skeptics of global warming. And on top of that, an intense cold spell has some people questioning whether global warming exists.

In a statement, the climate change panel expressed regret over what it called "poorly substantiated estimates" about the Himalayan glaciers.

"The IPCC has established a reputation as a real gold standard in assessment; this is an unfortunate black mark," said Chris Field, a Stanford University professor who in 2008 took over as head of this part of the IPCC research.
 "None of the experts picked up on the fact that these were poorly substantiated numbers. From my perspective, that's an area where we have an opportunity to do much better."

Patrick Michaels, a global warming skeptic and scholar at the Cato Institute, a libertarian think tank, called on the head of the IPCC, Rajendra Pachauri, to resign, adding: "I'd like to know how such an absurd statement made it through the review process. It is obviously wrong."

However, a number of scientists, including some critics of the IPCC, said the mistakes do not invalidate the main conclusion that global warming is without a doubt man-made and a threat.

The mistakes were found not by skeptics like Michaels, but by a few of the scientists themselves, including one who is an IPCC co-author.

The report in question is the second of four issued by the IPCC in 2007 on global warming. This 838-page document had chapters on each continent. The errors were in a half-page section of the Asia chapter. 
The section got it wrong as to how fast the thousands of glaciers in the Himalayas are melting, scientists said.

"It is a very shoddily written section," said Graham Cogley, a professor of geography and glaciers at Trent University in Peterborough, Canada, who brought the error to everyone's attention. "It wasn't copy-edited properly."

Cogley, who wrote a letter about the problems to Science magazine that was published online Wednesday, cited these mistakes:

• The paragraph starts, "Glaciers in the Himalayas are receding faster than in any other part of the world." Cogley and Michael Zemp of the World Glacier Monitoring System said Himalayan glaciers are melting at about the same rate as other glaciers.

• It says that if the Earth continues to warm, the "likelihood of them disappearing by the 2035 and perhaps sooner is very high." Nowhere in peer-reviewed science literature is 2035 mentioned. However, there is a study from Russia that says glaciers could come close to disappearing by 2350. Probably the numbers in the date were transposed, Cogley said.

• The paragraph says: "Its total area will likely shrink from the present 500,000 to 100,000 square kilometers by the year 2035." Cogley said there are only 33,000 square kilometers of glaciers in the Himalayas.

• The entire paragraph is attributed to the World Wildlife Fund, when only one sentence came from the WWF, Cogley said. And further, the IPCC likes to brag that it is based on peer-reviewed science, not advocacy group reports. Cogley said the WWF cited the popular science press as its source. 

• A table says that between 1845 and 1965, the Pindari Glacier shrank by 2,840 meters. Then comes a math mistake: It says that's a rate of 135.2 meters a year, when it really is only 23.5 meters a year. 

Still, Cogley said: "I'm convinced that the great bulk of the work reported in the IPCC volumes was trustworthy and is trustworthy now as it was before the detection of this mistake." He credited Texas state climatologist John Nielsen-Gammon with telling him about the errors. 

However, Colorado University environmental science and policy professor Roger Pielke Jr. said the errors point to a "systematic breakdown in IPCC procedures," and that means there could be more mistakes. 

A number of scientists pointed out that at the end of the day, no one is disputing the Himalayan glaciers are shrinking. 

"What is happening now is comparable with the Titanic sinking more slowly than expected," de Boer said in his e-mail. "But that does not alter the inevitable consequences, unless rigorous action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions is taken."

Back to Menu
_________________________________________________________________

AFP: UN climate panel admits Himalaya glacier data "poorly substantiated"
20 January 2010

The UN's climate science panel acknowledged on Wednesday that a grim prediction on the fate of Himalayan glaciers that featured in a benchmark report on global warming had been "poorly substantiated" and was a lapse in standards.

Charges that the reference was highly inaccurate or overblown have stoked pressure on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), already assailed in a separate affair involving hacked email exchanges.

The new row focuses on a paragraph in the IPCC's Fourth Assessment Report, a 938-page opus whose warning in 2007 that climate change was on the march spurred politicians around the world to vow action.

The paragraph notably declared the probability of glaciers in the Himalayas "disappearing by the year 2035 and perhaps sooner is very high."

The IPCC said in a statement that the paragraph "refers to poorly substantiated rates of recession and date for the disappearance of Himalayan glaciers."

"In drafting the paragraph in question, the clear and well-established standards of evidence, required by the IPCC procedures, were not applied properly," the panel admitted.

It added: "The Chair, Vice Chair and Co Chairs of the IPCC regret the poor application of well-established IPCC procedures in this instance.

"This episode demonstrates that the quality of the assessment depends on absolute adherence to the IPCC standards, including thorough review of 'the quality and validity of each source before incorporating results from the source in an IPCC report'."

The statement noted that the reference was not repeated in an important "synthesis report" of the 2007 assessment, and stressed the IPCC's "strong commitment" to thorough, accurate review of scientific data.

The IPCC co-won the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize for bringing climate change to the world's attention through a reputation for rigour, caution and fact-checking. Under this process, data are peer reviewed by other scientists and are then meant to be double-checked by editors.

In an exceptional move, the lapses came under public attack from four prominent glaciologists and hydrologists in a letter to the prestigious US journal Science.

They said the paragraph's mistakes derived from a report by green group WWF which picked up a news report based on an unpublished study, compounded by the accidental inversion of a date -- 2035 instead of 2350 -- in a Russian paper published in 1996.

"These errors could have been avoided had the norms of scientific publication, including peer review and concentration upon peer-reviewed work, been respected," according to the letter, which Science released on Wednesday, two days ahead of scheduled publication.

One of the letter's authors was Austrian specialist Georg Kaser, who contributed to a different section of the 2007 report.

He told AFP on Monday that the mistake was enormous and that he had notified IPCC colleagues of it months before publication.

Despite the controversy, the IPCC stood by the overall conclusions about glacier loss this century in major mountain ranges, including the Himalayas.

The report concluded that "widespread mass losses from glaciers and reductions in snow cover over recent decades are projected to accelerate throughout the 21st century."

That would reduce "water availability, hydropower potential, and changing seasonality of flows in regions supplied by meltwater from major mountain ranges (e.g. Hindu-Kush, Himalaya, Andes), where more than one-sixth of the world population currently lives," it added. 

IPCC chairman Rajendra Pachauri on Tuesday defended the panel's overall work, a position shared by other scientists, who say the core conclusions about climate change are incontrovertible. 

"Theoretically, let's say we slipped up on one number, I don't think it takes anything away from the overwhelming scientific evidence of what's happening with the climate of this Earth," Pachauri said. 

Skeptics have already attacked the panel over so-called "Climategate," entailing stolen email exchanges among IPCC experts which they say reflected attempts to skew the evidence for global warming. 

The row came as the UN panel began the marathon process of drafting its Fifth Assessment Reports, inviting scientists to lead its work. 

The reports, due out in 2013 and 2014, will focus on sea level changes, the influence of periodic climate patterns like the monsoon season and El Nino, and forge a more precise picture of the regional effects of climate change.
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AP: UN: Himalayan glaciers warning not backed up
20 January 2010

A U.N. warning that Himalayan glaciers were melting faster than any other place in the world and may be gone by 2035 was not backed up by science, U.N. climate experts said Wednesday — an admission that could energize climate change critics.

In a 2007 report, the U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change said the Himalayan glaciers are very likely to disappear within three decades if the present melting rate continues. But a statement from the panel now says there is not enough scientific evidence to back up those claim.

The warning in the report "refers to poorly substantiated estimates of rate of recession and date for the disappearance of Himalayan glaciers," the IPCC said. "In drafting the paragraph in question, the clear and well-established standards of evidence, required by the IPCC procedures, were not applied properly.".

The Himalayan glacier claim, made in the group's voluminous, Nobel-winning report, was little noticed until The Sunday Times said the projection seemed to be based on a news report.

The leaders of the U.N. panel are investigating how the forecast got into the report, Chris Field, director of the ecology department at the Washington-based Carneige Institution for Science, told The Associated Press.

The U.N. panel did not give a new estimate of when Himalayan glaciers might melt away, but said "widespread mass losses from glaciers and reductions in snow cover over recent decades are projected to accelerate throughout the 21st century."

This will reduce the availability of water and change the seasonal water flows in major mountain rangers, including the Himalayas, it said.

India's Environment Minister Jairam Ramesh on Tuesday repeated his previous criticism of the panel's initial assessment of the Himalayan glaciers.

"The health of the glaciers is a cause of grave concern, but the IPCC's alarmist position that they would melt by 2035 was not based on an iota of scientific evidence," Ramesh was quoted as saying by The Times of India.

The IPCC's Fourth Assessment Report of 2007 said the Himalayan glaciers were receding faster than any other place in the world. "The likelihood of them disappearing by the year 2035 and perhaps sooner is very high if the Earth keeps warming at the current rate," it said.

But, in a confusing note, the report added the glacier's total area "will likely shrink from the present 500,000 to 100,000 square kilometers (193,000 to 36,000 sq. miles) by the year 2035."

The U.N. climate change panel said "the chair, vice-chairs, and co-chairs of the IPCC regret the poor application of well-established IPCC procedures in this instance."
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Guardian (UK): IPCC officials admit mistake over melting Himalayan glaciers
20 January 2010

The UN's climate science body has admitted that a claim made in its 2007 report - that Himalayan glaciers could melt away by 2035 - was unfounded.

The admission today followed a New Scientist article last week that revealed the source of the claim made in the 2007 report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was not peer-reviewed scientific literature – but a media interview with a scientist conducted in 1999. Several senior scientists have now said the claim was unrealistic and that the large Himalayan glaciers could not melt in a few decades.

In a statement (pdf), the IPCC said the paragraph "refers to poorly substantiated estimates of rate of recession and date for the disappearance of Himalayan glaciers. In drafting the paragraph in question, the clear and well-established standards of evidence, required by the IPCC procedures, were not applied properly."

It added: "The IPCC regrets the poor application of well-established IPCC procedures in this instance." 
But the statement calls for no action beyond stating a need for absolute adherence to IPCC quality control processes. "We reaffirm our strong commitment to ensuring this level of performance," the statement said.

The IPCC says the broader conclusion of the report is unaffected: that glaciers have melted significantly, that this will accelerate and affect the supply of water from major mountain ranges "where more than one-sixth of the world population currently lives".

Jean-Pascal van Ypersele, vice-chair of the IPCC, added that the mistake did nothing to undermine the large body of evidence that showed the climate was warming and that human activity was largely to blame. He told BBC News: "I don't see how one mistake in a 3,000-page report can damage the credibility of the overall report. "

The Indian environment minister, Jairam Ramesh, said earlier in the week: "The [glaciers] are indeed receding and the rate is cause for great concern … [but the claim is] not based on an iota of scientific evidence."

The Indian government criticised the IPCC's glaciers claim in November at the launch of its own discussion paper, written by geologist Vijay Kumar Raina, which admitted that while some glaciers in the Himalayas were retreating, it was "nothing out of the ordinary. 
Nothing to suggest as some have said that they will disappear."

At the time, the chairman of the IPCC, Rajendra Pachauri, dismissed the report as not peer-reviewed and said: "With the greatest of respect this guy retired years ago and I find it totally baffling that he comes out and throws out everything that has been established years ago."

Georg Kaser, an expert in tropical glaciology at the University of Innsbruck in Austria and a lead author for the IPCC, said he had warned that the 2035 prediction was clearly wrong in 2006, months before the report was published. "This [date] is not just a little bit wrong, but far out of any order of magnitude," he said.

"All the responsible people are aware of this weakness in the fourth assessment. All are aware of the mistakes made," he said. "If it had not been the focus of so much public opinion, we would have said 'we will do better next time'. It is clear now that working group II has to be restructured."

The reports of the IPCC collate the work of thousands of scientists and are assessed through a process of peer-review and then approved by the 192 governments who are members of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. Its work is seen as the most comprehensive account of global warming.

The chair of the IPCC, Rajendra Pachauri, has made no personal comment on the glacier claim: But yesterday, at an energy conference in Abu Dhabi, he responded to British newspaper articles criticising his chairmanship of the IPCC. "They can't attack the science so they attack the chairman. But they won't sink me. I am the unsinkable Molly Brown. In fact, I will float much higher," he told the Guardian.

The row centres on the IPCC's "fourth assessment" report in 2007, which said "glaciers in the Himalayas are receding faster than in any other part of the world and, if the present rate continues, the likelihood of them disappearing by the year 2035 and perhaps sooner is very high if the Earth keeps warming at the current rate." 
The claim appears in the full report, but not in the more widely read "Summary for policymakers".

The claim was attributed to a report by the campaign group WWF, but in the New Scientist article, Guardian writer Fred Pearce noted that WWF had cited a 1999 interview in the magazine with Indian glaciologist Syed Hasnain as the source of the claim. 
Hasnain told the magazine last week that "it is not proper for IPCC to include references from popular magazines or newspapers".
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Independent (UK): Himalayan glacier melt overstated

21 January 2010

The UN panel of climate scientists yesterday expressed regret for exaggerating how quickly Himalayan glaciers are melting in a report that wrongly projected that they could all vanish by 2035.

Leaders of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) "regret the poor application of well-established... procedures in this instance", they said in a statement on the flaw in a paragraph of a 938-page scientific report.
 India and some climate researchers have criticised the IPCC in recent days for overstating the shrinking of Himalayan glaciers, whose seasonal thaw helps to supply water to nations that include China and India. 
A disappearance of the glaciers would badly disrupt flows in Asia that are vital for irrigation.

The offending paragraph stated: "Glaciers in the Himalaya are receding faster than in any other part of the world and, if the present rate continues, the likelihood of them disappearing by the year 2035 and perhaps sooner is very high if the Earth keeps warming at the current rate."
 On Monday, Jairam Ramesh, India's minister for the environment, said that "glaciers are receding, but the report that glaciers will vanish by 2035 is not based on an iota of scientific evidence".

The IPCC statement said that the 2035 projection was based on "poorly substantiated estimates of rate of recession" and that proper checks were not made. 

They noted that the projection of a thaw by 2035 did not make it to the final summary for policymakers in its latest report, and said they were strongly committed to ensuring a high standard for the reports.
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AFP: Indian scientist denies UN glacier melt date
20 January 2010

An Indian scientist at the centre of a new climate science storm denied on Wednesday saying that Himalayan glaciers could melt by 2035 -- an alarming date used by the UN's top global warming body.

But Syed Hasnain did acknowledge making comments suggesting that many of the glaciers could disappear by the middle of this century.

The controversy focuses on a reference by the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to the probability of glaciers in the Himalayas "disappearing by the year 2035 and perhaps sooner is very high."

In a landmark 2007 report, the IPCC sourced the date to green campaign group WWF, which in turn took the prediction from an interview given by Hasnain to the New Scientist magazine in 1999.

The IPCC has said it is reviewing the figure and looks set to retract the assertion -- an embarrassing climbdown and a blow to its credibility as the reliable authority on global climate science.

There is no evidence that the 2035 claim was published in a peer-reviewed journal, a cornerstone of scientific research.

Hasnain issued a statement on the comments he made to the New Scientist, saying the 2035 date was "a journalistic substitution" which had been made without his knowledge or approval.

"I have not given any date or year on the likely disappearance of Himalayan glaciers -- neither in any interview nor in any of my publications," he said.

However, he added that in 1999 "a scientific postulation was made that all the glaciers in the central and eastern Himalayas could disappear in the next 40 to 50 years at their present rate of decline."

Hasnain said he and other experts were the victims of "a concentrated campaign to denigrate scientists who have established the impact of climate change."

The Indian scientist is now a glaciologist with the New Delhi-based The Energy and Resources Institute, which is headed by IPCC chairman Rajendra Pachauri.

Pachauri defended the Nobel-winning panel's work on Tuesday, telling reporters at the World Future Energy Summit in Abu Dhabi that even if the 2035 prediction was wrong, the effects of global warming were undeniable.

"Theoretically, let's say we slipped up on one number, I don't think it takes anything away from the overwhelming scientific evidence of what's happening with the climate of this earth," he said.

