
The Center for Climate Strategies:
How Governors Keep State Legislators Out of the Loop

By Christopher C. Horner

Summary: The debate about global warm-
ing is over, say environmental activists. Now 
comes the hard task of developing a national 
global warming policy. To use nightmare sce-
narios to forge national policies the activists 
have decided to circumvent the outgoing Bush 
administration – and more to the point, Con-
gress – and get state governors to follow their 
advice. That’s where the Center for Climate 
Strategies (CCS) comes in. CCS persuades 
governors to appoint “study commissions” 
on global warming, then steers the policy 
process, rigging commission proceedings 
to produce a predetermined result: higher 
energy costs, diminished property and other 
individual rights, and more Big Govern-
ment. These undemocratic maneuvers do an 
end-run around state legislators and should 
trouble advocates of open government.
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During the past two years a handful of 
 Republican governors have joined 
 their Democratic counterparts in 

jumping on the “global warming” band-
wagon. Many governors think they can use 
the issue of global warming to achieve their 
ambitions for higher offi ce. They are forming 
commissions, led by agenda-driven activists, 
to come up with “options” for regulating 
greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) and GHG-
emitting activities, which generally means 
anything involving energy use. Invariably, 
environmental activist groups are brought in 
to control the policy-formulation process. 

   Having failed to obtain U.S. ratifi cation 
of the Kyoto Protocol, which itself offers no 
potentially detectable impact on the climate, 
they are jiggling the back-door of state–level 

policymaking, demanding to be let in and of-
fering governors a terrifi c bargain: You ration 
energy use and otherwise coerce the public 
into major lifestyle modifi cations and we’ll 
help you infl ate your reputation with media 
attention and praise as a pragmatist. The 
activists point to global-warming activists 
Senator John McCain and Governor Arnold 
Schwarzenegger as shining examples for 
Republican governors to emulate.

   Republican Governors Charlie Crist of 
Florida, Mark Sanford of South Carolina, 
and Tim Pawlenty of Minnesota are among 
those who have taken the bait. (See, e.g., Paul 
Chesser, “Republican Governors who wilt,” 
American Spectator, July 23, 2007.) Invok-
ing emotional, alarmist images involving 

their states’ heavily populated coastlines, 
Crist and Sanford say global warming must 
be stopped. As chairman of the National 
Governors Association (NGA) and widely 
touted as a possible vice presidential pick, 
Pawlenty carries added clout. He is pushing 
a global warming mitigation project called 
the “Securing a Clean Energy Future Ini-
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tiative.” At the NGA meeting in February, 
Pawlenty explained that the initiative would 
“increase the use of cleaner domestic fuels 
and advanced vehicles” and “diversify our 
electricity portfolio by using other types of 
energy.” Pawlenty called for more “clean 
energy” research and development, holding 
out the promise of improved energy conserva-
tion and effi ciency. He revealed his belief that 
“We should have listened to President Carter” 
about energy policy, and even admonished 
“We should not spend time on voices that say 
[climate change] is not real.” (Jason Lewis, 
“Pawlenty’s record,” Wall Street Journal, 
February 23, 2008.) 

   Despite Pawlenty’s vigorous advocacy, 
governors representing energy-producing 
states blocked his proposal at NGA’s Feb-
ruary meeting, according to Robert Novak. 
(Washington Post, February 28, 2008) But in 
state capitols across America environmental-
ist “climate change” proposals are sprouting 
like weeds. Although the projected costs 
of these bills are subject to little economic 
analysis and are likely to expand wildly out 
of control, they do not actually promise to 
alter “climate change.” Instead, the politi-
cians promoting them want something far 
easier to obtain: they want to burnish their 
all-important “green” credentials. In return, 
they will let the environmental movement 
push its Kyoto agenda through the unlocked 

doors of the states.
  
   Global warming activists don’t even have 
the facts on their side. This fl urry of activism 
comes despite the fact that warming peaked 
in 1998, there has been no net warming 
since 2001, and the atmosphere has actually 
shown a cooling trend of late, according 
to the government’s own data [microwave 
sounding unit (MSU) data are available at 
http://www.atmos.uah.edu/data/msu/t2lt/
uahncdc.lt].They ritually attempt to shame 
the United States by holding up Europe as a 
role model for “climate change” governance. 
But the data show that CO2 emissions in 
the European Union are increasing, not 
decreasing, and increasing at a faster clip 
than in the U.S.

