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PART XVI – GLOBAL COOLING.  Today’s edition covers Chapter 9, Human Health Effects, the final chapter of Climate Change Reconsidered (CCR).  The Nongovernmental Panel on Climate Change (NIPCC) challenged certain points of the claim by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) that CO2-induced global warming is harmful to human health.  The NIPCC key findings of Chapter 9:
· “Higher temperatures and rising CO2 levels have played an indispensable role in making it possible to feed a growing global population without encroaching on natural ecosystems.”  On the IPCC’S claim that “climate change currently contributes to the global burden of disease and premature deaths and will “increase malnutrition and consequent disorders,” it should be point out, is not necessarily refuted by the NIPCC’s previous statement on feeding more of the world’s people, but is based on the principle that higher levels of CO2 enhances crop production.

· “The quality of plant food in the CO2-enriched world of the future, in terms of its protein and antioxidant (vitamin) contents, will be no lower and probably will be higher than in the past.” 
· “The historical increase in the air’s CO2 content has improved human nutrition by raising crop yields during the past 150 years on the order of 70 percent for wheat, 28 percent for cereals, 33 percent for fruits and melons, 62 percent for legumes, 67 percent for root and tuber crops, and 51 percent for vegetables.”  

· The NIPCC reviewed evidence that “showed global warming reduces the incidence of cardiovascular disease related to low temperatures and wintry weather by a much greater degree than it increases the incidence of cardiovascular disease associated with high temperatures and summer heat waves.

· “Total heat-related mortality rates have been shown to be lower in warmer climates and to be unaffected by rising temperatures during the twentieth century.”

· “Claims that malaria and tick-borne diseases are spreading or will spread across the globe as a result of CO2-induced warming are not supported in the scientific literature.”
· The NIPCC found evidence “that some medicinal substances in plants will be present in significantly greater concentrations, and certainly in greater absolute amounts than they are currently.”  
· Three factors make up the “tension” between the need to feed a growing population and the desire to preserve natural ecosystems:  “Increasing crop yield per unit of land area; increasing crop yield per unit of nutrients applied; and, increasing crop yield per unit of water used.”  

· Increased use of biofuels (ethanol, biodiesel and methanol) is being promoted under the premise that “they provide environmental benefits.”  The NIPCC counters that premise – “those benefits are dubious,” and cites by some measures, “the net effect of biofuels production is to increase CO2 emissions for decades or centuries relative to the emissions caused by fossil fuel use.  Point-of-Information:  Ethanol plants are now switching to coal as the fuel to process corn into ethanol because, get this, “it is more economically efficient.”  Also ignored by the IPCC is that corn takes more water to grow than any other crop being used for biofuels.  

· Higher food prices throughout the world resulted from biofuels competing with livestock growers and food processors for corn, soybeans and other feedstocks.  Especially of concern in drought prone areas of the world is the enormous amounts of water that production of biofuels consumes compared to the production of gasoline.  

The NIPCC had no qualms about expressing its opinion that the decisions made for ethanol mandates and subsidies by the government are poor policy decisions, and states emphatically, are a “high price to pay for refusing to understand and utilize the true science of climate change.”  “There is little doubt that ethanol mandates and subsidies have made both food and energy more, not less expensive, and therefore less available to a growing population.”  “The extensive damage to natural ecosystems already caused by this poor policy decision and the much greater destruction yet to come, are a high price to pay for refusing to understand and utilize the true science of climate change.”  

 
Ever wonder who was on duty when corn was chosen as the anointed crop for the push to biofuels?  Obviously a bureaucrat who knew nothing about farming or the food chain.  Selection of a crop not a part of the food chain would have been the intelligent, common sense choice, at least to this ordinary citizen.  The demand on the water supply, considering the declining water supply throughout the world, is beyond comprehension.

The reader’s comments or questions are always welcome.  E-mail me at doris@dorisbeaver.com. 
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