Indian Environment Minister Jairam Ramesh -- often sceptical of the exact link between global warming and melting glaciers -- has said the IPCC panel "has to do a lot of answering on how it reached the 2035 figure."
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Guardian (UK): Claims Himalayan glaciers could melt by 2035 were false, says UN scientist
20 January 2010

One paragraph, buried in 3,000 pages of reports and published almost three years ago, has humbled the head of the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 
Facing global outcry, Rajendra Pachauri backed down and apologised today for a disputed IPCC claim that there was a very high chance the Himalayan glaciers would melt away by 2035.

The assertion, now discredited, was included in the most recent IPCC report assessing climate change science, published in 2007. 
Those reports are widely credited with convincing the world that human activity was causing global warming.

But Pachauri admitted in an IPCC statement (pdf) that in this case "the clear and well-established standards of evidence required by the IPCC procedures were not applied properly", and "poorly substantiated estimates" of the speed of glacier melting had made it into print.

He had stridently defended the report in recent months. 
Furthermore, the Guardian has discovered the claim was questioned by the Japanese government before publication, and by other scientists.

Pachauri's statement is a reprimand for some IPCC scientists involved.
 It is also bound to encourage critics of the panel to redouble efforts to undermine its scientific reputation.
 However, many scientists say evidence for man-made climate change remains compelling and note that the 2035 claim did not appear in the more widely read "summary for policymakers".

The offending paragraph, in the panel's fourth assessment report on the impacts of climate change, said: "Glaciers in the Himalaya are receding faster than in any other part of the world and, if the present rate continues, the likelihood of them disappearing by the year 2035 and perhaps sooner is very high."

In IPCC terminology a "very high" likelihood has a specific meaning: more than a 90% chance of coming true.

The report's only quoted source for the claim was a 2005 campaigning report from the environment group WWF. 
In turn, the WWF report's only source was remarks made in 1999 by a leading Indian glaciologist, Syed Hasnain, then vice-chancellor of Jawaharlal Nehru University in Delhi, to journalists at two magazines, New Scientist in London, and Down to Earth in New Delhi.

Hasnain had never submitted the suggestion of such an early demise to a scientific journal because, he said last week, it had always been "speculative".
 How this made it to the august pages of the IPCC report remains unclear. But the IPCC text is almost identical to that in the Down to Earth article in April 1999. 
WWF said today it regretted "any confusion caused" and would amend its report. The panel is yet to make a similar commitment.

Hasnain is currently employed as a senior fellow at an Indian research institute, the Tata Energy Research Institute, whose director is Pachauri.

Glaciologists who spoke to the Guardian say Himalayan glaciers contain so much ice it will be 300 years before it vanishes.

The affair raises serious questions about the rigour of the IPCC's process of sifting and assessing the thousands of research findings it includes in its reports. 
It also raises questions about the competence of Pachauri, who angrily defended the report's conclusions about Himalayan glaciers after they were called "alarmist" last autumn by India's environment minister, Jairam Ramesh.

Pachauri accused Ramesh of relying on "voodoo science", called the minister "extremely arrogant" and said Ramesh's claims were "not peer reviewed". It is now clear that it was the panel's claims that were not reviewed. 
The author of the part of the panel's report, another Indian glaciologist, Murari Lal, last week defended inclusion of 2035, saying "the error if any lies with Dr Hasnain's assertion".

Pachauri's statement repudiates that position. He said he "regrets the poor application of well-established IPCC procedures in this instance". 
One person who has not spoken is the co-chairman of the impacts assessment report, Martin Parry, who was unavailable for comment.
 But his successor, Chris Field of the Carnegie Institution in Stanford, California, said it was a powerful reminder of "carefully applying the well-established IPCC principles to every statement in every paragraph".

"Glaciergate" has brought into the open splits between authors of the four different IPCC reports, produced every five or so years. 
However, Bob Ward, policy director at the Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change at the LSE, said: "We should be cautious about making sweeping statements about the IPCC based on a single error."
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AFP: No guarantee of warming treaty this year: UN climate chief
20 January 2010

World talks on climate change may not yield a legally-binding pact by year's end, UN pointman Yvo de Boer said on Wednesday in his first public assessment after last month's turbulent Copenhagen summit.

De Boer, executive secretary of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), said he had taken stock among a number of countries after the Copenhagen meeting.

The mood among them was to forge an agreement this December on how to tackle climate change and then discuss further how to "package that outcome" as a treaty, he said in a webcast press conference from Bonn.

Last month's marathon talks yielded the "Copenhagen Accord," a non-binding document crafted by a small group of countries that account for around 80 percent of world carbon emissions.

The accord was written by a couple of dozen leaders on the final day of the talks as the two-week meeting, hamstrung by textual wrangles and finger-pointing, faced collapse.

It disappointed many people who had expected Copenhagen to crown an arduous two-year process with a treaty to roll back the threat posed by greenhouse gases and provide funds for poor, vulnerable countries.

Mauled by the experience, the UN forum is due to resume in the coming months, culminating this year with a ministerial-level meeting in Mexico in December.

"My sense, having spoken to about 15 or 20 countries so far, is that generally people want to reach a conclusion on the (twin negotiating texts) in Mexico and then they will be in a position to decide on how they want to package that outcome in legal terms," De Boer said.

He also made clear that the Copenhagen Accord was not a substitute for the UNFCCC's negotiation template.

"It's a political tool that has broad support at the highest possible level and that we can very usefully deploy to resolve the remaining issues that we have in the negotiating process," he said.

The Copenhagen Accord set a broad goal of limiting global warming to two degrees Celsius (3.6 Fahrenheit) but did not specify the staging points for achieving this goal or a year by which greenhouse-gas emissions should peak.

Instead, countries are being urged to identify what actions they intend to take, either as binding curbs on emissions or voluntary action. Twenty-eight billion dollars in aid have been pledged by rich countries for 2010-2012.

De Boer said he had asked countries to spell out by January 31 whether they intended to be "associated" with the Copenhagen Accord or what sort of measures they envisaged.

This was not a coercive deadline, but simply to help him write a report on the outcome of Copenhagen, he said.

"You can describe it as a soft deadline, there's nothing deadly about it," he said.

"If you fail to meet it, then you can still associate with the accord afterwards.
 In that sense, countries are not being asked to sign the accord, they are not being asked to take on a legally-binding target, they will not be bound to the action which they submit to the (UNFCCC) secretariat.
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Reuters: U.N. insists to guide climate talks, despite setback
20 January 2010

Yvo de Boer, head of the U.N.'s Climate Change Secretariat, said negotiations in 2010 would be based on U.N. talks launched in 2007 about how to extend the existing Kyoto Protocol and on involving all nations in action.

The three-page Copenhagen Accord, championed by big emitters including the United States and China, could however be a valuable spur toward agreement at the next U.N. meeting in Mexico in November, de Boer said.

"I suppose in theory you could have a parallel structure but that strikes me as an incredibly inefficient exercise," he told a news conference webcast from Bonn of the prospects of also negotiating on the Copenhagen Accord.

The Copenhagen Accord seeks to limit global warming to less than 2 Celsius above pre-industrial times and holds out the prospect of an annual $100 billion in aid from 2020 for developing nations.

But it omits setting cuts in greenhouse gas emissions needed by 2020 or 2050 to achieve the temperature goal.

De Boer left open, however, whether Mexico would result in a legally binding treaty as urged by many nations.

He spoke of "Mexico or later" for final texts meant to step up a drive to slow more heatwaves, floods, species extinctions, powerful storms and rising ocean levels.

MISSED DEADLINE

The failure of the U.N. negotiations to achieve a deal despite a deadline set for the end of 2009 after two years of talks launched in Bali, Indonesia, in 2007 has cast doubt on the U.N.'s future role.

Big emitters such as China, the United States, Russia or India may simply prefer to negotiate in smaller groups such as the G20 or a "Major Economies Forum" of nations accounting for about 80 percent of world emissions.

Under U.N. rules a deal has to be adopted by unanimity. In Copenhagen, Venezuela, Cuba, Nicaragua, Bolivia and Sudan blocked the conference from adopting the Copenhagen Accord.

"Copenhagen didn't produce the final cake but it left the countries with all the right ingredients to bake a new one in Mexico," de Boer said.

He said he had written to all nations asking them to say if they backed the Copenhagen Accord, and to give details of their plans for curbs on greenhouse emissions by 2020, by a January 31 deadline set in the accord. But he said that was flexible.

"I don't expect everyone to meet the deadline," he said. "You could describe it as a soft deadline, there's nothing deadly about it." Officials say few nations have so far submitted plans.

He also urged developed countries to start disbursing aid to developing nations under a plan to raise close to $30 billion from 2010-12, even though new mechanisms for guiding funds were not yet in place.

De Boer also played down worries that U.S. President Barack Obama would find it hard to persuade the Senate to pass climate capping laws after the Democrats lost a Senate seat to the Republicans, and with it a 60-40 majority that helps streamline decision-making.

"The change of one state from one party to another is not going to cause a landslide in the United States on the question of climate change," he said, saying that momentum for action had been building for years in the world's No. 2 emitter.

Analysts say failure by the United States to pass a climate bill this year may scupper U.N. negotiations to agree a new treaty to replace Kyoto from 2013.
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Telegraph (UK): UN climate change talks may not reach a conclusion this year
20 January 2010

The latest round of talks in Copenhagen at the end of last year ended without a legally-binding treaty because the rich and poor world could not decide the best way to cut greenhouse emissions. 

A watered down 'Copenhagen Accord' agreed that rich countries should come forward with targets for cutting emissions by 2020 by the end of this month.

However Mr Boer said it was a "soft deadline" so that states like the US and Europe could have more time to decide on the numbers. 

He also said that the UN meeting this year in Mexico may not result in a legally-binding treaty either. 

"My sense, having spoken to about 15 or 20 countries so far, is that generally people want to reach a conclusion ... in Mexico and then they will be in a position to decide on how they want to package that outcome in legal terms," he said. 

The Copenhagen Accord set a broad goal of limiting global warming to 3.6F (2C) but did not specify how this goal would be achieved. 

It was hoped that the meeting in Mexico would commit the world to cutting carbon emissions in half by 2050 by putting in place a series of legally binding targets for the rich world while also forcing the developing nations to take action. But Mr de Boer suggested it could take longer before the treaty becomes legally-binding. 

Environmentalists warn that the longer the world takes to cut emissions, the worse the impact of global warming.
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Reuters: Merkel says binding global climate targets essential
20 January 2010

Merkel, who has taken a leading role in pushing other countries to fight climate change, also put the blame squarely on emerging states for a failure to secure a more ambitious agreement at a December summit on climate change in Copenhagen.

There, countries agreed to set a goal of limiting global warming to a maximum 2 degrees Celsius over pre-industrial times but failed to say how they would achieve this.

"I think we agree the results we reached in Copenhagen were disappointing," said Merkel, adding Europe would continue to take a pioneering role in cutting carbon dioxide emissions.

"We need global cooperation and progress will only be possible with internationally binding commitments -- but for everyone," she told the Bundestag lower house of parliament.

"This is what we must work on and this is the task ahead."

Merkel vowed to continue to push other nations on the issue.

At a summit in Germany in 2007, she brokered a deal between leaders of the Group of Eight industrialized nations to "seriously consider" carbon emissions cuts of 50 percent by 2050 which was seen as milestone at the time.

The next planned U.N. climate meeting of officials will take place in Bonn, western Germany, from May 31 to June 11.

Merkel said the biggest disappointment in Copenhagen had been the way emerging nations had refused to tie targets into an international framework.

She pointed to Germany's goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 40 percent by 2020 and said others had to follow suit.

Germany, the world's sixth largest emitter, is focusing on saving energy and boosting its efficiency by introducing rules for new cars and buildings. It also plans a major shift to renewable power.

Germany had hoped its offer to raise its 2020 target from 30 percent to 40 percent, combined with an EU offer to raise its goals from 20 percent to 30 percent if other nations pledged substantial cuts, would spur a deal on reductions in Copenhagen.

But Merkel insisted the EU's planned reductions would only work if other world nations agreed on targets.

"I say yes to 30 percent cuts for Europe but only if other countries of the world respond with equally ambitious targets," she said.

"Otherwise, we will not help (tackle) climate change."
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Reuters: Rich need to show poor CO2 deal won't hit economy
20 January 2010

One of the reasons for Copenhagen's failure, analysts say, was the suspicion of developing countries and, notably, top carbon emitter China that they would be expected to accept binding emissions cuts soon.

"We have a task to assure developing countries that they are not going to see their growth and development constrained by being part of a legal framework, said Ed Milliband, Minister for Energy and Climate Change in Britain.

But officials and executives at a renewable energy conference in Abu Dhabi said there was a lot of work to be done if Mexico talks were to avoid the failure of Copenhagen.

Governments would need to move beyond mutual recriminations after Copenhagen, said Rajendra Pachauri, head of the U.N.'s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).

"Mexico could produce a binding agreement but there are critical factors that need superhuman efforts," he said. "We need leadership from several countries of the world. There should be no bickering after a feeling of dismay after Copenhagen."

The 194 countries at the summit "took note" of the final outcome, a brief Copenhagen Accord which set vague targets and was non-binding.

All large economies, developed and emerging, would have to face their responsibility in limiting global warming rather than hoping they could be the exceptions to an agreement, said Lord Browne, chairman of the global energy board of Accenture Group and former chief executive of oil major BP.

"I think it's important for the very big economies to recognize that no one can take a free ride," he said. "If we're going to reduce all chances of severely damaging climate change than these five can't take a free ride on each other."

The Gulf has some of the world's largest per capita emitters of greenhouse gases, with OPEC-member, and the world's largest liquefied natural gas (LNG) exporter, Qatar at the top of the list.

Qatar's deputy prime minister and oil minister said recrimination over the role of energy producers in emissions needed to be toned down.

"Why did Copenhagen fail?" asked oil minister Abdullah bin Hamad al-Attiyah at a round table at the conference. "Because when you go there you feel that someone is trying to create scapegoats. You try to blame oil and gas producers."

Still, Attiyah himself showed how deep divisions over language are by objecting to the term "alternative energy," which he said implied the eventual replacement of oil and gas producers.

"When you have something you protect it," he said. "A few countries were against oil until they discovered it."
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BBC News: UN climate deadline turns out to be 'flexible'
21 January 2010

The UN climate convention says nations signing up to the accord reached at last month's summit will not have to do so by the deadline of 31 January.

The "Copenhagen Accord" asks countries to send figures by the end of the month on how much they will curb emissions. 

But amid uncertainty over who is going to sign up, climate convention head Yvo de Boer said the deadline was "soft". 

He said the Copenhagen summit had not delivered the "agreement the world needs" to address climate change. 

His comments will come as a disappointment to campaign groups, who would like to see a firm timetable for further talks and political moves pursued through the year. 

There is also some concern in "green" circles about the election of Republican Scott Brown to succeed Democrat Edward Kennedy as Massachusetts Senator.

Some campaigners fear this will delay, weaken or derail the progress through the Senate of the Boxer-Kerry bill on limiting carbon emissions, and could induce wavering supporters of the legislation to jump ship. 

Earlier in the week, North Dakota Senator Byron Dorgan, a Democrat opposed to the draft bill, predicted that the Senate "will not do a climate change bill this year, but we will do energy". 

Mr Brown has spoken against measures to cap US greenhouse gas emissions. One Greenpeace campaigner described his election as "definitely bad news". 

However, Alden Meyer from the Union of Concerned Scientists told BBC News it did not necessarily signal major problems ahead for the legislation. 

"It was already clear that we would need some Republicans [to support the bill], because some Democrats have said they wouldn't support cap-and-trade anyway," he said. 

Basic positions

It appears that despite any uncertainty over domestic legislation, the US will send in its commitments on reducing greenhouse gas emissions to the UN climate convention secretariat by the end of the month. 

This coming weekend, the BASIC group of Brazil, China, India and South Africa are due to consider their response.

As developing countries, the four will not commit to emission cuts but are supposed, under the accord, to detail what measures they will take to curb emissions growth. 

There were signs that despite playing a leading role in writing the accord, they might decide not to endorse it. But sources now predict that all four will send in their plans, though they might not be as ambitious as the intentions they revealed before Copenhagen. 

The EU has also indicated it will submit figures and support the accord, even thought it falls short of the "minimum ambition" the bloc was looking for in Copenhagen. 

However, many other countries are known to have grave doubts about offering any endorsement of what they regard as a fundamentally flawed document; and at the end of the Copenhagen summit, several, including Bolivia, Cuba and Tuvalu, indicated they would not support it. 