   Despite the governors’ empty rhetoric and 
the activists’ false claims, more than poli-
ticking is involved in the activists’ attempt 
to have the 50 states each create their own 
global warming regulations. A little-known 
outfi t called the Center for Climate Strategies 
(CCS) claims to be an independent, objective 
advisory group that helps state policymakers 
get a handle on the issue of global warming 
and guide their exploration of policy options. 
Funded by liberal foundations, it is, in fact, 
an advocate for more state regulation. CCS 
has until recently avoided any scrutiny by 
state legislators and the media. But it’s time 
Americans learned how the governors and 
a small number of foundations are using it 
to advance their ambitions at great taxpayer 
expense. 

The Strategy Behind the Liberal State-
Based Climate Change Agenda
   CCS heavily relies on the conventions 
of political rhetoric: It says the states must 
“take action” if Washington refuses to do 
so and is saddened that “most Americans 

do not realize that 34 out of the 75 largest 
greenhouse gas emitters in the world are U.S. 
states.” The latter statement of course ignores 
that economic activity is directly related 
to GHG emissions. If the U.S. fails to join 
Europe in confronting a grave danger, CCS 
vows, then state action “is vital to national 
as well as global progress and is laying the 
groundwork for future federal and state 
policy development and implementation.” 
Reading from the same script as Pawlenty, 
CCS says the states are “laboratories” for 
climate mitigation policymaking, which is 
somewhat inconsistent with its insistence that 
states are compelled to act only because of 
Washington inaction. “Climate plans in both 
‘red’ and ‘blue’ states are already creating 
bipartisan consensus to climate action 

across the nation,” the group says.

   The claim that the federal government is 
irresponsibly resisting taking action relies on 
a  misrepresentation of reality. What is true is 
that in July 1997, in advance of talks in Kyoto, 
Japan, the U.S. Senate carried out its “advise 
and consent” function set forth in Article II, 
Section 2 of our Constitution and “advised” 
President Clinton by a vote of 95-0 to reject 
any climate protocol that would damage the 
U.S. economy. Although President Clinton 
ignored that advice, neither he nor President 
George W. Bush dared formally ask the Senate 
to ratify Kyoto, which nonetheless is purely 
a matter of protocol and does not mean the 
Senate could not ratify the signed treaty if it 
wanted to. Earlier, in 1993, that body rejected 
a Clinton administration “Btu” energy tax 
that passed the Democrat-controlled House 
by a single vote. (“Btu” stands for British 
Thermal Unit, a unit of energy.) No less an 
authority than Al Gore subsequently argued 
that Clinton’s Btu carbon tax proposal caused 
the Democrats to lose control of Congress in 

“We should have listened to President Carter” about energy 
policy, says Minnesota’s Republican Governor Tim Pawlenty, 
a possible candidate for the vice presidency. “We should 
not spend time on voices that say [climate change] is not 
real.” 
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1994. (See November 4, 2006 interview in the 
Financial Times.) Since then no legislation 
has passed Congress that would implement 
Kyoto-style requirements reducing U.S. 
greenhouse gas emissions.

   Global warming activists are fully aware that 
their own “climate change” tax and regula-
tory proposals are far more onerous than the 
Clinton-Gore Btu proposal. Senators Clinton 
and Obama want to cut emissions by 80% by 
2050; Senator McCain would cut them by 60% 
by 2050. Yet Europe’s comparatively modest 
promise is proving fi nancially disastrous, and 
even sympathetic scientists admit that such 
a target would require massive depopulation 
or deindustrialization (see, e.g., Hoffert et al., 
Science (2002)). These extreme and unrealistic 
measures are why global warming activists 
take pains to avoid any debate that would 
clarify what they really want.

   The activists’ new state-based strategy avoids 
open political debate. Instead, it depends on 
having the full range of left-wing pressure 
groups—feminists, abortion and animal rights 
activists, labor organizers and other leftist 
factions—make “global warming” part of their 
message and mission. CCS is among those ac-
tivist groups. This is the familiar “crazy quilt” 
strategy of the Left, a long-march approach by 
which activists lobby states to adopt policies 
that cannot advance on their merits under the 
brighter glare of national legislating. 

