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The Atlanta Journal-Constitution 
EPA’s clean power plan is necessary 
Monday, July 28, 2014 

Many objections are being raised 
about the EPA’s proposal to cut CO2 
emissions by as much as 30 percent 
by 2030. Such resistance is 
predictable, reactionary, and 
completely unjustified. 

To the contrary, if comparable 
restrictions are not adopted and 
successfully implemented soon, the 
consequences for Georgians and 
other Americans will become 
increasingly dire. 

Modest as EPA’s “Clean Power 
Plan” is, it’s an important step in the 
difficult process of reducing serious 
harms to public health, the economy, 
and world climate. In fact, the 
downside ramifications of not 
embracing such controls are already 
mounting. 

“Risky Business,” a report co-
sponsored by a team of renowned 
governmental and business leaders, 
warns that human-induced climate 
change will cause substantially 
worsening crop losses, reduced labor 
productivity, heat-related illnesses, 
premature deaths, and property risks, 
especially in the Southeast. 

Although this report provides a long-
overdue, compelling appeal to the 
business sector – an influential 
player that has fiercely fought 
climate policy – its implications 
reach far beyond economic interests. 

Further vindicating the crucial need 
for carbon controls is the most recent 
National Climate Assessment, which 
reveals a range of trends that are 

already producing troubling 
consequences. Rising land- and 
ocean-surface temperatures, sea 
level, and ice melt as well as global 
glacier mass reduction all point 
toward an array of profound 
problems that are accelerating and 
interactively compounding. 

The implications of this and related 
assessments include: 

• Destruction of forests by wildfire – 
to increase at least 50 percent by 
mid-century. 

• Increased food prices due to crop 
failures – as alternating drought and 
flooding curtail harvests. 

• Destruction of coastal property 
from rising sea-level and powerful 
storm-surges – as much as $100 
billion lost by 2050, and possibly 
five times that much by the end of 
the century. 

• Compromised power-plant capacity 
and more frequent brownouts. 

• Escalating water-supply conflicts. 

As Risky Business team-member 
Tom Steyer says, “The longer we 
wait to address the growing risks of 
climate change, the more it will cost 
us all.” 

In light of these warnings by leaders 
from across the political spectrum, 
taking action to reduce the causes of 
global warming is both urgent and 
prudent. Contrary to those who 
exaggerate the burden of proposed 
carbon-controls by focusing on a few 
temporary impacts, objective 
assessment indicates that EPA’s plan 

will produce at least eight times more 
benefits than costs. 

Benefits include: 

• Reduced medical costs — a 
minimum of $55 billion annually 

• Averted property damage — a 
minimum of $50 billion, likely 
double that. 

• Avoided brown-outs and power-
plant shut-downs — at least $100 
billion. 

• Reduced power costs – an 
estimated 8 percent cut – equivalent 
to $10 billion annually. 

• Protection of crops, timber, and 
fisheries — worth at least $110 
billion a year. 

Unquestionably, EPA’s judicious 
carbon-control plan is an essential 
beginning, but it should go further. 
For instance, the carbon footprint of 
all energy sources must be more 
carefully examined and regulated 
accordingly. Based on reliable 
studies, the ‘life-cycle’ carbon 
burden of nuclear power is 
substantial, yet the plan treats nukes 
as carbon-neutral. 

In the interest of the nation’s future, 
we must actively support timely 
controls on carbon emissions. 

 

David Kyler is executive director of the 
Center for a Sustainable Coast on Saint 
Simons Island. 

 

 
 
Note: The same article was published in The Savannah Morning News on the same date, July 28, 2014.
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Humans are major cause 
of climate change   
The Brunswick News, March 5, 2014 
 
Brian Blue’s letter in the Feb. 28 
edition is stark evidence of the 
decline in standards used in 
discussion of important public 
issues.  
 
In denying significant human 
causes of climate-change, he cites 
CERN as a source of authoritative 
opinion on such issues. Yet, a 
search of the CERN website 
reveals nothing on the topic. In fact 
CERN, though science oriented,is 
devoted to nuclear research.There 
is nothing in their mission or 
expertise that suggests involvement 
in the issue of climate change. 
 
Many have acknowledged the 
influ-ence of sunspots on world 
climate, but none of the thousands 
of well-qualified climate scientists 
working worldwide through the 
Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change suggest that 
sunspots are a primary factor in 
climate trends.  
 
Notably, Web-posted IPCC reports 
explain incontrovertible evidence 
confirming that human activities 
are the major cause of rising 
temperatures and related harms of 
rapidly changing climate. Equally 
clear is that such impacts are 
accelerating in various forms: 
drought, flooding, wildfires, crop 
loss, sea-level rise, melting 
glaciers, species extinctions, and 
ocean acidification. 
 
Policy improvements adopted to re-
duce climate impacts caused by 
humans would have collateral 
benefits worth seeking in their own 
right. 
 
What is the downside of reducing 
pollution-caused diseases, 
providing clean, renewable energy 
sources and creating far more jobs 
through this needed transformation 
than in conventional practices? 
 
The only threat of making reforms 
needed to address climate change is 
faced by those who profit from 
polluting, carbon-based energy – 
businesses unfairly benefiting from 
various tax policies and other 
hidden costs. 
 