Mr de Boer described the accord as a "political letter of intent". 

He said that policymakers were now in a "cooling-off period" before beginning discussions on what they might want from this year's UN climate summit, to be held in Mexico at the end of the year. 

"The window of opportunity we have to come to grips with this issue is closing faster than it was before," he said.
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Guardian (UK): UN drops deadline for countries to state climate change targets
20 January 2010

The UN has dropped the 31 January deadline by which time all countries were expected to officially state their emission reduction targets or list the actions they planned to take to counter climate change.

Yvo de Boer, UN climate change chief, today changed the original date set at last month's fractious Copenhagen climate summit, saying that it was now a "soft" deadline, which countries could sign up to when they chose. "I do not expect everyone to meet the deadline. Countries are not being asked if they want to adhere… but to indicate if they want to be associated [with the Copenhagen accord].

"I see the accord as a living document that tracks actions that countries want to take," he told journalists in Bonn.

"It's a soft deadline. Countries are not being asked to sign the accord to take on legally binding targets, only to indicate their intention," he said.

The deadline was intended to be the first test of the "Copenhagen accord", the weak, three-page document that emerged at the end of the summit, and which fell far short of original expectations. It seeks to bind all countries to a goal of limiting warming to no more than 2C above pre-industrial times and proposes that $100bn a year be provided for poor countries to reduce emissions and adapt to climate change after 2020.

But with just 10 days to go, only 20 countries out of 192 have signed up, with many clearly unready or unwilling to put their name to the document. Countries which have signed so far include India, Russia, Mexico, Australia, France and Norway.

De Boer also endorsed the controversial idea of short-circuiting the traditional UN negotiating process of reaching agreement between all countries by consensus. Instead, he argued that a smaller group of countries could negotiate a climate agreement on behalf of the many.

"You cannot have 192 countries involved in discussing all the details. You cannot have all countries all of the time in one room. You do have to safeguard transparency by allowing countries to decide if they want to be represented by others, and that if a debate is advanced then the conclusion is brought back to the larger community", he said.

However, this more exclusive method of reaching agreement was criticised by some in Copenhagen after the host government, Denmark, convened a meeting of 26 world leaders in the last two days of the conference to try to reach agreement on behalf of everyone.

Critics argued that this was not only illegal, but undermined negotiations already taking place among the 192 countries and threatened the UN's multilateral and democratic process.

"The selected leaders were given a draft document that mainly represented the developed countries' positions, thereby marginalising the developing countries' views tabled at the two-year negotiations.
 The attempt by the Danish presidency to override the legitimate multilateral process was the reason why Copenhagen will be considered a disaster," said Martin Khor, director of the South Centre, an intergovernmental think tank for developing countries based in Geneva.

The US and Britain have argued since the conference that climate negotiations are best served by meetings of the world's largest polluters, such as China, the US, India, Brazil and South Africa. 
These countries, which emit more than 80% of global emissions, signed up to a deal in the final hours of the summit.
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BBC News: Emissions targets set for delay
20 January 2010

The future of the EU's Low Carbon Revolution hangs in the balance as it becomes likely its emissions targets will be delayed again.

The ongoing uncertainty is rooted in the EU's offer to the Copenhagen climate summit of a 30% emissions cut. 

But this was dependent on "comparable effort" from other big polluters. 

Observers say there is a world of difference between the upper and lower targets - but Europe still hasn't decided how high to aim. 

The EU's figure of 30% translates to 42% in the UK. 

Along with other countries that signed the "Copenhagen Accord" it faces a deadline of 31 January to come up with final numbers and plans for reducing emissions. 

The final decision will affect the whole economy of the EU, from business investment strategies to households' fuel bills - and many major firms are demanding clarity on the steepness of the path ahead. 

But the UN climate body, the UNFCCC, has acknowledged the uncertainty by re-categorising January 31st as a "soft" deadline not a "firm" deadline. 

Three factors are likely to be influencing the EU's hesitant position: 

Some European nations don't want to expose their industries to higher energy prices if competitors are unaffected - Poland and Italy have been vocal on this.
There's an argument for the EU continuing to hold a bargaining chip until the US has passed its Climate Bill (if, indeed it manages to pass a bill).
The EU deliberately didn't define what "comparable effort" by other big polluters might mean, in order to allow negotiating space… and in several ways the negotiations over Copenhagen have not properly finished.

Greens are pushing for the EU to adopt the 30% target immediately. They believe it will lead to a profitable low-carbon economy, creating jobs and encouraging new technologies in Europe. 

Impossible demands?

The climate economist Lord Stern supports this view, along with the governments in the UK and France. The UK Environmental Audit Committee went further this week and urged the government to adopt a 42% target irrespective of EU action. 

The CBI fears that an EU unilateral 30% cut may be premature - opening opportunities for low-carbon firms but having a detrimental impact on energy-intensive manufacturers. Other sectors of European industry are also very nervous about competitiveness. 

The German government said in Copenhagen that other big polluters should offer more, but confirmed that Germany itself would adopt a unilateral 40% target. 

A source in the European Commission told me they were not yet convinced that conditions for the 30% mark had been reached. 

The UK government fears that any conditions demanded by the EU on the US and Russia may prove impossible to meet - leaving the world with emissions cuts much lower than the safety threshold demanded by official science advisers. 

Japan's offer of a 25% cut by 2020 at Copenhagen was also conditional but following that meeting a government spokesman told reporters the offer would stand. 

But Australian policy is severely challenged following the defeat of climate legislation in their upper house, so their promises on climate may be hard to meet. 

Global problem 

The EU is really looking towards the US, where the climate bill is under fire in the Senate and has become even more difficult following the loss of the Massachusetts Democratic seat. 

Commentators in the US say the bill will realistically need to be passed by June in some form as America moves towards mid-term elections. 

If the US fails to pass a bill, will the EU shrug its shoulders and go ahead with its 30% cut? We can't yet say. 

In the meantime, many of the world's businesses are looking on in frustration at this multinational game of climate poker. Business wants to be told exactly where it stands on climate policy. But it looks as if clarity will be hard to find. 

It's precisely the lack of clarity that drives the UK government to continue to push for a legally-binding global deal in Mexico in December. 

Sceptics point out that big developing countries have already offered their climate policies voluntarily and wonder what is the point of pursuing a legally-binding deal when there are no real sanctions for deal-breakers. 

The British government believes a deal would help ensure that countries stick by their targets, adhere to the rules and subscribe to the firmest possible contract to tackle a quintessentially global problem.
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Guardian (UK): Eco-bling and retrofitting won't meet emissions targets, warn engineers
20 January 2010

Attaching "eco-bling" such as wind turbines or solar panels to buildings will not help the UK cut the carbon emissions from buildings fast enough to meet the government's ambitious targets, engineers warned yesterday. 
They also said the building industry will "struggle" to meet requirements to make all new buildings zero-carbon by 2020 because of a lack of skilled workers who understand how energy is used, and therefore saved, in buildings.

The UK government has committed the country to cut its carbon emissions by 80% by 2050. 
On the path to that, all new homes are required to be zero-carbon by 2016 and all remaining new buildings should be zero-carbon by 2020.

In a report published today by the Royal Academy of Engineering, experts called for a "step-change" in retrofitting old buildings to make them waste less energy. 
They also want funding for a study to work out how many workers will need to be trained in order to meet the demand for designing and building the number of energy-efficient buildings required to meet government targets.

Doug King, a visiting professor of building engineering physics at the University of Bath and author of the new report, said that it had become fashionable for people to install renewable energy at home but warned against it. 
"Eco-bling describes unnecessary renewable energy visibly attached to the outside of poorly-designed buildings – it's a zero-sum approach," he said.
 "If you build something that is just as energy-hungry as every other building and then put a few wind turbines and solar cells on the outside that addresses a few per cent of that building's energy consumption, you've not achieved anything … You can't put a turbine onto a building that is big enough to have any decent electrical generation, because the vibration it would cause would knock it off the building."

He added that eco-bling seemed to be more about showing off environmental credentials to neighbours than saving carbon. 
The reality, he said, was that it would cost the same amount of money designing a more sustainable building in the first place as it does to install renewable energy on a building, with the added benefit that residents could save up to half on their energy bills.
That means designing new buildings to, for example, use masonry to store heat and ensuring best use of natural light.
 In existing homes and offices, low-cost solutions that can save carbon include fitting thermostats to central heating systems and using low-energy light bulbs.

Scott Steedman, of the Royal Academy of Engineering, said that retrofitting was a major issue. 
The majority (80%) of the buildings that will be used in 2050 have already been built and applying traditional energy-saving measures such as insulation and double-glazing were not happening quickly enough for the UK to meet its targets.
 "We know that, between 1990 and 2005, we did achieve a 4% reduction in carbon emissions for homes just through the normal processes of upgrade, people putting in loft insulation, draft proofing," he said.
 "That steady process over 15 years led to a 4% reduction, not a big win really. What we need is a step-change. Traditional methods take decades to penetrate the market."

Instead he called for a major ramping-up in retrofitting activity that would involve owners of major estates driving the supply chain for energy efficiency technologies.
 "Whether it's universities, the health service or ministry of defence – that's a huge pool.
 If they take a lead and say we're going to stimulate new products, new skills and training that is going to lead to the decarbonisation of our existing properties, that's a big help."

King criticised the government for its "woeful" practice of setting targets it never met.
 "The classic example of that is a National Audit Office report from 2008/9, which said that, in 80% of cases, government procurement of building projects have failed to meet their own targets for environmental sustainability."

The engineers did not advocate altering the government's zero-carbon buildings strategy. However, they warned of major potential problems in achieving it, given how few people were trained in analysing how buildings used energy and then designing the best ways to make them more efficient. 
"The delivery side is what's missing," said Steedman. 
"We've got plenty of targets and aspirations but what's missing is an implementation plan. 
To do that, you have to speak to the industry, you have to speak to the professions, because they're the ones who are going to do the work."
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AP: Enviro group: US must respond to coral concerns
20 January 2010

A U.S. conservation group announced Wednesday it would sue the federal government to force a decision on whether to protect 83 coral species it says are threatened by global warming and more acidic waters.

The Arizona-based Center for Biological Diversity has sent notification of its intention to sue the National Marine Fisheries Service because the U.S. agency missed a deadline for an endangered species listing decision for dozens of coral species. A 60-day notification letter is required before a suit can be field.

Miyoko Sakashita, an attorney at the Center for Biological Diversity, said the corals, found in Florida, Hawaii and island territories in the Caribbean and Pacific, face a growing threat of extinction from rising ocean temperatures.

"Timing is of the essence to reverse the tragic decline of these vitally important reefs," Sakashita said. "We can't afford any delays in protecting corals under the Endangered Species Act."

Connie Barclay, a spokeswoman for the National Marine Fisheries Service, said Wednesday that agency scientists are working on the conservation group's petition to put 83 coral species on the endangered species list. They hope to publish their findings in the next two weeks.

Among the group's list of 83 species is the mountainous star coral, once considered the dominant reef building coral in the Atlantic, and the ivory tree coral, a branching coral found in the Caribbean whose delicate limbs provide shelter for numerous reef fish.

Sakashita said protection under the Endangered Species Act would create new conservation opportunities and provide for greater scrutiny of fishing, dredging and offshore oil development.

Reef-building coral is a fragile organism, a tiny polyp-like animal that builds a calcium-carbonate shell around itself and survives in a symbiotic relationship with types of algae — each providing sustenance to the other. Even a 1 degree Celsius (1.7 degree Fahrenheit) rise in normal maximum sea temperatures can disrupt that relationship.

Unusually warm waters in recent years has caused the animals that make up coral to expel the colorful algae they live with, creating a bleached color. If the problem persists, the coral itself dies — killing the environment where many fish and other marine organisms live.

Corals around the world are being stressed by rising sea temperatures. Carbon dioxide released by burning fossil fuels is absorbed by the oceans, making the waters more acidic and corrosive on corals. Land-based pollution, such as sewage, beach erosion, coastal development and overfishing also are to blame, experts say.

Also Wednesday, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service announced a new review for two rare U.S. Virgin Island plants, the agave eggersiana and solanum conocarpum, in response to a Center for Biological Diversity complaint challenging the agency's 2006 decision not to give them federal protection.
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AFP: Ethiopian dam to 'wreck lives in Kenya'
20 January 2010

The livelihood of hundreds of thousands of Kenyans around the world's largest desert lake will be wrecked by an Ethiopian dam on the lake's main tributary, conservationists said.

"The Ethiopian dam project is going to bring nothing but tragedy and harm to Kenya," warned renowned archeologist and environmentalist Richard Leakey.

The Gilgel Gibe III dam being built on the Omo river, which supplies 80 percent of the water in Lake Turkana on the Kenya-Ethiopia border, is one-third complete.

During the two years it will take to fill the dam reservoir Lake Turkana will recede, increasing its salinity, damaging the local economy, degrading biodiversity and increasing the risk of cross-border conflicts, the Friends of Lake Turkana conservationist organisation said.

The group called for construction to be halted pending an assessment by Kenya, which has said it will import power generated from Ethiopia, on the impact the dam will have on the locals and the environment.

"What we are asking the Kenya government is to reassess, to rethink about what they are doing before it's too late," said Samia Bwana, a top official of the Kenyan group.

Around 300,000 fishermen and herders depend on Lake Turkana, while hundreds of thousands more, mainly farmers, rely on the Omo's annual flooding for river bank cultivation and grazing of livestock.

"We are depending on a country that is known for drought, known for rainfall failure, to provide expensive power to Kenya," Leakey told reporters.

"There is no future for hydroelectric schemes in arid parts of Africa."

Ironically, Kenya plans to build Africa's biggest wind farm around Lake Turkana, which is expected to produce 300 MW. The Omo dam is projected to have a capacity of 400 MW when it is completed in 2013.

Leakey said the feasibility study for the Ethiopian dam was "so badly done that the dam may never even fill up because of cracks that are already known to exist."

"If it never fills up they will never let the water out and if they never let the water out, Lake Turkana will not only drop some metres it..." will be wiped out, he added with a gesture of despair.
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BBC News :Bee decline linked to falling biodiversity

20 January 2010
The decline of honeybees seen in many countries may be caused by reduced plant diversity, research suggests.

Bees fed pollen from a range of plants showed signs of having a healthier immune system than those eating pollen from a single type, scientists found. 

Writing in the journal Biology Letters, the French team says that bees need a fully functional immune system in order to sterilise food for the colony. 

Other research has shown that bees and wild flowers are declining in step. 

Two years ago, scientists in the UK and The Netherlands reported that the diversity of bees and other insects was falling alongside the diversity of plants they fed on and pollinated. 

Now, Cedric Alaux and colleagues from the French National Institute for Agricultural Research (INRA) in Avignon have traced a possible link between the diversity of bee diets and the strength of their immune systems. 

"We found that bees fed with a mix of five different pollens had higher levels of glucose oxidase compared to bees fed with pollen from one single type of flower, even if that single flower had a higher protein content," he told BBC News.
Bees make glucose oxidase (GOX) to preserve honey and food for larvae against infestation by microbes - which protects the hive against disease. 

"So that would mean they have better antiseptic protection compared to other bees, and so would be more resistant to pathogen invasion," said Dr Alaux. 

Bees fed the five-pollen diet also produced more fat than those eating only a single variety - again possibly indicating a more robust immune system, as the insects make anti-microbial chemicals in their fat bodies. 

Other new research, from the University of Reading, suggests that bee numbers are falling twice as fast in the UK as in the rest of Europe. 

Forage fall

With the commercial value of bees' pollination estimated at £200m per year in the UK and $14bn in the US, governments have recently started investing resources in finding out what is behind the decline. 

In various countries it has been blamed on diseases such as Israeli Acute Paralysis Virus (IAPV), infestation with varroa mite, pesticide use, loss of genetic diversity among commercial bee populations, and the changing climate.

The most spectacular losses have been seen in the US where entire colonies have been wiped out, leading to the term colony collapse disorder. 

However, the exact cause has remained elusive. 

A possible conclusion of the new research is that the insects need to eat a variety of proteins in order to synthesise their various chemical defences; without their varied diet, they are more open to disease. 

David Aston, who chairs the British Beekeepers' Association technical committee, described the finding as "very interesting" - particularly as the diversity of food available to UK bees has declined. 