   Global warming advocates understand that 
when their emissions-reduction policies are 
implemented at any level they will have dire 
consequences. Global warming regulations 
impose heavy costs on local businesses, chase 
energy-intensive industry to more hospitable 
states if not offshore, bust state budgets, and 
burden citizens and taxpayers in ways that are 
clear and immediate. Then the state politicians 
who champion them will cry ‘Uncle.’ They 
will plead for “harmonized” laws and urge 
Congress to adopt the agenda for the entire 
nation to “level the playing fi eld” between the 
states. That is the unspoken national strategy 
that is behind the Left’s current support for 
state-based global warming policies.
 
Center for Climate Strategies
   The Center for Climate Strategies (CCS) 
is the vehicle endowed by several left-wing 
foundations to promote state climate change 
policy. CCS executive director Thomas 

D. Peterson claims that CCS is a “neutral 
party” offering “policy-neutral” advice. He 
insists that CCS does “not take positions 
on climate policy issues or legislation…or 
on anything.” 
 
   In fact, CCS was created in 2004 as a “policy 
center” for a Harrisburg, Pennsylvania-based 
nonprofi t group called Enterprising Environ-
mental Solutions, Inc. (EESI), 

which is itself a creation of the Pennsylvania 
Environmental Council (PEC), an environ-
mental advocacy group formed in 1970. 
CCS has clear connections to Pennsylvania 
environmental activists like former Al Gore 
staffer Kathleen McGinty, who is currently 
secretary of the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Protection. She is married to 
CCS consultant Karl Hausker. In any future 
Democratic administration, McGinty is a 
likely choice to head the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency. Her state agency works 
closely with PEC and CCS in co-hosting 
meetings of the state’s “Carbon Management 
Advisory Group.” 
 
   It’s apparent that EESI is little more than 
a front group buffering CCS and its lofty 
mission of national climate policy analysis 
from a group of Pennsylvania environmental 

activists. EESI’s tax form even acknowledges 
that while “EESI has its own board of direc-
tors,” it is “controlled by PEC, since PEC is 
the only member of EESI.” PEC’s mission 
statement highlights activism as one of its 
purposes. It takes the usual alarmist positions 
on “global warming,” claiming that climate 
change is the world’s most pressing environ-
mental issue. EESI’s most recent publicly 
available tax return (IRS Form 990

for the fi scal year ending June 30, 2006) 
says PEC “formed EESI to carry out their 
non-regulatory agenda.” 

   Investigative reporter Paul Chesser has 
revealed that EESI (2005 revenues: $2.4 
million) appears to have no employees 
other than administrative support from PEC. 
Instead, EESI outsources its work to hand-
somely rewarded vendors, which include 
PEC and other environmental activists (such 
as McGinty’s husband). Two PEC directors 
and PEC president Brian Hill sit on EESI’s 
fi ve-member board. 
 
   Responding to claims that PEC tries to 
infl uence the state climate policies of other 
states, CCS director Peterson has asserted 
that PEC does not work in other states as a 
policy advocate and that EESI “does not have 

Pennsylvania environment secretary Kathleen McGinty is shown after receiving an 
award at the Take Back America conference in June 2007 organized by the liberal 
lobby, Campaign for America’s Future. McGinty is married to a CCS consultant.
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over the Barnes Foundation. An Execu-
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many of this country’s preeminent 
foundations.  But he also shows that 
other foundations, such as those 
established by Lynde and Harry Brad-
ley, James Duke, and Conrad Hilton, 
safeguard their founders’ values and 
honor their intentions.    

$14.95 (plus shipping)
 To order, call  202-483-6900, or visit 
www.amazon.com/shops/capital_research
or mail your check and book order to:

Capital Research Center
1513 16th Street, NW
 Washington, DC 20036

an advocacy mission, and it doesn’t have an 
advocacy history.” 
 
   But Peterson’s own views are readily 
apparent. An adjunct law professor at the 
Pennsylvania State University Dickinson 
School of Law who received $179,383 in 
environmental consulting fees from EESI in 
tax year 2005, he has dismissed the Senate’s 
95-0 vote against the Kyoto protocol, arguing 
that the vote was meaningless because it was 
preceded by “fl oor statements by many mem-
bers who indicated clearly that they supported 
treaty negotiations.” Amusingly, Peterson 
cites only John Kerry (D-Massachusetts) as 
an example of a lawmaker who supported 
Kyoto before he opposed it. 
 
