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To the Administrator of the EPA and all concerned Americans:

We American citizens oppose categorically the adoption of the rules outlined in this Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR). We offer six specific comments why these proposals must be rejected on principle. We provide our reasons in the attached paper, “Comments to the EPA’s Advance Notice of Proposed Ruination.”
1. First and foremost, we oppose these measures on moral grounds. These proposals violate the moral principles affirmed by the American Founders, and instituted in the American limited government: the inalienable right of every individual to his own life, his own liberty, his own property, and the pursuit of his own happiness. These rights are inalienable; they are not contingent on the permission of a federal agency.

2. We oppose these measures on the grounds of natural history, because claims to man-made global warming contradict the evidence from Earth’s past and present.

3. We oppose these measures on scientific grounds, because the assertions of a man-made global warming crisis are opposed by some of the best scientific minds in the world. There is no “consensus” among scientists that man-made global warming is a crisis requiring government intervention.
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4. We oppose these measures on logical grounds, because claims to man-made global warming are merely the latest in a century-long series of failed predictions of climate catastrophe, built on emotion and not on reason. These dire predictions have alternated between cooling and warming—cycles that have run parallel to the Earth’s natural climate variations.
5. We oppose these measures on technological grounds, because the destruction of fossil fuels—for which there are no practical alternatives in the short-term—will destroy the industrial development that keeps us alive and allows us to prosper.

6. We oppose these immoral measures on political grounds. These measures will elevate a federal agency into an unaccountable, autocratic institution with unlimited power over every individual. This is a declaration of war against the fundamental right to liberty recognized in America’s Declaration of Independence.
There is no scientific consensus that claims to a man-made global warming crisis are true. Many scientists have put their careers at risk to disagree.  We should demand extraordinary evidence before accepting predictions of impending climate catastrophes. As climate scientist Dr. Roy Spencer noted in his testimony before the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, March 19, 2007, “Given the extreme cost to humanity (especially the poor) that most economists claim will result from the restricting or otherwise penalizing the use of fossil fuels, a guiding principle for accepting claims of catastrophic global warming should be: Extraordinary claims require extraordinary evidence.”
Despite this scientific disagreement, and despite the lack of strong evidence, politicians, lobbyists, and environmentalist advocates have fostered the illusion that human responsibility for global warming is a settled issue. The task now, they claim, is solely to implement the laws required to atone for that responsibility. This anti-freedom political consensus is the real danger we face, because the remedies they have assembled against this illusion will have disastrous consequences for billions of people.

This danger is not hypothetical. The governmental actions being planned now are on a scale commensurate with socialist planned economies, and would place the very heart of industrial society—the motive power that keeps its industry beating—under the control of a labyrinthine maze of all-powerful government bureaucracies. Should these proposals be adopted, Americans will face federal controls over minutiae of daily life on a level previously thought intolerable. 
It behooves policy planners, scientists, and citizens alike to grasp the horrific consequences of such policies, while they consider the shaky, disputed scientific grounds on which the calls for action are based.
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The question at hand is this: shall we, on the basis of arbitrary claims of an imminent climate disaster, intentionally destroy our own freedom and prosperity? For the ever-expanding scope of the EPA proposals is such that the destruction of American freedom will follow inevitably—as will the loss of our prosperity and our well-being.
This is, at root, a moral issue. Is there some sacrifice due by the American people to atone for their own prosperity? We say no! Our prosperity, and the industrial base that provides its material goods, are morally good. Further, the freedom, individual initiative, and rights of every individual on which it is built are good, and worthy of our defense. No issue, scientific or otherwise, can be properly examined and confronted without recognition and protection of that freedom.

The totality of the evidence available to us, on scientific, political, and moral grounds, is unequivocal: the impending disaster is an apparition, conjured up by environmentalists and socialists desirous of ending industrial civilization. Our intellectual task is clear: we must purge the man-made global warming premise from our thinking. But this is not enough. We must also strenuously reject the life-threatening political proposals in this ANPR, the whole of which is designed to codify this apparition into law.

Sincerely;

Dr. John David Lewis

Visiting Associate Professor of Political Science, Duke University

Paul Saunders

Senior Semiconductor and Opto-electronics Chemical Process Engineer (Retired)
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania
