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Modeling The Environment

The Carbon Footprint

Climate chan
ge: the idea that the planet we live on is getting increasingly warmer over time.  Some do not rank climate change as important as foreign affairs, or other domestic problems; nevertheless, it is an issue that will need to be addressed with Obama’s second term in office.  Two people in particular who have climate change suggestions for Obama are Christine Todd Whitman and Carol Browner.  They both cele
brate the fact that climate change is a genuine issue, however, the way they would improve energy is different for both persons. Browner believes the President should empo
wer clean energy with laws and regulation, while Whitman suggests the president looks towards a cap and trade policy on carbon emission.  

One point that Whitman and Browner may not agree on is the use of regulation to create clean ene
rgy.  In other words, Whitman believes that President Obama should streamline the regulation process, and reduce the burden that businesses go through.  Browner on the other hand, believes that President Obama should empower regulations on companies, thereby enforcing cleaner energy.  In her debates article, Whitman firmly enforces her opinion by saying, “Finally, I hope that President Obama follows through on his mention during the campaign of clearing out needless regulations that burden businesses throughout the country. Streamlining the regulatory process does not mean abandoning regulation or enforcement, but it can bring certainty to an often confusing, duplicative and expensive system, making compliance easier and more universal.” (Whitman 1)  In a way, what Whitman is saying goes against Browner’s ideas of regulating clean energy through laws.  Instead of utilizing a cap-and-trade policy, as Whitman would have done, Carol Browner suggests, “the president can continue to make real progress toward a clean energy future by using his executive authority and leveraging existing energy laws.”(Browner 2)  Although she says to leverage EX
ISTING energy laws, somewhat like what Christine Whitman is saying, her ideas for the president are slightly different.  Either way, both debaters certainly have set plans on how to address climate change.

My feelings on the issue are edging towards the ideas of Christine Todd Whitman.  First of all, I agree with Whitman’s idea of a cap-and-trade program.  This idea, where companies buy permits for the CO2 they will emit, would be profitable to the companies, the economy, and the environment.  Both political parties should agree that a cap-and-trade policy would be a smart idea for our country at this time.  Although there have been disagreements in 
congress, Whitman says this idea should be left on the table, and I tend to agree with her.  The benefits of a successful cap-and-trade policy would be tremendous.  The nation would be generating revenue by reducing its
’ carbon footprint, and efficient companies would be rewarded nicely.  There are very few flaws to the cap-and-trade system.

Carol Browner makes a good point when she says, “even for those who don’t believe climate change is real, the benefits of clean energy -- cleaner air, energy independence, American jobs and enhanced global competitiveness -- are just too important to ignore.” (Browner 2)  I do not necessarily agree with her ideas of empowering legislation, but this statement is true.  I personally believe that climate change is real, and it must be addressed, but there are certainly advantages to cleaner energy even if you are not a believer.  Browner goes on to say that by empow
ering the clean air act, and reducing mercury emissions, President Obama has already prevented 130,000 asthma attacks and saved 11,000 lives.  This may be true, but is enforcing laws really the way to reduce carbon emissions?  

Browner would argue that yes, empowering laws is an easy fix to our problem.  However, empowering laws does not directly address the pro
blem.  It merely works to restrain companies, and would also upset those who are forced to abide by the laws.  By enforcing laws to reduce carbon emissions, we would be dodging the issue.  The real issue at hand is carbon emission and the greenhouse effect, and I firmly believe Whitman’s ideas address the issue more directly than Browner’s.  Whitman provides a solution that is beneficial to both the democrats and republicans, and does not further divide our already divided country.  It clearly and directly combats carbon emission, while simultaneously introducing a reward system for efficient companies, and a new source of government income.

In her debate Carol Browner also looks to another form of energy, natural gas.  She specifically refers to the method of extracting natural gas known as hydraulic fracturing, otherwise known as fracking.  This method involves discharging large amounts of water and chemicals into natural gas deposits in order to free up the gas underground.  This has proven to be an effective way of accessing natural gas, however, it has also proven to be terrible for the environment.  Fracking is a very easy way to contaminate drinking water, and destroy local ecosystems.  

On this matter, Carol Browner states, “we need to make sure “fracking” is done in accordance with strong public health standards that protect our resources and provide uniform certainty.”(Browner 2)  Proponents of fracking, such as Carol Browner, would say that the benefits of natural gas far outweigh the risks it brings to the table, when in reality it is much the opposite. I hold the opinion that “Fracking” defies uniform health standards in multiple ways, and there is very little that can be done that will make fracking “protect our resources.”  At one frack site you are likely to see: trucks driving in heavy machinery, roads built to accommodate the trucks, land and trees cleared for the site, chemicals pumped into groundwater, trucks driving out toxic waste, and the list goes on.  No matter what regulations you put on hydraulic fracturing, nothing good will ever come from such a long list of drawbacks.(F.A.W.W. 3)  

Although Whitman is not an opponent of 
Hydraulic Fracturing, she does not appear to be a proponent either.  Overall, her ideas for reducing our carbon footprint are more reliable than Carol Browner’s.  It is true that we need to seek out new forms of energy, and reduce our use of fossil fuels, but fracking is simply not an answer to this question.  Natural gas is good, because it takes away from the current reliability on coal and oil, but it is still a fossil fuel.  The downsides to hydraulic fracturing for natural gas or oil are also not worth the pressure it takes off of our coal usage.  Although some would say fracking is useful in unpopulated areas, or places where it will not harm people, this is not necessarily true.  Hydraulic fracturing as a whole is very unpredictable, and it is certainly harmful for the surrounding ecosystem.  People are not the only ones affected by fracking.  

Although both Whitman and Browner are strong advocates of reducing carbon emission, the way they propose to do so differs slightly.  I strongly believe that in the long run, a cap-and-trade policy has lasting benefits.  Empowering laws and fracking may be temporary solutions, but they do not address the problem directly, and both have many fundamental flaws.  As President Obama enters his second term we have to hope that he will make steps towards reducing our overall carbon emission, and thereby reducing our effect on global climate change.  One may say that climate change does not exist, but is it healthy to be breathing in excess contaminants?  I strongly believe that taking steps toward reducing carbon emissions, and working for a cleaner environment as a whole, is beneficial to our country in more ways than one; we just need to get the ball r
olling.
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�In formal writing, I think it is better to avoid this sort of incomplete sentence with no verb.  It may seem like a strong way to make a statement or establish an idea, but some readers (like me) find it annoying.     


�“celebrate” sounds a bit odd here.  Maybe say “start from the assumption that climate change is a genuine issue”


�Word choice:  maybe “encourage the development of.”


�This is repetitive.  You essentially made this point already at the end of the previous paragraph.  


�To emphasize something like this, it would be better to use italics or underline rather than going to all capitals.  


�Capitalize Congress.


�No apostrophe here.  


�That's a very large number of “empowerings.”  It gets to be repetitive after a while.   


�I think you are making the point that laws would still need to be enforced by some policing agency.  This is a good point, but you are not saying it directly so it's not really clear what you mean.   You could say that the difference between Browner's idea and Whitman's idea is the difference between telling someone they have to do something and making them want to do it because it is in their interest.  


�Don't need the capitals here.  


�Marshall, 





Your structure is generally good.  I did not see, though, where you were “planting a naysayer” as you mentioned in your email.  If you want to try a rewrite, I would suggest taking the issues raised by  one of the other contributors to the NYTimes blog (maybe one of the foreign policy people).  Say something like “Some might say that addressing current foreign policy issues such as … is more pressing for our current situation.  But I would counter that argument by saying … “
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