   Despite its claims to policy neutrality, 
CCS’s mission is to get states to adopt global 
warming policies reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions (principally carbon dioxide).  
Since greenhouse gases are produced by 
burning hydrocarbon energy sources such as 
oil, coal and gas, the so-called fossil fuels, 
CCS’s mission is clearly policy-driven.

How CCS Operates in the States
   CCS is a heavily subsidized consultancy 
that claims to offer governors objective ex-
pertise. In reality, it enables state governors 
to outsource formulation of state policies to 
the liberal foundations and interest groups

that stand behind it. 
 
   As of mid-March 2008, the Center for 
Climate Strategies says it has completed 
plans for “climate policy action” in 10 states, 
including New York, New Jersey and Cali-
fornia. CCS lists 28 experts on staff who at 
work in an additional sixteen states, as well 
as on fi ve multi-state regional initiatives. The 
group boasts that “by 2010, with the help of 
CCS, there is potential for half of the U.S. 
states to enact, or be well on the way to enact-
ing, strong new climate action plans.”
 
   CCS gets the ear of top state offi cials, 
offering discount services. For example, 
CCS advised North Carolina that its fee for 

consulting with the state’s Division of Air 
Quality was $350,000, but the state need only 
pick up about one-third of the cost. According 
to North Carolina’s state free-market think 
tank, the John Locke Foundation, private 
foundations offered to pledge the remainder 
of study’s costs, with the Rockefeller Broth-
ers Fund giving $100,000 and the Z. Smith 
Reynolds foundation $75,000. The Surdna 
and Marisla foundations kicked in $30,000 
and $25,000 respectively.  
 
   Elsewhere, writes investigative reporter 
Paul Chesser, “Minnesota [paid] CCS only 
$40,000 for its climate advisory group 
services, while South Carolina gets its help 
for free.”
 
   After securing a state’s invitation to provide 
it with consulting services, CCS seals the deal 
with additional private foundation funding, 
which rationalizes the state’s closed bidding 
process. This means that CCS agreements 
with states are typically “sole-sourced,” 
with no open bidding. This protects the 
project from competition from other policy 
analysts who may be less zealous and more 
objective. It also minimizes annoying paper 
trails that invite government scrutiny in ad-
vance and public scrutiny later under state 
freedom of information acts and other open 
records laws.
 
   CCS usually consults with a pertinent state 
agency or appointed panel on global warm-
ing, and the agency or panel then makes 
its formal recommendations to the state. 
Sometimes CCS persuades a governor to 
issue an executive order creating a special 
blue-ribbon commission that will legitimize 
CCS’s agenda. 
 
   The Rockefeller Brothers Fund boasts that 
a map of CCS consultations would show the 
group touching down in states from South 
Carolina to Minnesota and from Arizona to 
Vermont. CCS’s Peterson claims the group 
only appears where it is invited. However, it 
seems likely that the group lobbies governors 
and environmental bureaucrats to take that 
initial step. Chesser, a former investigative 
reporter now dedicated full-time to Climate 
Strategies Watch (www.ClimateStrategies-
Watch.com), has shown that most of CCS’s 
money for global warming policy “services” 
comes from a handful of prominent founda-
tions known for funding left-wing causes. 

Thomas D. Peterson, executive director
 of the Center for Climate Strategies
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He reports that in addition to receiving 
funding from the Rockefeller Brothers Fund 
($225,000 in 2004), the Sandler Family Sup-
porting Foundation, the Z. Smith Reynolds 
Foundation, the Surdna Foundation, and the 
Marisla Foundation, the (Ted) Turner Foun-
dation, (Teresa) Heinz Endowments, Energy 
Foundation, Compton Foundation, John 
Merck Fund, and the Merck Family Fund 
also support CCS. The Sandler foundation 
was endowed by George Soros associates 
Herb and Marion Sandler, the co-founders 
of Golden West Financial Corp. They sold 
their S&L holding company to Wachovia 
in 2006 for $24 billion in cash and stock 
and are deeply involved in the Democracy 
Alliance, a secretive group that aspires to 
create a permanent political infrastructure 
of left-wing nonprofi ts, think tanks, media 
outlets, leadership schools, and activist 
groups to compete with the conservative 
movement. The Democracy Alliance has 
brokered more than $100 million in grants 
to liberal nonprofi ts. (For more information 
on the group, see “Billionaires for Big Gov-
ernment: What’s Next for George Soros’s 
Democracy Alliance?” by Matthew Vadum 
and James Dellinger, Foundation Watch, 
January 2008.)
 