"If you think about the amount of habitat destruction, the loss of biodiversity, that sort of thing, and the expansion of crops like oilseed rape, you've now got large areas of monoculture; and that's been a fairly major change in what pollinating insects can forage for." 

As a consequence, he said, bees often do better in urban areas than in the countryside, because city parks and gardens contain a higher diversity of plant life. 

DIVERSE MESSAGE

While cautioning that laboratory research alone cannot prove the case, Dr Alaux said the finding tied in well with what is happening in the US. 

There, collapse has been seen in hives that are transported around the country to pollinate commercially important crops.

"They move them for example to [a plantation of] almond trees, and there's just one pollen," he said. 

"So it might be possible that the immune system is weakened... compared to wild bees that are much more diverse in what they eat." 

In the US, the problem may have been compounded by loss of genetic diversity among the bees themselves. 

In the UK, where farmers are already rewarded financially for implementing wildlife-friendly measures, Dr Aston thinks there is some scope for turning the trend and giving some diversity back to the foraging bees. 

"I'd like to see much greater awareness among land managers such as farmers about managing hedgerows in a more sympathetic way - hedgerows are a resource that's much neglected," he said. 

"That makes landscapes much more attractive as well, so it's a win-win situation." 

The French government has just announced a project to sow nectar-bearing flowers by roadsides in an attempt to stem honeybee decline.
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Haitians Now Join Environmental Refugees

New American Media (Opinion), January 20, 2010, by Andrew Lam

President Obama recently granted temporary protected status (TPS) to undocumented Haitians living in the United States, and this is surely a step in the right direction for human rights. After all, repatriating them back to a living hell would be immoral at best, and at worst, a crime against humanity. 

But by providing temporary asylum to those whose homeland is devastated by the recent earthquake, Obama also has opened the door a little wider to the issue that many consider the most pressing of our time: the plight of environmental refugees. 

Indeed, our global age is now defined by unprecedented mass movement but, increasingly, among those displaced is a population whose status has of late gained some level of legitimacy: people who suffer from a wide spectrum of environmental disasters – manmade or natural – and whose homes have become veritable wastelands. 

While the United Nation High Commission on Refugees (UNHCR) is reluctant to adopt the official terminology, the debate over the status of environmental refugees and what rights and protections they deserve has become more heated given the Haitian crisis. Official or not, the plight of the environmental refugee -- not necessarily persecuted, yet nevertheless forced to flee -- is gaining center stage. Recently, the term “environmentally induced” has been used by the United Nations to describe people forced to move due to environmental disruptions, the least of which are due to climate change. 

There are, according to the UNHCR, approximately 20 million political, religious or ethnic refugees in the world today. The International Red Cross put the number of environmental refugees as high as 25 million in 1999. This year, the U.N. University's Institute for Environment and Human Security estimates that number has doubled to nearly 50 million. The earthquake in Haiti has potentially added another 1.5-2 million to the list of the displaced, and many will no doubt seek asylum in other countries. 

Alas, temporary protection status aside, entitlement to protection stems from what qualifies a person as a refugee in the world’s eye. Those who are forced to flee due to environmental disasters do not enjoy the same level of protection as those who flee persecution. The 1951 U.N. Convention relating to the Status of Refugees defined a refugee as a person who has a “well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership in a particular social group, or political opinion, is outside the country of his nationality, and is unable to or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection of that country." 

This definition made sense during the cold war but seems woefully inadequate in the 21st Century. Many non-governmental organizations, and the United Nations itself, now estimate that the number of environmental refugees will reach over 150 million by 2050, due to factors such as agricultural disruption, deforestation, coastal flooding, shoreline erosion, industrial accidents and pollution. Being displaced and forced out by environmental disasters may very well become the central issue of our time. 

"One of the marks of a global civilization is the extent to which we begin to conceive of whole system problems and whole system responses to those problems," notes political scientist Walt Anderson in his book, "All Connected Now." "Events occurring in one part of the world are viewed as matters of concern for the whole world in general and lead to attempt at collective solutions." 

All eyes are now on Haiti, and rightly so. It’s a prime example of how an act of god can render a country a failed state and worse, a failed ecosystem, in a matter of seconds. Haiti and its future will provide the answer to the question of whether or not humanity can mobilize to save and govern itself on the global scale. And at the core of that is whether or not the world can provide protection and asylum to those whose lives are on the brink due to failing habitats. 

Andrew Lam is editor of New America Media and the author of Perfume Dreams: Reflections on the Vietnamese Diaspora and the upcoming memoir: "East Eats West: Writing in Two Hemispheres."
UN Climate Chief:End-January Deadline On Climate Talks Is "Soft" 

The Wall Street Journal, January 20, 2010, by Alessandro Torello

BONN (Dow Jones)--Countries should say whether they "associate" with an accord on how to fight climate change--made among a limited number of countries at the climate negotiations in Copenhagen in December--by the end of the month, the United Nations climate chief said Wednesday. 

It's a "soft deadline" said Yvo de Boer during the first press conference after the Copenhagen climate negotiations. Countries will still be able to "associate with the accord afterwards," he said. 

Countries won't have to sign the accord, which was originally made among five major economies, and then extended to a total of about 30 countries. Developed nations will be able to say what target they set in terms of cuts to their carbon dioxide emissions, while developing countries will be able to say what kind of actions they want to take to limit their own emissions, de Boer added. Governments will however not be bound by these pledges. 

UN Bases Climate-change Forecast on Decade-old Speculation
New American, January 19, 2010, by Rebecca Terrell

The world of climate change is heating up with news that forecasts contained in the United Nation's 2007 climate report were based on misquoted speculation by an Indian glaciologist from an interview published nearly a decade earlier.

The Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) claimed that global warming would cause the massive Himalayan glaciers to shrink to extinction by 2035. As reported by The Australian, the IPCC cited campaign literature published by the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) in making the claim, even exaggerating that report to pin a high likelihood on the prediction.

The WWF gleaned its information from a 1999 article published in the journal New Scientist. The author, Fred Pearce, had quoted Indian scientist Syed Hasnain who was at the time chairman of the working group on Himalayan glaciology for the International Commission on Snow and Ice. Hasnain told Pearce he had data about a portion of the Himalayan glaciers he feared were at risk. Pearce told The Australian he eventually obtained a copy of Hasnain’s report, but it contained no specific date by which any melting was forecast to occur, nor had it been peer-reviewed or published in a scientific journal.

Hasnain now works for the head of the IPCC, Rajendra Pachauri, as head of the glaciology team for TERI, an energy research institute headquartered in India. Last week TERI announced plans to collaborate with the University of Iceland and the Carnegie Corporation of New York to study "the effects of climate change on the Himalaya and the manifold consequences that follow for the possibilities of water management and food production on the plains below." In its press release, TERI bemoaned the fate of Himalayan glaciers: "According to predictions of scientific merit [emphasis added] they may indeed melt away in several decades." The EU Referendum reports that TERI received hundreds of thousands of dollars toward this research from the Carnegie Corporation.

Not surprisingly, Pachauri downplayed the importance of the revelation about AR4's source of glacier information, though The Times of India quoted an apologetic Pachauri acknowledging that the IPCC's reputation will suffer. "We have to see that its gold-plated standard is maintain," he reassured The Times.

Though TERI can rest easy knowing its Carnegie money is secure, this latest revelation is especially embarrassing for the IPCC, which brags it uses only the latest, peer-reviewed research in writing its regularly published assessment reports. The next, Fifth Assessment Report (AR5), is due for release in 2013. The Australian quoted the IPCC climatologist who had charge of the Himalayan glaciers chapter in AR4, Murari Lal, "If Hasnain says officially that he never asserted this, or that it is a wrong presumption, then I will recommend that the assertion about Himalayan glaciers be removed from future IPCC assessments." He also admitted having little knowledge of glaciers.

Other scientists scoff at the idea of a catastrophic Himalayan glacier melt of such massive ice formations. As reported by The Australian, Cambridge University's director of the Scott Polar Research Institute, Julian Dowdeswell, explained, "A small glacier such as the Donkriani glacier is up to 120m thick. A big one would be several hundred metres thick and tens of kilometres long. The average is 300m thick so to melt one at 5m a year would take 60 years."

Other officials are enraged at the revelation of IPCC's deceitful tactics. The Times of India quoted environment minister Jairam Ramesh complaining that "due diligence had not been followed by the Nobel peace prize winning body." Ramesh feels vindicated since the IPCC has ignored his challenges to AR4. Though he admits dramatic changes in recent years to Himalayan glaciers, he said the "IPCC's alarmist position ... was not based on an iota of scientific evidence."

U.N. Panel’s Glacier Warning Is Criticized as Exaggerated
The New York Times, January 18, 2010, by Elisabeth 

A much-publicized estimate from a United Nations panel about the rapid melting of Himalayan glaciers from climate change is coming under fire as a gross exaggeration.

The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change said in 2007 — the same year it shared the Nobel Peace Prize with former Vice President Al Gore — that it was “very likely” that Himalayan glaciers would disappear by 2035 if current warming trends continued.

That date has been much quoted and a cause for enormous consternation, since hundreds of millions of people in Asia rely on ice and snow melt from these glaciers for their water supply. 

The panel, the United Nations’ scientific advisory body on climate change, ranks its conclusions using a probability scale in which “very likely” means there is greater than 90 percent chance that an event will occur. 

But it now appears that the estimate about Himalayan glacial melt was based on a decade-old interview of one climate scientist in a science magazine, The New Scientist, and that hard scientific evidence to support that figure is lacking. The scientist, Dr. Syed Hasnain, a glacier specialist with the government of the Indian state of Sikkim and currently a fellow at the TERI research institute in Delhi, said in an e-mail message that he was “misquoted” about the 2035 estimate in The New Scientist article. He has more recently said that his research suggests that only small glaciers could disappear entirely. 

The panel, which relies on contributions from hundreds of scientists, is considering whether to amend the estimate or remove it. 

“The I.P.C.C. considers this a very serious issue and we’re working very hard to set the record straight as soon as we can,” said Christopher Field, co-chairman of the panel’s section that was responsible for the report, which deals with impacts, adaptation and vulnerability.

He noted that the potentially erroneous figure in question had appeared only in the panel’s full report of more than 1,000 pages and had been omitted in later summary documents that the panel produced to guide policy. The summaries said only that the Himalayan glaciers “could decay at very rapid rates” if warming continued. Such documents are produced after panel members review a full-length report, although if a figure in the report is deemed to be in error, it is supposed to be removed. 

Still, the revelation is the latest in a string of events that climate change skeptics have seized on to support their contention that fears about warming are unfounded, or at least overblown. Late last year, hackers obtained private e-mail messages from leading researchers at the University of East Anglia in England suggesting they were altering the presentation of some data in a way that emphasized the human influence on climate change.

The flawed estimate raises more questions about the panel’s vetting procedures than it does about the melting of Himalayan glaciers, which most scientists believe is a major problem. But the panel’s reports are the basis for global policy and their conclusions are widely heeded.

“The Himalayan glaciers will not disappear by 2035 — that is an overstatement,” said Dr. Bodo Bookhagen, an assistant professor at the University of California at Santa Barbara who studies the effect of climate change at high altitudes. “That number somehow got incorporated into the I.P.C.C. report, and that probably shouldn’t have happened.”

Still, he added: “It is very clear that there is glacier retreat and that it has devastating impact.” 

There is mounting proof that accelerating glacial melt is occurring, although the specifics are poorly defined, in part because these glaciers are remote and poorly studied.

At an international conference last year on Asia’s glaciers, held at the University of California, San Diego, Yao Tandong, a Chinese glaciologist who specializes in the Tibetan Plateau, said, “Studies indicate that by 2030 another 30 percent will disappear; by 2050, 40 percent; and by the end of the century 70 percent.” He added: “Actually we don’t know much about process and impacts of the disappearance. That’s why we need an international effort.” 

First Climategate, now Glaciergate

The National Post (Opinion), January 20, 2010, by Lorne Gunter

Hot on the heels of Climategate -- the leaking of thousands of emails and computer files that show many of the world's leading climate scientists fudging the results of their global warming research and contriving to keep skeptics from being published in academic journals -- comes what could be called Glaciergate.

Prominent among the claims of impending environmental disaster in the UN's fourth report on climate change, published in 2007, was the prediction that all of the 15,000 glaciers in the Himalayas could melt away by 2035. That's just 25 years away. Now the Times of London has discovered that this claim was not based on scientific enquiry, but rather on speculation. And old speculation at that.

In 1999 the magazine The New Scientist interviewed an Indian climatologist named Syed Hasnain. He told reporter Fred Pearce that it was his "speculation" that the Himalayan glaciers would "vanish within 40 years as a result of global warming." Dr. Hasnain cautioned that the data on which his speculation was based had neither been published nor peer reviewed, Mr. Pearce noted his in his article.

The Hasnain interview, according to the Times on Sunday, remained largely dormant until 2005 when the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) cited it in a report it prepared as a lobbying and fundraising tool. The WWF report was not peer-reviewed either (nor need it have been since it was produced by a special interest group to advance its cause). 

Nonetheless, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) -- the UN's official climate research branch -- picked up on the WWF's untested claim and, apparently without doing any further checking of its own, stated in its 2007 report that "glaciers in the Himalayas are receding faster than in any other part of the world and ... the likelihood of them disappearing by the year 2035 and perhaps sooner is very high," above 90%.

This is the report that helped secure the IPCC its Nobel Prize. It is the report that stated categorically that man-made emissions were the main cause of global warming and climate change. Interestingly, it is also the report over which the Climategate scientists sent one another emails urging the destruction of any communication they had about data given to the IPCC, so freedom of information requests could not force them to turn over files showing how they may have manipulated the outcomes of their research.

Also, interestingly, Dr. Hasnain, the scientist whose initial speculation wound up being cited as unequivocal scientific fact by the IPCC, is now head of the glacier research team at an Indian environmental think-tank run by Dr. Rajendra Pachauri, the head of the IPCC.

Indian government scientists helping to assemble the IPCC's 2007 report warned the Himalayan glacier claim was shaky. They told the UN their own research showed comparatively little glacial retreat. But the IPCC ignored them. Zealots never want to be confused by the facts.

The IPCC's previous report, issued in 2001, displayed a hockey-stick graph in five separate locations. It was the centrepiece of the findings.

The graph, developed by then-University of Virginia researcher Michael Mann, purported to show a millennium of relatively stable global-average temperatures followed by a sharp upward spike in the 20th century. The IPCC insisted this proved industrialization was dangerously altering the climate.

But two Canadian researchers, Stephen McIntyre and Ross McKitrick, showed the graph was meaningless. Prof. Mann had manipulated over 80% of his data sets to ensure the climate numbers produced a hockey stick with ominous 20th-century temperature gains. Nearly any series of numbers plugged into Prof. Mann's formula produced the same graph.

That's two IPCC reports in a row that have featured later-discredited "proofs" of manmade global warming.

Add to that the fact that many of the emails released in Climategate reveal discussions by leading IPCC scientists about how to exclude dissidents and skeptics from the body's report-writing processes and you begin to get a glimpse of how contrived and one-sided the UN's climate investigations have been.

You also get to see how the "settled" science behind climate change alarmism was arrived at -- not by scientific consensus, but rather by manipulation, misrepresentation and strong-arming.


Fixing the future an easier sell than helping people who need it
Vancouver Sun, January 20, 2010, by Craig McInnes

When four destructive storms, including Hurricane Gustav ravished Haiti in a single season two years ago, global warming activists were quick to claim that we were getting a glimpse of the future.

Their warning wasn't based solely on the intensity of the tempests, which are expected to become more frequent and ferocious with climate change, it was also tied to the death and destruction flowing from the decreasing capacity of the land and the people to cope.

Haiti's plight became part of the book on why we should care about climate change, the environmental damnation we are bringing down on future generations if we don't change our evil, gas-guzzling ways.

Doomsday scenarios based on the now widely-accepted theory that human activity is setting in motion destructive forces in the atmosphere include many of the burdens under which Haiti was already struggling long before the magnitude seven earthquake struck last week.

They include overpopulation, extreme poverty in a country unable to support its people and a landscape stripped of the natural vegetation that in the past limited the mudslides and flooding that killed so many Haitians when Gustav roared through.

