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CA's Prop 23 and Economic Armageddon

By Nancy J. Thorner

Californians are about to vote on Proposition 28uspend enforcement of "The California Global Wag1&olutions,”
also know as AB (Assembly Bill) 32. AB 32 was sidrieto law by Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger on Sep&m2y, 2006,
and mandates the following:

1. Reducing Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions to [£98 by 2020.
2. Producing one-third of the state's electrifiityn renewable sources of energy by 2020.

Theintent of Prop 23s to delay the implementation of AB 32 until un@oyment levels in California drop to 5.5 percent
or less over four consecutive quarters.

It is not surprising that President Barack Obantafarmer U.S. Vice President Al Gore have comeamatinst Prop 23.
Gore has been promoting for the past several yeaioomsday scenario of terrible, catastrophigbamgs unless the
world deals with the underlying causes of globatmiag.

Working hard in California talefeat Prop 2are officials in Silicon Valley and the San Frawo Bay Area. This
consortium has already given more than $28 miliadefeat Prop 23. For them, it represents prafits capturing
international business ventures in the green ssaidr as solar power, electric cars, and effidieme lighting.

The group, "Californians for Clean Energy and Jolss formed specifically to oppose Prop &&orge Shultzwho
served as secretary of state during the Reagamédration, was appointed as the honorary co-clairof the group.

"Californians for Clean Energy and Jolists the following reasons for opposing Prop 23 anafeng the implementation
of AB 32:

1. Prop 23 is a deterrent to finding alternativesit to limit dependence on Middle Eastern cow#ri

2. AB 32 will create "clean-tech" jobs.

3/ Prop 23 is a polluter's dream and will lead trenair pollution, increased health risks, and glatarming.
Each of the above stated reasons is beset witls flaw

According to a U.S. Geological Survey assessmégased in April of this year, the report shows &@8 increase in the
amount of oil that can be recovered compared tagemcy's 1995 estimate of 151 millions barrelsilof

This nation has plenty @écoverable ojlbut it has been declared off-limits to drillirgc. by a government that is
pushing green sources of power and which has detthat CQ produced by fossil fuels is a pollutant and thesesof

man-made global warming.

Will AB 32 really create "clean-tech” jobs? A pastiby Michelle Malkin on April 13, 2009 relates a study by Dr. Gabriel
Calzada, an economic professor at Juan Carlos tsitiyén Madrid. According to Dr. Calzada, "Eversegn job with
government money in Spain over the last eight yeanse at the cost of 2.2 regular jobs, and onlyioi® of the newly
created green jobs became permanent jobs." Cazstddy also related "that the U.S. should expesttlts similar to those
in Spain.”

Spain's green initiative was used by President @basra blueprint for how this nation should usefaldfunds to stimulat
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the economy. Obama's economic stimulus packagefw®ongress passed in February of this year, adiddazillions of
dollars to the green jobs industry.

Regarding air pollution, California already has theghest environmental laws in this nation. Pramwduldn’t weaken or
repeal the hundreds of laws in CA which alreadytguthe environment, reduce air pollution, andgebpublic health.

Given that AB 32 would impose on Californians ane state more harm than good, why the expensivé&eatdd
campaign to convince Californians to vote down F28pwhich would actually benefit the people ane skate?

Dr. Robert J. Michaels, Professor of Economicsalif@nia State University at Fullerton, senior IBel at the Institute for
Energy Research, Adjunct Scholar at the Cato lristiand an independent consultant, suggestedeiceatly published
sixty-five page document titled "California’s ClitaaPolicy: The Present and Future of AB 824t political promises are
being made by politicians to convince Californigimgt a rejection of Prop 23 would give their sthie moral and econom
high ground in the battle against carbon.

Further stated by Dr. Michaels in his comprehensiport: "By the state's own estimates, the mddeegreen workers is
negligible, and California’s historically aggregsenvironment policies haves left it with no greemgb picture than most
other states"GaliforniasClimate Policy.pdj.

Californians must overwhelmingly vote "yes" on P&#to save the state from continued loss of bgsigand jobs and
consequent financial ruination. The nation willaagtching as Californians vote on Tuesday, Nover2b&Yill voters elect
to avoid economic Armageddon? A rejection of Pr8m2 November 2 will only encourage states likiadils, with
unreasonable and unrealistic green energy poliantinue down the primrose path.
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