   The CCS policy process has one big benefi t: 
It bypasses the state legislatures’ traditional 
role in formulating policy, supplanting them 
with an activist-led process. Only later are 
legislators brought in to ratify policies crafted 
by a rigged cookie-cutter process. When it’s 
done right, the CCS process leaves lawmak-
ers the sole option of rubber-stamping its 
policy prescriptions. A legislator who fails to 
do that risks incurring the wrath of CCS allies 
in the environmental movement as well as 
political heat from the governor who brought 
CCS into the process in the fi rst place.
 
 Now, we all know what would happen if 
a conservative governor were to engage a 

private consulting fi rm founded by a con-
servative advocacy group and paid for by 
conservative foundations to provide policy 
analysis and legislative recommendations. 
Pandemonium. But switch the ideological

labels and paint it green, and things are very 
different. This is what happens when the 
issue is global warming. 

Outsourced Policymaking
   The CCS end-game leads to an increase 
in government and a reduction in individual 
liberty. The group is dedicated to an alarm-
ist proposition that the globe is warming, 
that the warming is caused by humans, and 
that the warming will have catastrophic 
consequences. For the sake of this proposi-
tion, CCS then provides recommendations 
to governors to increase energy costs, raise 
taxes and transfer tax dollars to politically 
connected special interests. However, CCS 
never promises that its recommendations will 
actually avert or diminish global warming, 
for the very good reason that this scenario 
is unsupportable.

   Instead, CCS consultants promise to take 
a fresh look at each state’s special situation 
before it offers the “stakeholders” in the com-
munity a menu of policy options. This is the 
work supposedly justifying the hundreds of 
thousands of dollars that CCS charges to the 
states and private donors. Oddly, however, 
in whatever state CCS operates its recom-
mendations are almost always the same. 

   State governors authorize a state agency or 
commission to present its fi ndings and recom-
mendations. But what’s key is the governor’s 
selection of CCS, whose operatives coordi-
nate the state’s policy process. In effect, the 
state cedes control to CCS “experts” and CCS 
assumes full responsibility for the system, 
gaming it. It inevitably controls the format of 
the meetings, provides the technical analysis, 
sets up the rules for voting, and determines 
the panel’s record-keeping procedures. It 
also supplies the wish list of policy options: 
carbon taxes, Kyoto-style cap-and-trade, re-
duced auto speed limits, Smart Growth-based 
land use regulations, and “climate-friendly 
transportation pricing.” 

   CCS sometimes alters the menu, but it 
never waters down its agenda: States must 
tax, spend and regulate in order to make 
energy more scarce, control growth, and 
limit “automobility.” 

   North Carolina state senator Robert Pit-
tenger, a Republican who participated in 
his state’s CCS-led climate commission, 
concluded that the process was anything but 
open and objective. The “ancillary groups 
came to the Commission with predetermined 
objectives,” he said. State offi cial and com-
mission spokesman Tom Mather agreed, 
noting “the decision was made at the outset 
not to debate the whole science of global 
warming.” No one was willing to discuss 
whether there was any need for the group’s 
work, he recalled, because the existence 

North Carolina state senator Robert Pit-
tenger complained that CCS rigged the 
process in his state.

Where CCS operates:

According to Climate Strategies Watch, as of February 2008 CCS has infi ltrated 21 states 
including Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Iowa, Kansas, 
Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Vermont, and Washington.
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of man-made global warming was simply 
assumed and “is beyond the scope of this 
group.” (Paul Chesser, “Pa. group guides 
NC CO2 panel,” Carolina Journal, August 
30, 2007)

   CCS offers an unappetizing array of policy 
options for states soliciting its services. They 
include:

 carbon taxes 
 big increases in state gas taxes 
 vehicle taxes based on gas mile-

age 
 taxpayer subsidies of such “re-

newable” energy sources as the 
still-uneconomical windmills and 
solar panels 

 increased ratepayer electricity fees 
to subsidize energy “effi ciency” 
programs

 “green energy” requirements: 
known as “Renewable Portfolio 
Standards,” these laws add man-
dates on top of the subsidies for 
increased reliance on windmills, 
solar power and other technologies 
that have fallen into disuse since 
the Industrial Revolution and the 
advent of hydrocarbon power. 