Climate scientists and environmental activists have used such grim visions of the future to spur an international response to climate change with limited success. The latest round of negotiations in Copenhagen resulted in an agreement that falls far short what the climate modellers believe needs to be done.

The result of this failure by the end of this century will be a catastrophic sea-level rise, drought, forest fires, flooding, increasing infestations such as we have seen in British Columbia with the mountain pine beetle, more weather-related crop failures and just general misery.

But as Haitians can attest, millions of people around the world are already awash in misery, living now in conditions that climate change scenarios warn about decades in the future.

Before it was flattened by the earthquake, Haiti was already the poorest country in the western hemisphere.

A child born in Haiti last week would have been 15 times as likely as a Canadian child to die before the age of five. A mother giving birth would be 100 times as likely to die in the process as a Canadian mother. One in 20 children under five are malnourished and they can expect to die 20 years earlier than a Canadian.

And despite it's status as the basket case of the Caribbean, Haiti is still a ways from the poorest country in the world. The CIA World Factbook lists 26 countries with less productive economies than Haiti on a per-capita basis, with Zimbabwe bringing up the rear.

After the earthquake hit and the magnitude of the catastrophe unfolding in Haiti became apparent, the world reacted with the way we all hope our neighbours would in a time of crisis.

While the immediate need is to get food, water, shelter and security to the hundreds of thousands of Haitians who have lost most of what little they had, some thought is already being given to addressing some of the issues that brought aid agencies to Haiti long before the buildings started falling down.

But if history is a precedent, once the current crisis passes, the day-to-day plight of Haitians will no longer have much profile on the world agenda.

So a question: What would it take to create for the hundreds of millions of people who live in abject poverty today, people whose quality of life could be vastly improved by access to an affordable supply of clean water, a better diet, shelter and security, what would it take to create the same international interest in helping them that we have shown in addressing climate change?

General environment news


UAE's Masdar Inks Carbon Trading, Cleantech Deals
The New York Times, January 19, 2010, by Michael Burnham

The United Arab Emirates' ambitious Masdar "eco-city" is positioning itself to profit from a carbon-constrained global economy.

The desert city, slated for completion over the next decade, would generate electricity on site from the wind and sun and produce zero net greenhouse gas emissions. And in a new twist, Masdar also would generate cash by buying and selling carbon dioxide emissions globally.

The German utility E.ON AG and Masdar, a unit of Abu Dhabi's state-owned Mubadala Development Co., announced a joint venture today that will develop tradable carbon credits from emission-reduction projects in Asia and Africa. The company, called E.ON Masdar Integrated Carbon (EMIC), will launch later this quarter and focus on projects within the power generation and fossil fuel production sectors.

Projects will include reducing leakage from natural gas pipelines, gas flaring from oil wells and electricity consumption at industrial facilities, E.ON officials noted in a written statement. The resultant carbon credits would be traded under the United Nations' Clean Development Mechanism, as well as future emissions-trading programs.

"Masdar and E.ON's combined significant and complementary expertise and market exposure will give the new company a leading edge in the market," said Frank Mastiaux, chief executive of E.ON's climate and renewables unit. The Dusseldorf, Germany-based company's renewable energy portfolio includes 2.8 gigawatts of installed capacity in the United States and Europe.

When completed, Masdar will be the home of about 50,000 residents, a university and dozens of companies -- all on just 3.7 square miles of land (Greenwire, June 28, 2007). The walled city will also be the home of the International Renewable Energy Agency, an intergovernmental agency that supports renewable energy deployment.

"We find ourselves to be the single largest investment in renewable energy," Masdar CEO Sultan Ahmed Al Jaber told E&E last year. "We are the only entity in the world that covers the whole value chain of renewable energy."

The Abu Dhabi government contributed $15 billion to the city's first phase of development. The master plan calls for seven development phases through 2018, including the infrastructure to capture, transport and inject industrial CO2 emissions in oil wells.

Masdar officials aim to capture and sequester 20 million metric tons of CO2 by 2020, said Sam Nader, director of Masdar's carbon management unit.

"We expect a lot of industries to come to Abu Dhabi," Nader added.

Masdar has already inked cleantech finance and development deals with General Electric Co., Siemens AG and other major companies. Boeing Co. and Deutsche Bank are among Masdar's latest partners.

Boeing, Etihad Airways, Honeywell International Inc. and the nascent Masdar Institute of Science and Technology signed a deal yesterday to develop biofuels for aviation (see related story). The companies' Sustainable Bioenergy Research Project will use saltwater to grow shellfish as well as mangrove and salicornia, a plant that thrives in salty conditions. The plants would be harvested to produce aviation biofuels and co-products.

In a related deal today, Masdar and Deutsche Bank launched the DB Masdar Clean Tech Fund and at its first closing, raised $265 million. The fund will invest primarily in expansion and later-stage companies in the clean-energy, environmental resources and energy/material efficiency sectors.

Exxon’s Tillerson Says XTO Gas Drilling Won’t Hurt Environment

Business Week, January 20, 2010, by Daniel Whitten

(Bloomberg) -- Exxon Mobil Corp.’s $30 billion bid for XTO Energy Inc. will expand natural gas production in shale formations, boosting the U.S. economy without harming the environment, Rex Tillerson, Exxon’s chief executive officer, plans to tell Congress today.

“We can now find and produce unconventional natural gas supplies miles below the surface in a safe, efficient and environmentally responsible manner,” Tillerson said in testimony prepared for a hearing before the House Energy and Environment subcommittee. Exxon is the biggest U.S. oil company, and XTO is the biggest natural gas producer.

Gas extraction from shale uses hydraulic fracturing, which bombards rock with water, sand and chemicals. That poisons water supplies, according to lawmakers and environmental groups seeking to limit the technique. Changes to U.S. law that would make shale development “illegal or commercially impracticable” would let Exxon terminate the deal for XTO without paying a $900 million breakup fee, according to a filing by XTO.

Representative Edward Markey, chairman of the subcommittee, called today’s hearing to examine industry practices after Exxon announced its XTO bid on Dec. 14. The panel will look into the role of natural gas and “unconventional extraction techniques,” the Massachusetts Democrat said in a statement then.

Tillerson’s assertion that fracturing is safe is at odds with a report released yesterday by an environmental group that said petroleum distillates containing benzene and other cancer- causing substances taint drinking water supplies near shale formations.

Benzene Contamination

The Washington-based Environmental Working Group, whose backers include Ted Turner and the Hewlett Foundation, said in its report that fracturing fluids contain enough benzene to contaminate 100 billion gallons of drinking water, or more than 10 times the amount consumed in New York state.

“A little benzene goes a long way,” said Dusty Horwitt, author of the Environmental Working Group study. Benzene is a known carcinogen found in petroleum distillates and is toxic in water “at miniscule levels,” the report finds.

“You can find the petroleum distillates used in fracturing operations in laxatives and candy bars,” said Chris Tucker, a spokesman for Energy-in-Depth, a Washington-based group representing major gas producers including XTO.

More than 99.5 percent of fracturing solutions are comprised of water and sand, Tucker says. Of the 0.5 percent that remains, only a fraction is made up of those distillates, he said.

Legislation Introduced

Representatives Diana Degette and Jared Polis of Colorado and Maurice Hinchey of New York, all Democrats, introduced legislation in June that would require the industry to meet Environmental Protection Agency standards under the Safe Drinking Water Act. Companion legislation has been introduced by Senator Bob Casey, a Pennsylvania Democrat.

Tillerson isn’t alone in saying that natural gas production is key to U.S. economic and environmental well-being. Groups such the environmentalist Sierra Club and Energy Secretary Steven Chu have cited the environmental benefits of gas over coal in electricity production. Chu told reporters last week he thought gas could be produced safely from shale formations.

The U.S. has almost a 100-year supply of natural gas, and the industry contributed $385 billion to the U.S. economy in 2008, Tillerson said in the testimony. Gas can produce electricity with about half the greenhouse-gas emissions of coal, according to the Environmental Protection Agency.

Supply Estimate Increase

Estimates of new gas supplies have ballooned with the advance of shale-extraction technologies. The Potential Gas Committee, a group of industry, government and academic volunteers, said hydraulic fracturing advances have increased available U.S. supplies 39 percent since a 2007 report.

Exxon’s “global scale” complements XTO’s “unconventional natural-gas resource base” in the U.S., such as in shale formations, Tillerson said.

“The development of our combined resources will create the opportunity for more jobs and investment in the production of cleaner-burning natural gas spread across many parts of the United States,” Tillerson said.

Exxon spokesman Alan Jeffers declined to comment in advance of the hearing.

Irving, Texas-based Exxon rose 16 cents to $69.27 yesterday in New York Stock Exchange composite trading. Fort Worth, Texas- based XTO increased 15 cents to $47.50. Exxon has fallen 0.6 percent since the deal’s announcement, and XTO declined 0.8 percent.

Tillerson will tell the House committee that government can “help by upholding stable tax and regulatory policies which encourage competition and a level playing field.”

President Barack Obama has made proposals to raise taxes on oil and gas production, including ending tax breaks the industry gets for manufacturing employment.

Oregon, others petition FERC to halt gas pipeline

Mail Tribune (Oregon, US), January 20, 2010, by Paul Fattig

The state of Oregon and the National Marine Fisheries Service filed separate petitions Tuesday for a new hearing with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in an attempt to stop construction of a liquefied natural gas import terminal in Coos Bay and a gas pipeline that would cross the upper Rogue River watershed.

They joined a coalition of local residents, environmental groups and fishermen who filed a similar petition on Saturday, asking FERC to reconsider its December approval of the terminal and 234-mile pipeline from Coos Bay to Malin near the California border.

In challenging FERC's decision, Gov. Ted Kulongoski and Attorney General John Kroger said the commission failed to meet standards set in the Federal Clean Water Act and the Coast Zone Management Act.

In addition, the decision failed to adequately consider the environmental impacts of the proposed project, much less the need or alternatives available, they said.

"FERC continues to ignore Oregon's very real concerns about the unknown environmental impact of the pipeline associated with the proposed LNG facility," Kulongoski said Tuesday in a prepared statement. "FERC's decision to issue a conditional license for a project with such profound potential impacts on the lives of Oregonians was based on woefully inadequate information that demands reconsideration."

"FERC has failed to do its job and conduct the kind of environmental analysis that is required under multiple federal statutes," Kroger added. "The United States should be striving for energy independence instead of relying on fossil fuels imported from countries like Russia and Iran. This takes us in the wrong direction."

The state will appeal to the 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals if FERC doesn't grant a rehearing, Kroger said.

The NMFS said in its petition filed from its Seattle office that the commission failed to complete required consultation with the service regarding the project's effects on threatened or endangered marine species and their critical habitat and on essential fish habitat.

While Shady Cove resident Bob Barker, whose property would be crossed by the pipeline, is worried about potential environmental damage, his principal concern is for private property owners.

"This intrusion on private property rights and the Oregon environment is not justified by a project that will increase our dependence on foreign source natural gas when the domestic supply of natural gas is sufficient to meet U.S. needs for the foreseeable future," 

he said.

"I am appalled that FERC would grant approval for a project of this nature with its enormous threats to Oregon's waters, forests and communities without due diligence in fully analyzing its necessity or impacts," added Lesley Adams of the Ashland-based Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center.

If the commission, which has 30 days to respond to the rehearing request, denies the petition, opponents will file a lawsuit with the 9th Circuit to stop the project, Adams said.

The 185-page petition lists numerous claims that the decision violated a variety of laws, including protecting fish and wildlife on public lands and showing a need for the energy, according to Susan Jane Brown, attorney for the Western Environmental Law Center in Eugene which represents the plaintiffs.

Estimated to cost between $700 million and $850 million, the terminal and 3-foot-diameter buried pipeline project is being spearheaded by Williams Northwest Pipeline of Salt Lake City. Company representatives repeatedly have stressed the project is safe and not a threat to the environment or landowners. Project partners include PG&E and Fort Chicago Energy Partners LP.

The FERC voted 3-1 to approve the project's construction, drawing vows by those opposed to it to appeal for a rehearing. But the Portland-based Energy Action Northwest, a business and labor coalition promoting energy development, supports the project, arguing that it will provide affordable energy and additional jobs.

Opponents say the project will make the West Coast energy grid too dependent on natural gas coming from politically unstable countries such as Russia and those in the Middle East. It also will allow developers to use eminent domain to seize private property for the pipeline, they added.

"It is time for FERC to stop catering to outdated energy systems of the past and get on board with energy-independent, energy-efficient, renewable energy systems of the future," said Coos Bay resident Jody McCaffree, an opponent of the project since it was first proposed in 2005.

First Up -- Clash of the Titans

Industry Week (Opinion - Cleveland, OH), January 20, 2010, by Steve Minter

This month, we begin a series of five major articles all focused on the future of energy -- how it's generated, transmitted, consumed and conserved. Energy holds center stage in our Theater of Big Issues along with climate change, and there is plenty of spirited sword fighting going on in this drama. On the one hand, population growth and rising living standards in developing countries are pushing the demand for energy. Globally, ExxonMobil forecasts energy demand will increase by 30% in developing countries from 2005 to 2030, driven by a 35% increase in demand from China. 

At the same time, the world faces an ongoing, though uncertain, threat from climate change, which most scientists believe is due at least in part to humans burning fossil fuels. In 2007 alone, the United States emitted 7 billion metric tons of greenhouse gases. Climate changes such as shrinking glaciers and rising sea levels are already occurring and the fear is that without massive changes toward a greener society, we will face potentially catastrophic consequences.

For most manufacturers, energy is a cost of doing business, and in an era of lean manufacturing, it makes perfect sense to treat overuse of energy as a waste and ruthlessly reduce it. For an increasing number of manufacturers, energy also represents an opportunity -- an opportunity to enter new markets, develop new technologies and more efficient products and processes, and profit from public and private incentives to go green.

A significant part of the uncertainty attending the clash of energy demand and climate change is the cost of change. Industry groups worry that current bills aimed at reducing greenhouse-gas emissions could cause serious disruptions for U.S. companies. For example, a study by the National Association of Manufacturers and the American Council for Capital Formation said the American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009 passed by the House could result in 2.4 million jobs lost by 2030 at a cost to the gross domestic product of $3.1 trillion. 

But a study by the Center for Climate Strategies looking at 54 steps recommended by a climate panel for embattled Michigan found that actions to promote renewable energy and increase energy efficiency would produce 129,000 jobs in the state and increase its gross state product by $25 billion. Along with actions already taken, the study found that greenhouse gas emissions could be reduced 20% below 1990 levels by 2025.

The Obama administration, of course, is betting heavily that investments in the green economy will not only benefit the environment but also boost U.S. manufacturing and the nation's sorry employment picture. On Jan. 8, President Obama announced $2.3 billion in tax credits for clean-energy manufacturing products. Obama said the move would help create more than 17,000 jobs.

The industrial sector in the United States consumes a little more than one-third of the nation's energy, according to the U.S. Energy Department. The most energy-intensive manufacturing industries -- bulk chemicals, refining, paper products, iron and steel, aluminum, food, glass and cement -- account for two-thirds of that total. Manufacturers have much to gain in the pursuit of a green economy, but a poorly handled transition could be devastating.

In this issue, Associate Editor Peter Alpern reports in "Emissions Regulation: A New EraDawns," on what leading manufacturers are doing to prepare for the age of carbon reporting and regulation. In April, we'll examine energy management and the myriad tools available to companies to reduce their energy usage. In June, we'll focus on the market opportunities opening to manufacturers that are pursuing new energy technologies and the supply chains they are creating. In August, we'll examine how small and midsize manufacturers are responding to the opportunities of a green economy. And finally, in December, we'll explore the chances for the so-called "nuclear revival." Throughout the year, we'll welcome your ideas and views on The Future of Energy.

Steve Minter is IW's chief editor. He is based in Cleveland.
Federal government takes second look at benefits of biofuels

Montreal Gazette, January 19, 2010, by Mike de Souza

OTTAWA — Three years after announcing $2 billion in subsidies for the biofuels industry, Prime Minister Stephen Harper's government has decided to probe whether the so-called renewable fuels might actually be harming the environment.

In a notice posted this month, Environment Canada said it plans to award a contract for consultants to study whether production of the fuels, which can be derived from crops or waste products, do more damage to air and land than gasoline.