David Kyler 
St. Simons Island 
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Wetland distinction needs  
several factors to qualify 
The Brunswick News, September 5, 2014 
 
Recent disputes over a potential solar farm site in 
Sterling have raised important facts about wetlands 
that must be clarified. Disruptive confusion has 
persisted related to vital distinctions between hydric 
soils and wetlands. 
 
Contrary to repeated statements reported in this 
paper, hydric soils do not necessarily make a site 
unsuitable for development, nor are they alone the 
basis for restricting development. 
 
Areas that are prohibited from development must 
also have other features — most notably saturated 
soils. For various reasons, many sites in this area 
have hydric soils but do not have either wetlands 
vegetation or saturated soils. Unless wetlands plants 
and saturated soils also exist at a given location, 
having hydric soils is not a reason to prohibit 
development. 
 
It should be noted that not all hydric 
soils are the same, and some are better for 
development than others. 
 
In any case, while Glynn County commonly has 
hydric soils, many individual properties having such 
soils are not wetlands, and thus they are not 
prohibited from development. The only way to 
determine if wetlands are present is to have a 
legitimate site survey done.  
 
Further counterproductive conflict will be created if 
the issue is over-simplified by incorrectly 
representing hydric soils as categorically unsuitable 
for development. 

 
To effectively secure responsible development in 
Glynn County, the county commission, the 
development authority and the chamber of 
commerce must have a better understanding of such 
information. 
 
The non-profit Center for a Sustainable Coast will 
be glad to assist in that effort at no cost. 
 

David Kyler 
Center for a Sustainable Coast 

St. Simons Island 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Center commentary published in public media, 2014  

  



Center commentary published in public media, 2014  
 
 
 
 
 

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	   	  
	   	  



Center commentary published in public media, 2014  

	  

	  
	  
ASR:	   Not	   just	   another	  
“tool	  in	  the	  toolbox”	  

The Savannah Morning News,	   Guest	   Column,	  
August	  12,	  2014	  

	  
A recent public meeting held on 
the topic of Aquifer Storage and 
Recovery (ASR) conspicuously 
neglected other relevant water-
management problems and 
opportunities. The meeting was 
hosted on Jekyll Island by a General 
Assembly Natural Resources ‘study 
committee’ chaired by Senator Ross 
Tolleson. 
 
Repeatedly, both EPD staff as well 
as committee members referred to 
ASR as ‘just another water 
management tool in the toolbox.’ 
 
Considering the risks involved in 
using it – including possible 
irreversible damage to coastal 
Georgia’s pristine and vital drinking 
water supply, the Floridan aquifer – 
if ASR is a tool, it is akin to an 
unwieldy chainsaw. Such a 
potentially dangerous device is 
hardly ‘just another tool’ and it is 
misleading to describe it as such.  
 
ASR is now being studied because a 
bill that would have permanently 
prohibited it, sponsored by coastal 
Senator William Ligon, Jr. of 
Brunswick, was tabled in the last 
session of the Georgia General 
Assembly. Prior to that, there had 
been a series of temporary state 
prohibitions against using ASR in 
Georgia over the past 15 years. 
 
For a combination of reasons, not 
only is ASR a chainsaw among 
water management tools, but its 
proposed use reveals fundamental 
failures in Georgia’s approach to 
environmental regulation and 

resource management. Much less 
expensive and risky methods for 
improving water management are 
available, yet these are not being 
considered by legislators or 
regulators. 
 
Georgia has no water-supply 
problems – rather, the state has water 
management problems. The reason 
for management deficiencies is that 
practical alternatives for ensuring 
responsible use of public resources 
like water are never fully explored 
because they are politically dicey.  
 
Consider some examples of safe, 
pragmatic, and reliable alternatives 
available for improving water 
management in Georgia that have 
much greater public benefit and far 
lower risks than ASR: 
 
- Georgians actually use more 

water by burning electricity than 
by turning on the tap – at home 
and at work – because 
conventional forms of power 
generation (coal, oil and nukes) 
are so water-dependent, 
vaporizing hundreds of millions 
of gallons daily. Therefore, by 
simply improving tax incentives 
to reward energy-efficiency 
upgrades for homes and 
businesses, millions of gallons of 
water a day could be saved. And 
the need for more power for a 
growing population could be 
greatly reduced, cutting the costs 
of both brownouts and meeting 
future water demand. 

 

- Implement water-cooling 
requirements for power plants 
that combine air and water to 
reduce water needs by hundreds 
of millions of gallons a day. 
 

- Provide supporting tax credits to 
fast-track conversion to clean, 
water-free power sources such as 
solar and wind. By switching 
from water-wasting 
thermoelectric power-plants to 
water-free power sources, 
enormous volumes of water 
could be wisely diverted to other 
needs supporting future growth. 

 
Until state policies account for 
connections between power-
generation and water use, effective 
water management will remain 
elusive. And Georgia’s ‘toolbox’ will 
be limited to a few risky and 
impractical devices such as ASR, 
unguided by accountable, 
comprehensive policy. 
 
Responsible water management can 
never be achieved by limiting our 
options to politically convenient 
policies that are preferred by special 
interests. Prudent measures must be 
established that will improve water 
management with less cost to tax 
payers, lower environmental risk, 
and far greater reliability for water 
users.   
 
David Kyler, Executive Director  
Center for a Sustainable Coast 
Saint Simons Island 

 
 
 