 requiring so-called “Smart Growth” 
city planning 

 mandated indoctrination of children 
by incorporating “green” principles        

into a state’s K-12 curriculum 
 redirecting a set percentage of 

gasoline taxes toward mass transit 
programs 

 surcharges on vehicle fuel effi -
ciency

CCS has introduced its one-size-fi ts-all pre-
scription in states where it is directly involved 
in the policy process. Kansas has hired CCS to 
assist with its efforts. On March 21, Governor 
Kathleen Sebelius, who co-chairs the NGA’s 
energy committee with Pawlenty, issued an 
executive order creating the “Kansas Energy 
and Environmental Policy Advisory Group,” 
which will be administered by CCS. On the 
same day, Sebelius, a Democrat, vetoed a bill 
that would allow construction of two new 
coal-fi red power plants, claiming they would 
cause global warming or make it worse. (The 
computer models used to project climate 
alarm do not support such a claim, i.e. that 
even closing all of the U.S.’s power plants 
would detectably change the climate.) The 
veto is expected to withstand override efforts 
in the Kansas Legislature.

   CCS’s agenda is being advanced in other 
states like Colorado, and it appears, in Utah.   
Scrutiny over Colorado’s governor Bill Rit-
ter bringing CCS into the henhouse revealed 
that the state’s cabinet-level climate czar, 
Heidi Van Genderen, is actually a privately-
endowed position funded by the William

and Flora Hewlett Foundation. Again, one 
wonders whether a coal, oil or other resource 
company could create a similar position 
without causing controversy, as well? Paul 
Chesser found that in Colorado CCS worked 
through the nonprofi t Rocky Mountain Cli-
mate Organization to promote greenhouse 
gas reduction proposals that dovetailed 
and reinforced the Van Genderen-led ac-
tion plan issued in Governor Ritter’s name. 
(Paul Chesser, “Gov. Bill Ritter’s Alarmist 
Advocate Advisor,” GlobalWarming.org, 
February 15, 2008). 

   CCS’s role in Utah is unclear. Early 
documents from Governor Jon Huntsman’s 
“Blue Ribbon Advisory Council on Climate 
Change” cite CCS, but there is no subsequent 
reference to its involvement. The state insists 
that it did not sign a contract with the group. 
However the commission’s proposals man-
age to cite the same fi gures CCS cited in its 
recommendations that were produced for 
the Arizona, New Mexico, Montana, and 
North Carolina processes. Utahans may well 
wonder whether their governor’s commis-
sion discredited its own labor to hide CCS 
involvement or merely lifted another state’s 
CCS analysis without paying for it. 

   Certainly the Utah panel echoes the alarmist 
commentary typically made by CCS policy 
consultants. The Advisory Council’s science 
panel chairman Jim Steenburgh, 

MUST READING  from 
Capital Research Center...

Today’s environmental activists are well-established Wash-

ington insiders determined to impose their ideals on the rest 

of us. In this groundbreaking new book, Bonner R. Cohen, a 

longtime observer of green do-gooders, traces the rise of 

environmentalism in America, a movement so thoroughly in-

grained in DC culture that the installation of one of its own 

as Treasury Secretary was barely noticed. Cohen describes 

how activists created an ideology that now dominates public 

debate, along with a movement of nonprofit groups that is 

well-organized and well-funded.

$14.95 (plus shipping)
To order, call  202-483-6900 

or visit http://www.amazon.com/shops/capital_research or mail your check and book order to: 
Capital Research Center, 1513 16th Street, NW Washington, DC 20036
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Capital Research Center’s next 
online radio shows air live on  

April 8, 3:05 p.m.
May 6, 3:05 p.m.
June 3, 3:05 p.m.

(Eastern time) 
at http://www.rightalk.com

Replays follow at 5 minutes past 
the hour for the following 23 

hours, or listen at your conve-
nience later at http://www.capi-

talresearch.org/podcast/

OT

Please remember 
Capital Research Center 

in your will and estate planning. 

Thank you for your support. 