"Liquid biofuels were initially viewed as an overall environmentally beneficial alternative to traditional hydrocarbon-based liquid fuels," said the notice. "However, recent studies in the United States suggest that this might not always be the case."

The notice, which estimates spending between $50,001 to $100,000 for the study, says the government should examine whether its current modelling tool used to predict impacts of transportation fuels is adequate for assessing biofuels.

"Most importantly, little information exists from a Canadian context. Therefore, there is a need for the development and provision of information from a Canadian context to enable Environment Canada scientists to better understand the environmental performance from liquid biofuels production," said the notice. "Performance . . . is expected to vary considerably based on type of feedstock, conversion processes utilized, scale of operations, and location of facilities."

While ministers in the Harper government and industry stakeholders have long touted the benefits of biofuels, scientists at Environment Canada have repeatedly tried to warn the government that the impacts may outweigh the benefits.

"Feedstocks and biofuel production consume large amounts of water, natural gas, biomass, electricity and fertilizers," said a briefing note drafted in May 2006 and sent to former environment minister Rona Ambrose by the technology strategies and climate change division at Environment Canada.

The briefing note was previously released to Canwest News Service under the Access to Information Act, and included warnings that the consumption of biofuels could cause new air pollution emissions, while driving up the cost of gasoline at the pumps.

"Based on global Life Cycle Assessments (LCA) of biofuel production, impacts on acidification, land degradation, waste generation, water use and human and environmental impacts were found more often to be unfavourable than favourable."

Gordon Quaiattini, president of the Canadian Renewable Fuels Association, could not be reached for comment, but he has previously downplayed such warnings, saying they are based on analysis of outdated technologies from other countries.

The government adopted legislation to regulate new targets for biofuels in 2008. They require that gasoline contain an average renewable fuel content of five per cent and that diesel contain an average renewable fuel content of two per cent starting this year.

The government has also offered $1.5 billion in subsidies over the next decade mainly to support farmers, agricultural and energy companies which produce ethanol from corn or wheat. To date, it has already signed agreements awarding nearly $1 billion of that total.

Environment Canada's research suggested that ethanol produced from waste products is much more sustainable, but the government created a smaller fund of $500 million, specifically to support this type of "next generation" ethanol that is being distributed by Sustainable Development Technology Canada, an arms-length organization which supports clean energy projects.

When asked why the government was providing hundreds of millions of dollars in subsidies to the industry before it had analyzed the ecological impacts, the office of Environment Minister Jim Prentice referred the question to his department.

"The commissioning of this study does not presuppose that there are any harmful effects from these facilities nor does it change the Government of Canada's commitment to renewable fuels," said Environment Canada spokeswoman Sujata Raisinghani in an e-mail. "Government of Canada research points to the potential for significant environment benefits associated with greenhouse gas reductions from renewable fuels over their life cycle."

Harper's former director of communications, Kory Teneycke, led a team of industry stakeholders that successfully lobbied the government to promote biofuels, before he joined the prime minister's office.

U.S. Bangladeshis Track Climate Changes Back Home

New American Media, January 20, 2010, by Ngoc Nguyen

Mohammed Khan was a child when the deadliest cyclone ever recorded struck Bangladesh (at the time East Pakistan) in 1970. The cyclone brought torrential rains and winds stronger than those seen during Hurricane Katrina. As many as half a million people were killed. Then river waters rose and claimed the land. 

“My family lives on an island called Bhola,” Khan recalls. “They have some land, but a lot of the land was taken by the river during a great flood.” 

Khan, 51, who now lives in Queens, N.Y., has a daughter and more than 200 family members in Bangladesh. He’s worried about how his large extended family will fare when the next cyclone strikes, and he fears climate change will worsen such disasters.

“As the water levels rise in the next few years, much of southern Bangladesh will go into the womb of the river,” he says. 

Concern about climate change among the public has waned, but the issue is foremost among many Bangladeshi Americans, because of the vulnerability of Bangladesh to climate change. Some community members are organizing seminars to learn about how rising seas and extreme weather will play out in their home country, and they’re making their voices heard on the political front. 

Bangladesh is often considered ground zero for climate change. Crisscrossed by hundreds of rivers, much of the country is a massive flat delta, extremely vulnerable to sea-level rise. As global warming pushes sea levels higher, Bangladesh would have the most land inundated among its South Asian neighbors, according to the World Bank. If sea levels rise by one meter, as much as a fifth of the country could be submerged, displacing about 20 million people.

In the last few years, awareness about climate change has grown among Bangladeshi Americans.

Hasan Rahim, a software engineering consultant based in San Jose, says Al Gore’s documentary, “An Inconvenient Truth,” was a wake-up call for him and many Bangladeshis in Silicon Valley. Rahim, who also teaches math and statistics at San Jose City College, says he organized screenings of the film in his community.

Hasan connected the film’s dire predictions about climate change to his homeland. “We live here, but we have roots there,” he says. “We are connected and we have got to become more aware of [climate change impacts].”

More than a dozen rivers, including the mighty Ganges, Brahmaputra, Jamuna and Meghna, flow across Bangladesh, emptying into the Bay of Bengal. The southern part of the country is a massive delta, with its fertile land known as the country’s rice bowl. 

“It’s really a concern. We’re a small country with 150 million people, so lots of people would lose their houses, land, and become homeless,” says Abu Taher, editor of the newspaper Bangla Patrik, in New York. He says people want to know the future consequences of climate change on the country so they can tell family members to take precautions.

When he travels to Bangladesh, Khan says he notices changes in the environment. There used to be three crop seasons, he says, but now there’s one. “Normally, we would have floods during the rainy season, but now there is no one season for floods anymore,” Khan adds.

A construction worker, Khan also heads up a group made up of immigrants from Barisal, a southern province that is frequently hard hit by cyclones and flooding. The group has organized seminars to learn more about how climate change will affect Bangladesh. From the United States, Khan says he sometimes feels powerless to help his family back home.

“There’s nowhere for them to go. Bangladesh is a small country,” he says. “Where would they get the land? Who will give us the money? I can just advise them to use the deep tube wells to get clean water.” 

Khan says his group wants to share the information with U.S. elected officials, and tell them they want the United States to curb its own pollution and help vulnerable nations. 

“America as a leader should help all the poor and affected countries, including Bangladesh,” Khan says. “Affected families are dying without food, without a roof over their heads. We should provide financial assistance and even bring them here.”

In the last two decades, Bangladesh suffered the most deaths and greatest economic losses as a result of extreme weather events, according to Germanwatch’s Global Climate Risk Index 2010. 

At the climate change summit in Copenhagen in December, the United States and other developed nations pledged $100 billion in aid to countries most vulnerable to climate change impacts.

“It would make all the difference in the world if the aid were used not to buy finished products like solar panels, but to develop local indigenous talent,” says Rahim.

Bangladeshis have already had to adapt to higher sea levels, Rahim says.

“People who raised chickens are now raising ducks,” he says, and farmers are experimenting with “floating seed beds” to save crops during floods. 

Until more funds are directed to helping people adapt to climate change, more frequent and more intense storms and floods will create more environmental refugees.

Queens resident Sheikh Islam says refugees have already poured into the Bangladeshi capital of Dhaka, which the World Wildlife Federation ranked as the city most vulnerable to climate change impacts out of 11 Asian coastal cities. 

Islam says there’s more recognition now that climate change is causing the refugee surge into the city. 

“They thought the migrants who came to the city were just jobless and landless. Now, the government is mentioning that they are jobless and landless because of climate change,” he says.

Islam says there’s also a growing perception that Western developed countries bear more responsibility for the problem because they contribute the most to carbon emissions blamed for global warming. 

“Now, people know about climate change and they are talking about it,” Islam says. “Three to five years ago they don’t talk about it. They thought it was our problem. Now they think it is a global problem.”

Avoiding a trap on climate change
The Washington Post (Editorial), January 20, 2010

EVER SINCE his inauguration a year ago, President Obama has tried to motivate Congress with a strong ultimatum: Pass climate-change legislation, or the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) will use its authority under the Clean Air Act to curb carbon emissions without your input. 

Instead of accepting this as a prod toward useful action, Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R-Alaska) apparently wants to disarm the administration. This week she is set to offer a measure, perhaps as an amendment to a bill raising the federal debt ceiling, that would, one way or another, strip the EPA of its power to regulate carbon emissions as pollutants, perhaps for a year, perhaps forever. We aren't fans of the EPA-only route. The country would be better off if Congress established market-based, economy-wide emissions curbs. But hobbling the agency isn't the right course, either. 

If Congress fails to act, carefully administered EPA regulation of carbon emissions could ensure that America makes some real reductions, if not necessarily in an optimally efficient manner. If Congress passes climate legislation, the EPA's role, if any, could be tailored to work with a legislated emissions-reduction regime. So removing the EPA's authority now is at least premature. The correct response to the prospect of large-scale EPA regulation is not to waste lawmakers' energy in a probably futile attempt to weaken the agency. Instead, the Senate should provide a better alternative. 

That effort is already fraught. The best policies -- a simple carbon tax or cap-and-trade scheme -- aren't gaining steam. Instead, the House passed a leviathan bill, and the Senate is stalled. Majority Leader Harry M. Reid (D-Nev.) indicated last week that he fears Ms. Murkowski's measure will diminish chances of producing a bipartisan climate-change bill. Ms. Murkowski would do better by helping end the Senate's paralysis than by seeking to condemn the rest of government to the same inaction. 

Sen.-Elect Brown's Win Adds More Question Marks to Senate Climate Debate 

The New York Times, January 20, 2010, by Darren Samuelsohn

An already tough climb to pass comprehensive climate and energy legislation in the Senate just got a bit tougher with Republican Scott Brown's upset victory yesterday in Massachusetts.

Brown's win takes a guaranteed "yes" vote off the board for advocates of setting up a mandatory cap on greenhouse gas emissions. It also could serve as a warning shot for moderate senators nervous about voting for a sweeping new government program headed into their own tough re-election campaigns.

At his victory rally in Boston, Brown warned that his election puts Democrats on notice that they may pay a political price come November if they do not take a second look as they work through the major pieces of President Obama's legislative agenda.

"When there's trouble in Massachusetts, rest assured there's trouble everywhere and they know it," Brown said.

Climate bill advocates yesterday noted that the Massachusetts special election never ventured into a debate on global warming policy. And given the likely Democratic defections, they added that the issue always required bipartisan outreach to cross the 60-vote threshold, unlike the health care bill that was a central battleground in the campaign to replace the late Sen. Ted Kennedy (D).

"The political atmosphere doesn't reduce the urgency of dealing with climate and energy, and the surest way to increase the anger at Washington is to duck the issues that matter in peoples' lives," said Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.) in an e-mailed statement to E&E.

"There's overwhelming public support and this can be a bipartisan issue," Kerry added. 

"It doesn't have to be polarized. Just listen to a conservative like Sen. [Lindsey] Graham or business leaders from across the ideological spectrum. This is the single best opportunity we have for energizing the economy, creating jobs and getting cleaner air, and if you sell those arguments you've got a winning issue."

But many climate opponents reveled in Brown's stunning win and said it marked a repudiation of Obama's big-government agenda, including climate change. Going forward, they said the administration, Kerry and other Democratic sponsors of cap-and-trade legislation will have a hard time convincing moderate fence sitters -- such as Olympia Snowe of Maine and Blanche Lincoln of Arkansas -- that now is the time to be working on this issue.

"A Brown win adds further bricks to the backpack of trying to bring climate change to the floor this year," said Eric Ueland, who served as chief of staff to former Senate Majority Leader Bill Frist (R-Tenn.).

Andrew Wheeler, former staff director to Senate Environment and Public Works Committee ranking member James Inhofe (R-Okla.), questioned how Obama could try to push global warming legislation given that Democrats just lost a Senate seat in a blue-state stronghold.

"Moderate Democrats were already turning away from cap and trade, and they will be even more cautious about such programs this year," Wheeler said.

For instance, Lincoln, the Senate Agriculture Committee chairwoman, is in a tough re-election fight and has not publicly announced her plans for a markup of climate issues under her jurisdiction. And Sen. Byron Dorgan (D-N.D.), who has lobbied for a year to take up an energy-only bill rather than combining it with cap and trade, earlier this month announced his retirement at the end of the year.

Frank Maisano, a Washington-based spokesman for several major energy industry interests, said he expects Democratic leaders won't push for a sweeping climate bill unless they can notch a much larger tally than 60 votes.

And even before Brown's victory, Maisano said he had expected Reid would have to scrap the cap-and-trade piece and shoot instead for a stand-alone energy bill that has more support among moderate Democrats and many Republicans. "It really does start to create the impetus on a measure that's collaborative, comprehensive and yet has some support from members on the other side of the aisle," Maisano said.

Environmentalists countered by downplaying the significance of the Massachusetts special election -- and started looking ahead to Obama's State of the Union address slated for Jan. 27.

"This vote was about a lot of things, but clean energy wasn't one of them," said Jeremy Symons, senior vice president of the National Wildlife Federation. "The political roadmap for 60 votes on a climate and clean energy bill is vastly different than the health care bill. The battle for a clean energy and safe climate bill, this Congress will be won or lost in the middle. It will be decided by the centrists on both sides of the aisle, particularly security-hawk Republicans worried about our dependency on oil from hostile nations, and industrial-state Democrats looking to create clean energy jobs."

"We always knew that passing climate legislation would require bipartisan support," added Tony Kriendler, a spokesman for the Environmental Defense Fund. "With tonight's result that will become more apparent to everyone involved."

The Senate climate bill remains in a holding pattern, with Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) putting health care, Wall Street regulatory reform and other economic recovery measures at the head of the line. But Reid is also saving time later this spring for a comprehensive energy and climate package that is in the hands of Sens. Kerry, Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.).

Reid last night signaled little interest in changing his agenda despite the loss in Massachusetts. "While Senator-elect Brown's victory changes the political math in the Senate, we remain committed to strengthening our economy, creating good paying jobs and ensuring all Americans can access affordable health care," Reid said in a statement. 

"We hope that Scott Brown will join us in these efforts. There is much work to do to address the problems Democrats inherited last year, and we plan to move full speed ahead."

Energy policy analyst Christine Tezak said in a research note published yesterday that Obama's climate agenda could even benefit if a Brown victory helped to take down the health care bill. "If the health care debate gets derailed, then the Obama administration will need to come up with other victories," said Tezak, a senior research analyst for Robert W. Baird & Co.

"While it is very easy to suggest that Congress may want to throw up its hands and do nothing for the balance of the year, incumbent Democrats will need a win -- not inaction -- to reverse what will be hailed as a significant defeat for their agenda and prove they can govern. There may be greater pressure to salvage an energy and climate package. If health care is shelved, there would be time to address it."

E&E's projection: 'Probably no'
Brown's recent record on the climate and energy front places him among 11 other senators in the "probably no" category should Reid follow through with plans for a vote on the issue, according to E&E's analysis (pdf) of the Senate global warming debate. Also in the same group: Sens. Lamar Alexander (R-Tenn), Michael Crapo (R-Idaho), Mary Landrieu (D-La.) and Ben Nelson (D-Neb.).

During his campaign, Brown questioned the science linking man-made emissions to global warming.

"It's interesting. I think the globe is always heating and cooling," Brown told a voter in Harvard, according to the Boston Globe. "It's a natural way of ebb and flow. The thing that concerns me lately is some of the information I've heard about potential tampering with some of the information."

"I just want to make sure if in fact ... the Earth is heating up, that we have accurate information, and it's unbiased by scientists with no agenda," Brown added. "Once that's done, then I think we can really move forward with a good plan."

The state senator also distanced himself from a 2008 vote that supported entry into the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, a cap-and-trade pact covering the electric utility industry. Brown's opponent, state Attorney General Martha Coakley, called Brown a flip flopper for the shift, but the Republican replied that he had changed his mind because the program was not working. Former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney (R) attempted a similar shift during his 2008 campaign for the GOP presidential nomination.

On his campaign Web site, Brown offered a one-paragraph description of his energy and environmental platform that signaled little interest in working on the Democrat-led climate bill.

"I support common-sense environment policy that will help to reduce pollution and preserve our precious open spaces," Brown said. "I realize that without action now, future generations will be left to clean up the mess we leave. In order to reduce our dependence on foreign oil, I support reasonable and appropriate development of alternative energy sources such as wind, solar, nuclear, geothermal and improved hydroelectric facilities. I oppose a national cap and trade program because of the higher costs that families and businesses would incur."

