
Why	  are	  greens	  so	  keen	  to	  destroy	  the	  world's	  wildlife?	  
	  
UK	  journalist	  Christopher	  Booker,	  writing	  in	  The	  Telegraph:	  
	  
Last	  week's	  scenes	  of	  green	  campaigners	  exulting	  at	  the	  decision	  by	  10	  
Lancashire	  county	  councillors	  to	  reject	  an	  application	  to	  erect	  a	  
drilling	  rig	  for	  fracking	  near	  Preston	  -‐	  on	  the	  grounds	  that	  it	  would	  
have	  an	  "adverse	  urbanising	  effect	  on	  the	  landscape"	  -‐	  recalled	  a	  
piece	  I	  wrote	  in	  January,	  headed	  "Which	  'environment'	  do	  
'environmentalists'	  really	  care	  about?".	  
	  
On	  that	  occasion,	  the	  greenies	  were	  celebrating	  the	  refusal	  of	  a	  
previous	  fracking	  application,	  just	  when	  they	  were	  welcoming	  plans	  to	  
add	  a	  further	  24	  wind	  turbines	  400ft	  high	  to	  what	  is	  already	  England's	  
largest	  onshore	  wind	  farm,	  looking	  down	  from	  the	  Pennines	  on	  Rochdale.	  
When	  Professor	  David	  MacKay	  stepped	  down	  as	  chief	  scientific	  adviser	  
to	  the	  Department	  of	  Energy	  and	  Climate	  Change	  (DECC)	  last	  year,	  he	  
produced	  a	  report	  comparing	  the	  environmental	  impact	  of	  a	  fracking	  
site	  to	  that	  of	  wind	  farms.	  
	  
Over	  25	  years,	  he	  calculated,	  a	  single	  "shale	  gas	  pad"	  covering	  five	  
acres,	  with	  a	  drilling	  rig	  85ft	  high	  (only	  needed	  for	  less	  than	  a	  year),	  
would	  produce	  as	  much	  energy	  as	  87	  giant	  wind	  turbines,	  covering	  5.6	  
square	  miles	  and	  visible	  up	  to	  20	  miles	  away.	  Yet,	  to	  the	  greenies,	  the	  
first	  of	  these,	  capable	  of	  producing	  energy	  whenever	  needed,	  without	  a	  
penny	  of	  subsidy,	  is	  anathema;	  while	  the	  second,	  producing	  electricity	  
very	  unreliably	  in	  return	  for	  millions	  of	  pounds	  in	  subsidies,	  fills	  
them	  with	  rapture.	  
	  
Ever	  more	  evidence	  is	  piling	  in	  these	  days	  to	  show	  how	  one	  of	  the	  
oddest	  anomalies	  of	  our	  time	  is	  the	  astonishing	  extent	  to	  which	  the	  
dream	  of	  "renewable,	  carbon-‐free"	  energy	  is	  creating	  one	  environmental	  
disaster	  after	  another.	  The	  flailing	  blades	  of	  wind	  turbines	  across	  
the	  world	  may	  have	  been	  shown	  to	  kill	  millions	  of	  birds	  and	  bats;	  a	  
fact	  that	  their	  enthusiasts,	  including	  the	  Royal	  Society	  for	  the	  
Protection	  of	  Birds,	  do	  not	  advertise.	  But	  even	  more	  blatant	  is	  
becoming	  the	  wholesale	  destruction	  of	  forests,	  thanks	  to	  the	  lavish	  
subsidies	  now	  being	  offered	  to	  burn	  them	  as	  "biomass"	  to	  make	  
electricity.	  
	  
A	  chilling	  recent	  report	  by	  the	  journalist	  David	  Rose	  showed	  the	  
ecological	  devastation	  being	  wrought	  over	  thousands	  of	  square	  miles	  of	  
hardwood	  forest	  in	  the	  US	  to	  fuel	  power	  stations	  in	  Britain	  such	  as	  
Drax,	  by	  a	  process	  that	  even	  some	  environmentalists	  now	  admit	  ends	  up	  
by	  giving	  off	  more	  CO2	  than	  the	  coal	  it	  is	  intended	  to	  replace.	  In	  
another	  report,	  Rose	  used	  shocking	  pictures	  to	  show	  how	  the	  "biomass"	  



craze,	  heavily	  subsidised	  through	  DECC's	  Renewable	  Heat	  Initiative,	  is	  
creating	  a	  similar	  swath	  of	  destruction	  across	  ancient	  woodlands	  here	  
in	  Britain,	  even	  including	  some	  owned	  by	  the	  climate-‐dotty	  National	  
Trust.	  As	  one	  academic	  ecologist	  mourns,	  forests	  full	  of	  wildlife	  "are	  
being	  butchered	  in	  the	  name	  of	  an	  ideology".	  
	  
It	  has	  long	  been	  known	  that	  a	  scandal	  of	  the	  age	  is	  the	  even	  greater	  
havoc	  being	  wrought	  in	  south-‐east	  Asia,	  where	  thousands	  of	  square	  
miles	  of	  rainforest,	  brimming	  with	  life,	  are	  being	  replaced	  by	  sterile	  
palm	  oil	  plantations	  to	  meet	  the	  EU's	  targets	  for	  "biofuels".	  Last	  
month,	  the	  Telegraph	  published	  a	  report	  on	  how,	  inter	  alia,	  this	  is	  
killing	  off	  the	  last	  orang-‐utans	  across	  a	  huge	  area	  of	  Sumatra.	  
	  