Terrence Scanlon 
President

head of the University of Utah meteorology 
department, refl ected his biases on his web-
site where he posts with apparent approval 
quotes from radical environmentalists assert-
ing, for example, that the human “approach to 
nature is to beat it into submission.” (http://
www.met.utah.edu/jimsteen/, viewed Febru-
ary 14, 2008)

   Analyses of how to reduce CO2 emissions even 
a fraction as much as global warming activists 
demand conclude nearly unanimously that the 
cost in jobs and productivity will be horrendous. 
Studies by the Congressional Budget Offi ce, 
the Energy Information Agency, and econo-
mists at Yale University and the University 
of Pennsylvania all conclude the job loss. A 
March 2008 study by SAIC, for example, cited 
federal implementation of a GHG-reduction 
scheme as costing 1.2-1.8 million jobs by 
2020, rising to 3-4 million jobs by 2030, and 
reducing household disposable income nearly 
$3,000 in 2020 rising to over $6,000 in 2030. 
[“Analysis of The Lieberman-Warner Climate 
Security Act (S. 2191) Using The National 
Energy Modeling System (NEMS),” report for 
the American Council for Capital Formation 
and the National Association of Manufacturers 
Analysis Conducted by Science Applications 
International Corporation (SAIC), March 13, 
2008, http://www.accf.org/pdf/NAM/full-
study031208.pdf]

   A meta-analysis by Professor Richard Tol of 
the University of Hamburg confi rms a 100-to-1 
ratio of such studies indicating that any pro-
posals will be extremely costly whether or not 
they accomplish their goal to slow or reverse 
the Earth’s warming. Even were the U.S. to 
do this to itself, given that the vast majority of 
the world fl atly rejects such harmful measures 
and the few countries claiming to accept them 
(mostly European nations) continue to actu-
ally increase their emissions, often rapidly, 
such climate-mitigation policies are unlikely 
to be implemented elsewhere, as the alarmist 
theory holds is necessary in order to attain 
some climate impact.

   Apparently in response to revelations made by 
Climate Strategies Watch, CCS acted in March 
2008 – after much of its work was already com-
pleted – to rectify a particular embarrassment. 
This is that not even one analyst on its published 
list of consultants held an advanced degree in 
economics (http://www.climatestrategies.us/
team.cfm). CCS’s process is often touted as 

providing cost/benefi t analyses of the recom-
mendations. This is untrue. According to Dr. 
Roy Cordato of North Carolina’s John Locke 
Foundation, CCS does provide “cost analysis,” 
but it can’t possibly estimate the “benefi t” part 
of its policy proposals, because no scenario 
allows for a claim of any impact on climate, 
let alone “benefi t.” As to the costs, consider 
CCS’s proposal to cut back on truck-idling. For 
personal safety and to avoid cold-starting, big 
diesel rigs frequently idle for up to six hours 
at night in frigid conditions while their drivers 
sleep. CCS says that the expense of reducing 
the idle would be limited to a one-time equip-
ment purchase. However, it does not engage 
in the typical analysis of the opportunity costs 
of lost revenue, social impacts, and other vari-
ables that may result when this accepted and 
standard practice is abandoned. Cordato also 
notes that “when estimating economic impacts, 
CCS often misinterprets costs to be benefi ts.” 
(“Who is the Center for Climate Strategies?” 
Dr. Roy Cordato, Carolina Journal Online, 
June 8, 2007)

   Of course, CCS never goes as far as openly 
claiming its proposals will lead to actual climate 
change benefi ts. That’s because its state-based 
proposals can’t possibly achieve planet-wide 
climate change. As Cordato notes, “The fact 
that CCS is not doing this is a tell-tale sign that 
their work is motivated by advocacy and not 
a sense of analytical rigor. The truth, which 
CCS surely knows but never acknowledges, 
is that none of its proposals – whether enacted 
by the state, the nation, or the world – would 
have any noticeable impact on the climate for 
the foreseeable future—100 to 200 years.” 
(“Who is the Center for Climate Strategies?”, 
Dr. Roy Cordato, Carolina Journal Online, 
June 8, 2007.) 

Conclusion
   To guide discussions and mold options for 
lawmakers to consider, ambitious governors 
are bringing into their states’ policymaking 
processes an activist group, which is funded 
by liberal foundations intent on advancing 
the global warming agenda. As long as global 
warming activists and the policymakers who 
enable them can conceal the costs and tradeoffs 
of their policies, they can avoid the far more 
diffi cult task of convincing Americans that 
state energy rationing will benefi t the global 
climate.