National environmental groups largely stayed clear of commenting on the new senator's specific record. But Rob Sisson, the president of Republicans for Environmental Protection, said last night that Brown's win "provides solid evidence that the GOP can rebound quickly if it is willing to reweave Ronald Reagan's big tent philosophy.

"We are confident that Scott Brown will be a constructive voice in the U.S. Senate for responsible environmental stewardship," Sisson said.

Murkowski hopes to block EPA greenhouse gas regulations
LA Times (Greenspace blog), January 19, 2010, by Kim Murphy

Alaska is on the front line of climate change: Glaciers are melting, shoreline communities such as Shishmaref are eroding away, shrinking Arctic ice floes are driving polar bears toward shoreline communities. It's also home to some of the nation's biggest oil and gas reserves, which may be why U.S. Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R-Alaska) is leading the charge to keep greenhouse gas emissions from being regulated by the Environmental Protection Agency. 

Murkowski's staff says she is poised to act this week on a proposed amendment (download Murkowski's amendment here) to bar the EPA in the coming year from using the Clean Air Act to regulate greenhouse gas emissions, such as carbon dioxide. The Alaska senator's staff says she will either introduce the amendment on Wednesday or take a different tack and on Thursday introduce a "disapproval resolution" -- essentially seeking to invoke a congressional veto of the EPA's proposed finding that greenhouse gases in the atmosphere threaten public health. 

The so-called endangerment finding, announced last April, is a cornerstone of the Obama administration's attack on climate change.

"This isn't about the science of climate change. The issue is, everyone agrees that EPA regulation of greenhouse gas stationary sources is going to be a bureaucratic nightmare, and really pose a serious threat to the economy," said Robert Dillon, communications director for the Senate energy and natural resources committee. "So why move forward with something that even the president has said is the worst possible solution to greenhouse gases?" 

Murkowski's proposed amendment, which the Washington Post and Politico revealed was drafted with the aid of two energy industry lobbyists, has drawn statements of alarm from the conservation community, public interest organizations and climate change scientists.

In a letter to Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nevada, three dozen groups, including the League of Women Voters, the Sierra Club and the League of Conservation Voters, urged Reid to oppose any attempt by Murkowski to amend the 2010 debt limit bill, to include the greenhouse gas regulation restriction.

"The Clean Air Act will ... ensure that the largest power plants and factories use modern technology to reduce their global warming pollution and use cleaner energy," the letter said.  The proposed amendment, it said, would "let ... America's biggest polluters off the hook" and undermine U.S. credibility in trying to win big global concessions on CO2 emissions.

Friends of the Earth Action is following up now with a pair of radio ads in Murkowski's home state of Alaska and also in another big energy jobs state, North Dakota, where Rep. Earl Pomeroy, a Democrat, earlier this month introduced a bill that would similarly bar the EPA from acting on greenhouse gas emissions. 

"Global warming. Alaska's on the front line, and the economy's threatened," says the Alaska ad. "Truckers can't drive the tundra. Coastal villages flooded by storm surge.... Unfortunately, Sen. Lisa Murkowski is more interested in working for Washington lobbyists and special interests than she is in protecting Alaska's way of life."

The ad references a report from Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics in Washington that Murkowski accepted more than $50,000 in campaign contributions from clients of the lobbyists who helped craft her proposed amendment.

"Sen. Murkowski took lobbyists' money, then invited them to help her write legislation that will hurt her constituents," Erich Pica, president of Friends of the Earth Action, said in a statement. "It's classic pay-to-play politics, and it's wrong." 

The senator has insisted it is normal practice to consult those who are likely to be impacted by proposed regulations before imposing them. In a floor speech talking about the amendment in September, she characterized it as "nothing more than a temporary timeout that will give us breathing room in an already heated debate."

Dillon said the proposed amendment would not interfere with the Obama administration's plan to finalize new standards for cars and light trucks, which he said could be regulated by the Department of Transportation, not the EPA. The amendment would allow 

Congress to move forward with climate change pace at a more rational pace, Dillon said.

"Congress is moving. It may not be moving at the rate the administration wants, but that's the way it goes," he said. "Sen. Murkowski believes that EPA regulation should be taken off the table, and then we can deal with climate change."

U.S. Group Gives Obama B-Plus Grade On Climate
Reuters, January 20, 2010, by Deborah Zabarenko

WASHINGTON - U.S. President Barack Obama earned a B-plus grade for his handling of climate and energy issues but could do more to forge a global agreement to curb climate change, the League of Conservation Voters said on Tuesday.

Obama won high marks in his first year in office for pushing for $80 billion in clean energy and energy efficiency as part of the economic stimulus measure he signed into law in February 2009, the conservation group said in a statement.

The group also praised his leadership on the U.S. House of Representatives' passage of legislation that would establish limits on U.S. emissions of greenhouse gases, which contribute to climate change.

Other highlights cited by the group included the granting of California's waiver to impose strict emissions standards for cars and light trucks, and proposing nationwide standards for tailpipe emissions.

The group praised Obama's Cabinet appointments including Lisa Jackson at the Environmental Protection Agency and Stephen Chu at the Energy Department.

The League of Conservation Voters noted that while the House passed climate change legislation, the Senate has not yet acted, leaving the bill's future in doubt.

"While President Obama worked hard to ensure that progress was made in Copenhagen (site of a global climate change meeting in December), the failure to forge a legally binding international agreement created another significant challenge that he must confront in 2010," the group said.

Obama did better than the past two presidents in their first years in office, the group said. The League of Conservation Voters gave President George W. Bush a grade of D-minus for his first year at the White House and President Bill Clinton earned a C-plus.

The grading system ranged from A for excellent, B for good, C for average, D for below average and F for failing.

Congress To Prioritize Climate Change
Reuters, January 20, 2010

(SolveClimate) - Climate change activists say 2010 is starting out with an uphill battle.

In 2009, a new president moved into the White House, Congress inched toward passing a bill to cap U.S. greenhouse gas emissions, and the Copenhagen climate summit waited as a hopeful coda to a year of climate action.

It ended up being a year of mixed results, however, and the prospects for climate action this year appear equally mixed.

Congress gets back into full swing this week, and several senators have made assurances that climate change will be one of the first issues they discuss.

For Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R-Alaska), that means a new attempt to block greenhouse gas regulation by the EPA. Comprehensive climate change legislation, called for by President Obama called a year ago, may find itself just one more fish in a rather full legislative pond this year. Health care and financial reform are expected to be the main priorities for Congress this year, with issues like immigration policy and lowering greenhouse gas emissions fighting for the remaining attention.

"I think there is still definitely a shot for getting a climate measure this year," Manika Roy, vice president of federal government outreach at the Pew Center on Global Climate Change, told SolveClimate.

"One essential ingredient is the president's commitment to this issue. If the president says an energy bill is one of his top two or three priorities this year, then there is a good chance," he said.

But the discussion on Capitol Hill will not just be about how best to fight climate change.

In December, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency declared that greenhouse gases were a danger to public health and welfare.

To comply with a 2007 Supreme Court ruling, the agency said it would have to act to regulate them if Congress failed to take action. Murkowski decried the EPA's move as "backdoor climate regulation," and she is now proposing an amendment that would block the EPA's capacity to regulate greenhouse gases.

Proponents of climate action say the ones attempting backdoor regulation are the Alaska senator and her supporters with their effort to undermine the Clean Air Act and distract from legislative efforts to regulate greenhouse gases from Capitol Hill.

In recent days, proponents have also uncovered unsettling links between lobbyists and Murkowski's first try at an amendment to strip the EPA of any future greenhouse gas-regulating power, in September. One lobbyist and former EPA official in the Bush administration, Jeffery Holmstead, acknowledged to the Washington Post that he was involved in writing the amendment.

Holmstead has represented AMEREN Corp, Arch Coal, CSX Transportation, Duke Energy, Edison Electric Institute, Electric Reliability Coordinating Council, Energy Future Holdings, Mirant, Progress Energy, Salt River Project and Southern Company, according research by Citizens for Ethics and Responsibility in Washington. In all, Murkowski's campaign committee and political action committee have received at least $126,500 from Holmstead's firm, clients and clients' employees since 2004, the group finds. Southern Co., which has donated $38,000, owns the top three most-polluting power plants in the nation according to Environment America. Roy does not see anything too out of the ordinary about the lobbyist involvement.

"In fairness to Sen. Murkowski, I think every member of Congress reaches out to experts in writing legislation," he says. Dave Levinthal, spokesman for the Center for Responsive Politics, which is exploring the issue, has a slightly different take.

"Generally speaking, there are plenty of instances where, to one degree or another, lobbyists help craft legislation that then goes before Congress as a whole. The question is, are special interests having too much influence," Levinthal told SolveClimate.

"What can be of concern is when special interests are influencing the legislation that could regulate their own actions. You have to ask the question, is that in the public interest?" There are also fears Murkowski's efforts could also have a Pandora's box effect in terms of unraveling some key federal regulations. If Congress voted no-confidence on the EPA's efforts to regulate greenhouse gases under the Clean Air Act, that could open the door to further limits on the EPA's ability to protect the environment, explains Earthjustice's Sarah Saylor.

"Taking away those tools sends the wrong message to the world and would definitely be moving us in the wrong direction," she said MoveOn.org's Clean Energy Campaign Director Steven Biel says the biggest effect of the amendment would be the "direct attack on the Clean Air Act on the part of opposition groups and polluting industries."

If allowed to succeed, he says, this attack could further depress the already disappointed progressive base of the president and Democratic policymakers. "At the very minimum, to keep progressive activists from rebelling, rolling back the Clean Air Act is off the table," he said, alluding not only to the Murkowski amendment but also to some Senate climate bill proposals that he sees as being too friendly to those who would like to weaken the act. Democrats "cannot make change in America with progressive activists sitting on their hands," he cautions. Prospects and Proposals

Murkowski's expected amendment is just one of many obstacles Republicans have laid or are planning on laying in the way of climate legislation. Despite a Democratic majority in both houses of Congress and a Democrat in the White House, the political conditions for passing a climate law may still not exist in Washington.

The prospects for such a bill "haven't changed one bit since election day 2008, regardless of who the president is and who is in congress," says Roy. "People who thought it would be otherwise were mistaken." Roy said he was impressed that the House got its version of a climate bill through as quickly as it did in June. The Senate also launched hearings on its version of a climate bill, but progress stalled on the bill put together by John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.). Toward the end of the year, Kerry formed a bipartisan coalition with Sens. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) to craft a bill that would strike a firmer middle ground between those advocating for and against climate action.

This bill is expected to include concessions to climate action opponents, such as increased funding for nuclear power and expanded production of natural gas and offshore oil drilling.

Their proposal "seems to be built to get the most votes," Earthjustice's Saylor told SolveClimate, comparing the package to other proposals that are being offered. Among the other legislative options is the energy bill passed last summer by the Senate Energy and Natural Resource Committee. It would focus solely on energy, without including measures like an economy-wide cap and trade program. Proponents of climate action are less than enthused by this option.

"With health care, they threw out the public option and other aspects proponents wanted and still ended up with a partisan vote. I don't necessarily accept the premise that an energy-only bill would just slide through" without facing the same challenges, says Roy.

The committee's energy bill, intended to be incorporated into larger climate legislation, does not go far enough in terms of renewables, and it includes things like expanded oil drilling, which would take climate policy in the "wrong direction," Saylor says.

Even worse, she says, it "would take away the momentum" toward significant climate legislation. More likely to please climate advocates is a proposal from Sens. Maria Cantwell (D-Wash.) and Susan Collins (R-Maine). Their "cap and dividend" approach would avoid concerns over offsets and speculation that some fear might arise from creating a carbon market in the U.S. Saylor says she hopes "it's an idea that is discussed in moving forward," but that even this version is far from ideal.

"From what I've seen, the near-term targets aren't strong enough to solve the problem," she says. "The bottom line," says Roy, "is does the measure reduce greenhouse gas emissions and create a price on emissions and, in so doing, provide incentives to investors and inventors?" The debate should start soon, but the year may be well under way before a bill is finalized.

And whether whatever does get passed meets Roy's criteria remains to be seen.

U.S. says wind could power 20 percent of eastern grid

Reuters, January 20, 2010, by Tom Doggett

WASHINGTON (Reuters) - Wind energy could generate 20 percent of the electricity needed by households and businesses in the eastern half of the United States by 2024, but it would require up to $90 billion in investment, according to a government report released on Wednesday.

For the 20 percent wind scenario to work, billions must be spent on installing wind towers on land and sea and about 22,000 miles of new high-tech power lines to carry the electricity to cities, according to the study from the Energy Department's National Renewable Energy Laboratory.

"Twenty percent wind is an ambitious goal," said David Corbus, the project manager for the study. "We can bring more wind power online, but if we don't have the proper infrastructure to move that power around, it's like buying a hybrid car and leaving it in the garage,"

The private sector cannot fund all the needed spending, so a big chunk would have to come from the federal government through programs such as loan guarantees, Corbus said.

The Obama administration is already dedicating billions of dollars to double the amount of electricity produced by wind and other renewables energy sources by January 2012.

The Interior Department will decide this spring whether to approve the Cape Wind project off Cape Cod, Massachusetts. That project, long delayed because of local opposition, would provide electricity to about 400,000 homes.

The amount of U.S. electricity generated by wind was up 29 percent during January-October of last year compared to the same period is 2008, according to the Energy Department.

Reaching the 20 percent threshold for wind by 2024 in the eastern electric grid would require 225,000 megawatts of wind generation capacity in the region, about a 10-fold increase from current levels, the study said.

One megawatt of electricity can provide power to about 1,000 homes.

Wind turbines would be scattered throughout the eastern grid, which extends from the Plains states to the Atlantic Coast and south to the Gulf of Mexico.

Most of the big wind farms would be concentrated off the Atlantic Coast in federal waters from Massachusetts to North Carolina and on land in Midwest states from North Dakota to Nebraska and into Kansas.

Many states already require utilities to produce a portion of their electricity from renewable energy sources, but a federal mandate covering all utilities nationwide would help create the 20 percent wind scenario, Corbus said.

Sen. Byron Dorgan said on Tuesday he thought the Senate would forgo dealing with climate change legislation this year after going through the contentious health care debate and instead focus on passing an energy bill that, in part, requires U.S. utilities to generate 15 percent of their electricity from renewables by 2021.

Massachusetts vote hurts U.S. climate bill

Reuters, January 19, 2010, by Richard Cowan

WASHINGTON (Reuters) - Republican Scott Brown's upset victory on Tuesday in the special Senate race has dealt a further blow to Democrats' drive to pass a climate control bill in 2010.

Last June, the House of Representatives narrowly passed a cap and trade bill that would require reductions in industrial emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases over the next four decades. It also would allow pollution permits to be traded in a new regulated market.

But the global warming bill has languished in the Senate, where some members have been trying to find a compromise. Once Brown takes office, Democrats will hold 59 of the 100 votes in the Senate and the Republicans 41. The bill needs 60 votes to overcome procedural hurdles that could block passage.

Here's a look at possible impacts of the Massachusetts election on the climate bill:

* In electing a conservative Republican, Massachusetts picked someone who campaigned against cap and trade and argued it would saddle consumers and businesses with higher costs. Brown will replace the late Senator Edward Kennedy, a liberal icon who had been a supporter of the climate bill. It's now even tougher to pass the bill in the Senate this year.

* Republicans who oppose requiring industries to reduce carbon pollution will argue the vote was a message to President Barack Obama that one of his top priorities is out of sync with voters. Many of them will be further emboldened to oppose any comprehensive climate change bill this year.

* Democrats will ramp up their rhetoric that a climate change bill will create and not lose jobs during these tough economic times. "This is the single best opportunity we have for energizing the economy, creating jobs and getting cleaner air, and if you sell those arguments you've got a winning issue," Senator John Kerry told Reuters on Tuesday in an e-mailed statement.

* The election result could give foreign countries such as China and India -- both huge carbon emitters like the United States -- further reservations about promising to set their own emission-reduction goals if Washington can provide no clear message that it also will do so. The turmoil that plagued the Copenhagen treaty talks last month seems likely to continue at the next U.N. conference in Mexico City next November.