Then,	  only	  last	  week,	  the	  University	  of	  East	  Anglia	  published	  a	  study	  
on	  just	  one	  of	  the	  smallest	  of	  40	  massive	  hydro-‐electric	  schemes	  in	  
Brazil.	  Twenty-‐five	  years	  after	  1,000	  square	  miles	  of	  the	  Amazon	  
rainforest	  were	  flooded	  by	  the	  Balbina	  dam,	  to	  produce	  a	  mere	  250	  
megawatts	  of	  electricity,	  less	  than	  1	  per	  cent	  of	  the	  3,546	  islands	  it	  
created	  still	  have	  any	  significant	  wildlife	  left.	  Billions	  of	  animals,	  
birds,	  reptiles	  and	  insects,	  not	  to	  mention	  the	  former	  forest-‐dwelling	  
Indian	  tribes,	  have	  vanished.	  Again,	  scientific	  studies	  show	  that	  the	  
amount	  of	  greenhouse	  gases	  emitted	  from	  the	  rotting	  vegetation	  
destroyed	  by	  this	  and	  other	  hydroelectric	  schemes,	  some	  very	  much	  
larger	  than	  Balbina,	  is	  far	  greater	  than	  anything	  their	  "renewable"	  
power	  nominally	  saves.	  
	  
All	  in	  all,	  wherever	  we	  look,	  this	  pursuit	  of	  the	  dream	  of	  
"carbon-‐free	  energy"	  is	  creating	  an	  ecological	  catastrophe.	  Like	  so	  
many	  of	  the	  great	  crimes	  of	  history,	  this	  one	  is	  being	  perpetrated	  by	  
people	  who	  imagine	  they	  are	  doing	  something	  praiseworthy.	  In	  this	  
case,	  possessed	  by	  their	  delusion	  that	  they	  are	  battling	  for	  nature	  
and	  the	  future	  of	  the	  planet,	  they	  are	  in	  fact	  doing	  as	  much	  as	  anyone	  
to	  destroy	  the	  very	  things	  they	  kid	  themselves	  they	  are	  trying	  to	  
save.	  
	  
	  
	  
Mystery	  grows	  over	  Met	  Office's	  'hottest	  day'	  
	  
No	  sooner	  had	  the	  BBC	  and	  all	  the	  usual	  suspects	  rushed	  to	  trumpet	  
that	  last	  Wednesday	  was	  the	  hottest	  July	  day	  in	  the	  history	  of	  the	  
world	  than	  more	  thoughtful	  observers,	  such	  as	  that	  diligent	  blogger	  
Paul	  Homewood	  (on	  Notalotofpeopleknowthat),	  began	  raising	  their	  
eyebrows.	  
	  
For	  a	  start,	  it	  was	  odd	  for	  the	  Met	  Office	  to	  base	  its	  claimed	  record	  



of	  36.7C	  (98F)	  on	  a	  single	  reading	  at	  Heathrow	  airport,	  when	  it	  is	  
well-‐known	  that	  thermometers	  surrounded	  by	  a	  vast	  area	  of	  tarmac	  can	  
exaggerate	  heat	  by	  as	  much	  as	  2	  degrees.	  Even	  the	  Met	  Office's	  own	  
hourly	  record	  only	  showed	  its	  highest	  Heathrow	  reading	  on	  Wednesday	  as	  
35.9C,	  while	  four	  other	  sites	  nearby	  showed	  the	  day's	  hottest	  
recording	  at	  just	  35C.	  
	  
Even	  if	  36.7C	  was	  genuinely	  the	  hottest	  July	  reading	  since	  records	  
were	  kept,	  this	  would	  still	  have	  been	  way	  short	  of	  the	  38.5C	  recorded	  
at	  Faversham	  on	  August	  16	  2003;	  or	  that	  famous	  day,	  August	  3	  1990,	  when	  
Cheltenham	  registered	  37.1C	  and	  local	  records	  were	  broken	  all	  over	  the	  
country,	  which	  still	  stand.	  I	  recall	  that	  afternoon	  showing	  my	  young	  
sons	  the	  thermometer	  in	  our	  shaded	  West	  Country	  courtyard	  reading	  98F,	  
before	  taking	  it	  out	  into	  the	  sun	  to	  see	  it	  shooting	  off	  the	  top	  at	  
130F.	  
	  
But	  nothing	  last	  week	  better	  conveyed	  the	  desperation	  of	  the	  warmists	  
to	  convince	  us	  that	  the	  world	  is	  hotter	  than	  ever	  than	  a	  remarkable	  
item	  on	  Tuesday's	  Today	  programme,	  when	  Lord	  Deben	  (aka	  John	  Gummer),	  
bursting	  with	  self-‐righteousness,	  broke	  the	  record	  for	  the	  largest	  
number	  of	  absurd	  claims	  ever	  squeezed	  into	  a	  single	  three-‐minute	  
interview:	  such	  as	  telling	  us	  that	  Bangladesh	  will	  soon	  be	  so	  
intolerably	  hot	  that	  we	  shall	  see	  "170	  million	  displaced	  people	  
wandering	  the	  world,	  looking	  for	  somewhere	  to	  live".	  
	  
So	  insistent	  was	  the	  noble	  lord	  that	  everything	  he	  was	  saying	  was	  
"absolutely	  true"	  that	  John	  Humphrys	  eventually	  suggested	  that	  some	  
people	  might	  think	  his	  wild	  assertions	  sounded	  "more	  like	  a	  religion	  
than	  a	  science".	  Gumboot	  hilariously	  replied	  that	  people	  had	  better	  
believe	  him	  -‐	  because	  "even	  the	  Pope"	  was	  now	  agreeing	  with	  him.	  
	  
	  
	  
 