   Chesser and Cordato have shown that it is 

possible to use state open records laws to fi nd 
pertinent documents about the Center for Cli-
mate Strategies and the process by which states 
impose mandates on their citizens. Residents 
of states where CCS is active should ask: How 
is their state’s climate policy process handled? 
What does it cost? What is the alleged climate 
benefi t of the proposals? And if the climate 
doesn’t benefi t, then who does?

   For state legislators to adequately evaluate 
their state’s global warming policies, any in-
volvement by CCS must be made transparent. 
And the politically aspiring governors who 
sponsor CCS involvement should be held 
accountable for their recommendations.

Christopher C. Horner is a Senior Fellow 
with the Competitive Enterprise Institute 
in Washington, D.C., and author of the 
New York Times bestseller The Politically 
Incorrect Guide to Global Warming and 
Environmentalism (Regnery, 2007).
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Briefl yNoted
Conservatism as a movement is dead, a gleeful Robert Borosage of the Campaign for America’s 
Future, opined at a press conference last month, CNSNews.com reports. Borosage, whose liberal lobby 
helped sabotage President George W. Bush’s efforts to reform Social Security, said “the recession is sim-
ilar to the kind of economic chaos we had in ’79,” adding that “the failures abroad are similar to the frustra-
tions [President Jimmy] Carter had with Americans held hostage. The public gets this.” Borosage, who 
provided policy advice to Jesse Jackson’s presidential campaigns, said the 2008 election could be a “sea 
change election” on the magnitude of the 1980 vote that put Ronald Reagan in the White House. Con-
servative strategist Ralph Reed rejected the prediction, noting that after Bill Clinton defeated George 
H.W. Bush in 1992, Democrats wrote the movement’s obituary. “Within two years we had taken control of 
Congress for the fi rst time in 40 years.” 

Weather Channel founder John Coleman has blasted the channel he founded in 1982 for boosting glob-
al warming alarmism.  At last month’s International Conference on Climate Change Coleman said the 
channel should stop “telling us what to think and start giving us useful weather information.” Coleman was 
perhaps referring to the Weather Channel’s Heidi Cullen who has argued that weather forecasters who 
doubt mankind’s role in global warming should be decertifi ed by the American Meteorological Society. 
Coleman told the conference that “the fraud of global warming” could be exposed by suing Al Gore and 
others who sell carbon credits, which would compel climate doomsayers to give a more honest account of 
the policies they propose.

Senator Barack Obama’s presidential campaign released particulars of the $740 million in pork barrel 
spending requests he’s made over the past three years. The Illinois Democrat reportedly got taxpayers to 
fund about $3 of every $10 he sought. However lawmakers denied his $1 million request in 2006 for an 
expansion of the University of Chicago Medical Center, where his wife, Michelle, is a vice president. 
A spokeswoman for the medical center said the senator sought funding for other Illinois hospitals and 
that Mrs. Obama “was not part of our lobbying over the request, not in any way.” However, Byron York 
of National Review Online notes that Mrs. Obama’s value to the hospital skyrocketed after her husband 
became a U.S. senator: Her salary jumped from $121,910 in 2004 to $316,962 in 2005. 

The corporate board of National Public Radio has ousted Ken Stern, who led the organization since 
October 2006. A post at the NPR website credited Stern with helping to “stabilize NPR after years of rocky 
fi nances,” but added that he clashed with local stations over new ways to deliver content, such as through 
cellular telephones. Stern was replaced on an interim basis by NPR board chairman Dennis L. 
Haarsager.

Now on parole, doctor-assisted suicide advocate Jack Kevorkian, a.k.a. “Dr. Death,” plans to run in No-
vember as an Independent for a U.S. House seat in Michigan, CNSNews.com reports. Kevorkian has until 
July 17 to compile at least 3,000 signatures on nominating petitions in order to seek the seat currently 
held by Representative Joe Knollenberg, a Republican. In 1999, Kevorkian, who claims to have assisted 
in more than 130 suicides, received a 10- to 25-year prison term for second degree murder in the assisted 
suicide death of Thomas Youk. Judie Brown, head of the American Life League, described Kevorkian 
as a “media hound.”

Edwin Meese III, Attorney General under President Ronald Reagan, received the Georgetown Law 
Federalist Society’s fi fth annual Lifetime Service Award on March 13. Meese is a member of Capital 
Research Center’s board of trustees.