* Alternatives to cap and trade -- and the trillion-dollar market for pollution permits it would create -- could gain more traction. Those include less ambitious legislation encouraging the use of more alternative fuels, such as solar and wind power. Others likely will see an opening for pushing a pollution cap but without the trading mechanism, or a straight-forward tax on carbon. Republicans likely will be emboldened to seek more U.S. oil drilling and additional government help to expand nuclear power.

* Environmental groups will oppose the oil drilling and nuclear power moves unless they are coupled with aggressive steps to control carbon emissions throughout the U.S. economy. They may conclude that a climate change bill's best prospects will come in 2011, with the congressional elections behind them. But they would be gambling that Democrats won't lose too many seats in November.

* The Environmental Protection Agency will continue down the path toward regulating carbon emissions for the first time. The Obama administration prefers a comprehensive law instead of regulation but hopes the threat of regulation will encourage some Republicans to eventually join onto a compromise bill.

2000s warmest decade on record, government reports
San Francisco Chronicle, January 19, 2010, by Randolph Schmid

The 2000-2009 decade was the warmest on record, easily surpassing the previous hottest decade — the 1990s — researchers said Tuesday in a report providing fresh evidence that the planet may be warming at a potentially disastrous rate.


In 2009, global surface temperatures were 1.01 degree above average, which tied the year for the fifth warmest year on record, the National Climatic Data Center said.

And that helped push the 2000-2009 decade to 0.96 degree above normal, which the agency said "shattered" the 1990s record value of 0.65 degree above normal.

The warmest year on record was 2005 at 1.11 degrees above normal.

The findings follow years of gradually rising global temperatures which atmospheric scientists attribute to the warming effect of gases released into the air by human activities, including burning fossil fuels.

Political leaders from around the world have been struggling to find a solution to this growing problem, most recently at the climate conference in Copenhagen, Denmark. Reaching agreement has been difficult amid fears of economic effects of any major change.

Concerns about the effects of a warmer climate include rising sea levels and the potential spread of tropical diseases, changes in hurricane patterns, increased drought in some areas, disruption of crop growth and wildlife patterns, and loss of species unable to adapt.

In the United States last year the average temperature was 0.3 degrees above normal. And on average it was moist, with average annual precipitation in 2009 for the 48 contiguous states some 2.33 inches above the long-term average at 31.47 inches. It was the 18th wettest in 115 years of record keeping.

However, dry conditions occurred during much of the year across parts of the Southwest, Upper Mississippi Valley and southern Texas, the agency said. And there was periodic low rain and snowfall in parts of a ring around the country from the northern Rockies, Far West and Southwest to the southern Plains and Southeast, then up along the East Coast and back across the Great Lakes.

Last year's climate milestones included:

-The 10th consecutive summer with above-normal temperatures in the U.S. Northwest. 

-Record winter drought in Texas.

-The deadliest February tornado in Oklahoma history.

-The largest wildfire in Los Angeles County history.

-Most active tornado season in a decade in Louisiana and Alabama.

-New seasonal snowfall records for Spokane, Wash., and International Falls, Minn.

-Worst deluge in decades in northern Brazil, affecting 186,000 people.

-Heavy rainfall in northern Argentina, causing a landslide affecting 20,000 people.

-Disastrous floods triggered by heavy rain in Central Europe.

-Britain's heaviest snowstorm since 1991.

-Extratropical storm Klaus (similar to a category 3 hurricane) kills 30 in France and Spain.

-Heaviest snowfall in northern China in 55 years.

-Typhoons batter the Philippines causing fatal flooding.

-More than 600 die in the deadliest typhoon to hit Taiwan in five decades.

Study: Rising seas threaten Bangladesh tigers

San Francisco Chronicle, January 20, 2010, by Michael Casey

One of the world's largest tiger populations could be wiped out this century as rising seas threaten to engulf their dwindling habitat in the coastal mangrove forests of Bangladesh, researchers said Wednesday.

A projected sea-level rise of 11 inches (28 centimeters) above 2000 levels along coastal Bangladesh by 2070 may cause the remaining tiger habitat in the Sundarbans to decline by 96 percent, pushing the total population to as few as five tigers, according to the new World Wildlife Fund-led study published this month in the peer-reviewed journal, Climatic Change.

Studies in the past have shown that tiger populations below 25 have difficulty surviving.

Colby Loucks, WWF's deputy director of conservation science, said in a statement that tigers were capable of thriving in a wide range of habitats from the snowy forests of Russia to the tropical forests of Indonesia, but the projected sea-level rise in Bangladesh would likely outpace the tiger's ability to adapt.

"If we don't take steps to address the impacts of climate change on the Sundarbans, the only way its tigers will survive this century is with scuba gear," said Loucks, the lead author of the study.

Tigers are among the world's most threatened species, with just 3,200 estimated left in the wild following widespread poaching and deforestation. There are believed to be close to 250 tigers on the Indian side of the Sundarbans, and another 250 on the Bangladesh side.

The study is the first to assess the impact of a sea-level rise on the tigers, and its conclusions were made possible by advances in the data collected on the Sundarbans, although it does not assess the impact on the Indian side of the forest.

The Bangladesh government said it was working with several international groups to address the threats to the tigers highlighted in the study.

Aminul Islam, a Bangladeshi tiger expert, said studies suggested a sea-level rise was likely, but remained hopeful the tigers still could be saved as the deposit of silt in the delta region of the Sundarbans could compensate for the rising water.

"Different water modeling studies suggest that the issue of sea-level rise is a reality, and may affect the ecosystem of the Sundarbans," Islam said. "But I am also optimistic. ... If the rate of siltration is higher than the pace of sea-level rise, things would be different."

The Sundarbans lies at the mouth of the Ganges River. It is a 3,700-square-mile (9,580-square-kilometer) region of mangrove forest and islands. The tiger habitat is already declining due to farming, expanding villages and fisheries in what is one of the world's most densely populated countries. Millions live in the Sundarbans, and about two dozen people are killed by tigers every year.

Rising sea levels and worsening floods have already forced villagers who can no longer grow enough crops to venture into the tigers' domain in search of fish, crabs and honey to sell. And tigers are creeping ever closer to villagers in search of fresh water and food, according to scientists who track their movement.

The study calls for local authorities to take immediate steps to conserve and expand mangroves while preventing poaching. Neighboring countries should increase freshwater flows to the coastal region to support agriculture and replenishment of the land, it said.

The study also demanded tough international action to address global warming.

Ontario edges B.C. in green-energy fight
The Globe and Mail, January 20, 2010, by Justine Hunter

Ontario has leapfrogged British Columbia as the go-to jurisdiction for green-energy investments, with its promise of generous long-term energy contracts that include a guaranteed revenue stream for solar, wind and other alternative power projects.

It's just the beginning of a battle between the provinces as they vie to attract billions of dollars in investment and jobs in this burgeoning sector.

"I think Ontario and B.C. are definitely going at it; it's a good fight," said Michel Letellier, president and CEO of Innergex Renewable Energy Inc., whose Quebec-based firm has operations in B.C. and Ontario, giving him a ringside seat.

However, he said, right now, "Ontario is probably the hottest market in Canada."

Ontario's larger market and its new competitive subsidy program gives that province the edge, he said.

But the B.C. government is manoeuvring to recapture the lead by unveiling policies in the next few weeks to establish the province as a "green-energy powerhouse."

Today, CIBC is hosting North America's top-clean energy companies for an invitation-only investors' forum in Vancouver. While B.C. has branded itself as the country's leader on climate-change policy, investors will be looking closely at which jurisdictions offer the best return on capital in this burgeoning sector.

"It's the same thing we look for in any company, an adequate return on capital investment, and if they have a good tailwind to move them along," said clean-energy analyst Michael Willemse of CIBC World Markets Inc.

Ontario's new energy policy offers that tailwind. While consumers grumble about higher electricity prices, investors are taking notice of Premier Dalton McGuinty's new Green Energy Act. "Ontario has the most attractive subsidy for power generation for these sectors," Mr. Willemse said.

Blair Lekstrom, B.C.'s Energy Minister, is determined to change that.

"I look at the clean energy sector as the oil and gas sector of the future," he said yesterday in an interview. "We are going to take British Columbia and become a green-energy powerhouse, not just in Canada, but in North America."

The results of a green-energy policy review are sitting on his desk but not ready for release. He said the review will lead to faster approval for clean-energy projects. More ambitiously, he wants to secure long-term export contracts to help other regions meet green-energy targets. "With what we are working on now, we'll be back in front in a month or two," Mr. Lekstrom predicted.

Ontario isn't going to give ground easily. The global economic recession has taken an enormous toll on Ontario, which has lost hundreds of thousands of jobs in its manufacturing heartland. Mr. McGuinty has vowed to create more than 50,000 jobs with his new policy. As well, he's burnishing his own green credentials by helping wean the province off coal-fired energy.

These capital-intensive projects thrive on the kind of long-term energy purchase contracts that both provinces offer. In Ontario, construction of the country's largest solar farm was announced this week and is based on the security of a 20-year contract. Pod Generating Group expects the $300-million project will be in operation this summer in Sault Ste. Marie.

Calgary-based Pristine Power Inc. has green energy projects in four Canadian provinces, and Harvie Campbell, Pristine's executive vice-president for strategy, ranks both B.C. and Ontario high for green energy-friendly climates.

Mr. Campbell said some details of Ontario's new policy are still being worked out. "If we succeed, we will spend serious money in Ontario, based on their new policies. We are doing the exact same thing in B.C. - this is a regime that is most friendly to clean-energy projects."

He expects B.C. will reclaim the lead once a call for clean-energy proposals wraps up in March. "That alone will put B.C. ahead of Ontario," he said. Those projects will add up to $3.5-billion in investment.

While Ontario's most significant opposition to its ambitions comes from consumers angry about higher energy prices, the controversy in B.C. has centred on opposition to run-of-the-river projects for environmental reasons.

However, one of the most visible of these mini-hydro projects is flickering to life this week with little fanfare.

In fact, more than one million visitors sailed right over it in the Peak 2 Peak gondola ride between Whistler and Blackcomb in the past year, but it would take an eagle eye to pick out the new power plant at Fitzsimmons Creek.

The $33-million power project by Innergex is small in scale - the facility will generate 7.9 megawatts of power by diverting part of the creek flow through a penstock. It's enough to supply all the energy needs for the ski resorts at Whistler and Blackcomb. The project started producing electricity this week, and the operators hope they'll be selling electricity by the end of the week.

Innergex has signed a 40-year purchase agreement with B.C. Hydro for the electricity it generates at Fitzsimmons Creek. With the construction complete and the river flowing as it should, the company's investors have a good measure of their returns.

Ottawa questions biofuel impact

The National Post, January 20, 2010, by Mike de Souza

Three years after announcing $2-billion in subsidies for the biofuels industry, Prime Minister Stephen Harper's government has decided to probe whether the so-called renewable fuels might actually be harming the environment.

In a notice posted this month, Environment Canada said it plans to award a contract for consultants to study whether production of the fuels, which can be derived from crops or waste products, do more damage to air and land than gasoline.

"Liquid biofuels were initially viewed as an overall environmentally beneficial alternative to traditional hydrocarbon-based liquid fuels," the notice said. "However, recent studies in the United States suggest that this might not always be the case."

The notice, which estimates spending between $50,001 to $100,000 for the study, says the government should examine whether its current modelling tool used to predict impacts of transportation fuels is adequate for assessing biofuels.

"Most importantly, little information exists from a Canadian context. Therefore, there is a need for the development and provision of information from a Canadian context to enable Environment Canada scientists to better understand the environmental performance from liquid biofuels production," the notice said. "Performance ... is expected to vary considerably based on type of feedstock, conversion processes utilized, scale of operations, and location of facilities."

While ministers in the Harper government and industry stakeholders have long touted the benefits of biofuels, scientists at Environment Canada have repeatedly warned the government that the impacts may outweigh the benefits.

"Feedstocks and biofuel production consume large amounts of water, natural gas, biomass, electricity and fertilizers," said a briefing note drafted in May 2006 and sent to former environment minister Rona Ambrose by the technology strategies and climate change division at Environment Canada.

The briefing note was previously released to Canwest News Service under the Access to Information Act, and included warnings that the consumption of biofuels could create new air pollution emissions, while driving up the cost of gasoline at the pumps.

"Based on global Life Cycle Assessments (LCA) of biofuel production, impacts on acidification, land degradation, waste generation, water use and human and environmental impacts were found more often to be unfavourable than favourable."

Gordon Quaiattini, president of the Canadian Renewable Fuels Association, could not be reached for comment, but he has previously played down such warnings, saying they are based on analysis of outdated technologies from other countries.

The government adopted legislation to regulate new targets for biofuels in 2008. They require that gasoline contain an average renewable fuel content of 5% and that diesel contain an average renewable fuel content of 2% starting this year.
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UN environmental agency aids recovery effort in Haiti
The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) is assessing the structure of buildings and working to avoid potential environmental emergencies in Haiti where the immediate focus is on medical assistance, clear water and sanitation, emergency shelter, and food for the nearly 3 million people affected.

“OCHA [Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs] will lead on overall coordination, while UNEP will ensure the integration of environmental issues into the respective cluster response plans,” said Emergency Relief Coordinator and Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs, John Holmes.

According to a press release today, the most urgent issues for UNEP include waste management, mass burials and disposal of demolition material. Since last week, UNEP staff has actively assisted UN colleagues on technical matters including structural assessments of buildings and emergency environmental assessments of destroyed sites.

Initial assessments conducted by UNEP have not indicated acute environmental emergency situations, but major issues are anticipated in the early recovery phase.

A flash appeal for $562 million, covering a period of six months, was launched by the UN and international partners on Friday. 

The appeal included $1 million for environmental interventions during the early recovery phase of operations.

The Joint UNEP-OCHA Environment Unit and the Post-Conflict and Disaster Management Branch (PCDMB) are working closely with the local Haitian Government, and with partners in WHO, UNDP, the World Bank and European Commission and the NGO community to deliver what is needed.

In addition to post-disaster interventions, UNEP will continue to develop the Haiti Regeneration Initiative. The long-term programme is aimed at reducing poverty and vulnerability to natural hazards through the restoration of ecosystems and sustainable natural resource management.

Earlier this month, as part of its multi-faceted efforts to bring stability and development to the country, the United Nations peacekeeping mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH) launched a pilot project that recycles used tires to bring jobs to unemployed youth while protecting the environment.
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20 January 2010
CLIMATE CHANGE COMMENTS SAID TO BE MISQUOTED: 
Asked about comments attributed to a US official concerning the UN role in climate change, cited in The Guardian, the Spokesperson said that the official had since said that he had been misquoted.
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New American Media (Opinion): Haitians Now Join Environmental Refugees


New American: UN Bases Climate-change Forecast on Decade-old Speculation


The Wall Street Journal: UN Climate Chief:End-January Deadline On Climate Talks Is "Soft" 


The New York Times: U.N. Panel’s Glacier Warning Is Criticized as Exaggerated


The National Post (Opinion): First Climategate, now Glaciergate


Vancouver Sun: Fixing the future an easier sell than helping people who need it










































































Reuters: U.S. says wind could power 20 percent of eastern grid


Reuters: Massachusetts vote hurts U.S. climate bill


San Francisco Chronicle: 2000s warmest decade on record, government reports


San Francisco Chronicle: Study: Rising seas threaten Bangladesh tigers


The Globe and Mail: Ontario edges B.C. in green-energy fight


The National Post: Ottawa questions biofuel impact







































































The New York Times: UAE's Masdar Inks Carbon Trading, Cleantech Deals


Business Week: Exxon’s Tillerson Says XTO Gas Drilling Won’t Hurt Environment


Mail Tribune (Oregon, US): Oregon, others petition FERC to halt gas pipeline


Industry Week (Opinion - Cleveland, OH): First up -- Clash of the Titans


Montreal Gazette: Federal government takes second look at benefits of biofuels


New American Media: U.S. Bangladeshis Track Climate Changes Back Home


The Washington Post (Editorial): Avoiding a trap on climate change


The New York Times: Sen.-Elect Brown's Win Adds More Question Marks to Senate Climate Debate 
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Reuters: U.S. Group Gives Obama B-Plus Grade On Climate


Reuters: Congress To Prioritize Climate Change
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