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THE
ULTIMATE
WINTER

SALE
Suede Jackets & Blazers

as low as $10699

Leather Jackets
as low as $19699

Wool & Cashmere
Blend Topcoats

$26999

Cashmere & Lambswool Scarves
$3199 to $6199

Cashmere Lined Gloves
(also available unlined) $3199

Assorted Sweaters & Long
Sleeve Knits up to 70% off

1601 Main Street, Columbia
(803) 765-9200 • (800) 960-2286
Mon - Sat, 9:30 - 6:00 • louries.com

For business. For pleasure. For life.

Lourie’s customers receive two hours of
free parking in the City of Columbia
parking deck adjacent to our store. Includes Big & Tall sizes!

Brand Name Seasonal
Suits, Sportcoats, Slacks
Dress Shirts & Neckwear!

UP
TO 70%off
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St. Michael and All Angels’ Episcopal Church

6408 Bridgewood Rd at North Trenholm
Call 803-782-8080 for more information
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Financial  Seminars
Everyone Welcome to Attend.

February 10 – Planning for College
February 17 – Charitable Giving

10:00 – 11:00 a.m. each Saturday
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Expires February 28, 2007

C O M M E N T A R Y

Energy independence that will
protect the environment and
strengthen our economy is a

serious challenge for South Car-
olina. 

That is why I have introduced
four bills collectively known as “En-
ergy Independence for South Car-
olina’s Future.” Together, they ad-
dress our growing dependence on
foreign energy, the rising costs of
energy on our state, the effects of
a building’s indoor environment on
its occupants and protecting the
beautiful environment for which
South Carolina has become famous.

Because this initiative is so im-
portant to our future, we
already have 13 biparti-
san co-sponsors, includ-
ing six Senate committee
chairmen. We have also
received seven letters of
endorsement from orga-
nizations across our state.

Without raising taxes,
two of the bills will im-
plement aggressive sus-
tainable construction
standards for our public
buildings and schools, us-
ing a high-performance
rating system known as
LEED. This whole-build-
ing approach to sustainability and
high-performance standards eval-
uates a building’s cost based on its
entire life in operation, rather than
just the up-front construction costs.
With average cost premiums of only
2 percent, life-cycle savings are cur-
rently averaging 20 percent of the
building’s construction costs, thus
returning more than 10 times the
initial investment.

Another important factor ad-
dressed in these bills is the indoor
environment. Several studies have
shown that high-performance build-
ings have been positively and sig-

nificantly correlated with increased
productivity. As indoor air quality
improves, student absenteeism and
incidences of asthma decrease
while standardized test scores in-
crease.

School buildings would expe-
rience average savings equaling
four times the initial investment
after building a high-performance
school. Sustainable schools use an
average of 33 percent less energy
and 32 percent less water, result-
ing in major savings for local
school districts while providing an
improved learning environment for
our children. 

According to the U.S.
General Accounting Of-
fice, 14 million students —
more than a quarter of all
students in our country —
attend schools considered
below standard or dan-
gerous, with air unfit to
breath in nearly 15,000
schools. This is simply un-
acceptable practice. South
Carolina must be a leader
in improving the learning
environment for our chil-
dren.

Innovative investment
is the key to our economic

future. The Sustainable Investment
Act creates tax incentives for pri-
vate developers to use these rigor-
ous “green” standards in con-
structing new or renovated
commercial buildings. In addition,
the bill creates an expedited per-
mitting process for developers em-
ploying LEED standards. These in-
centives encourage private-sector
demand without enacting excessive
regulation that causes unnecessary
burdens on the businesses that
drive our state’s economy.

Finally, the fourth bill would re-
quire the state’s Fleet Management

Program to select hybrid, plug-in
hybrid, biodiesel and Flex-Fuel ve-
hicles when price, performance and
quality are comparable to tradi-
tional vehicles. South Carolina
spends more than $32 million an-
nually on more than 14 million gal-
lons of fuel for our fleet. This bill
will reduce the state’s spending
while minimizing the unpre-
dictability of our fuel supply and the
emissions that poison our environ-
ment.

Additionally, these bills could
grow our economy. A 2004 report
found that for every $10 million
spent on additional energy effi-
ciency investments, 160 short-term
jobs and 30 permanent jobs are cre-
ated. Rather than sending our
money to other countries for en-
ergy, we should be implementing
standards that will further South
Carolina’s economy and create jobs
for our own citizens.

This initiative will go a long way
in promoting our state’s vital eco-
nomic and strategic interests. Last
year, South Carolinians spent more
than $18 billion on energy, 98 per-
cent of which came from outside
our state. Even more troublesome,
a great deal of our energy supply
comes from hostile foreign coun-
tries. Together, these measures will
lessen our demand while protect-
ing our state and national interests.
They will promote a growing niche
in our burgeoning construction
market, and will enhance our state’s
primary industry — tourism — by
protecting the areas our citizens
and our visitors love to visit or call
home.

I hope you will join me in cham-
pioning this initiative. 

Sen. Ritchie is Senate majority
whip. He can be reached at

JHR@scsenate.org.

Energy independence for
South Carolina’s future

Y ou could be excused for
thinking that we’ll soon do
something serious about

global warming. Last Friday, the In-
tergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) — an international
group of scientists — concluded
that, to a 90 percent probability, hu-
man activity is warming the Earth.
Earlier, Democratic congressional
leaders made global warming leg-
islation a top priority; and 10 big
U.S. companies (including General
Electric and DuPont) endorsed fed-
eral regulation. Strong action seems
at hand.

Don’t be fooled. The dirty secret
about global warming is this: We
have no solution. About 80 percent
of the world’s energy
comes from fossil fuels
(coal, oil, natural gas), the
main sources of man-
made greenhouse gases.
Energy use sustains eco-
nomic growth, which — in
all modern societies —
buttresses political and so-
cial stability. Until we can
replace fossil fuels, or find
practical ways to capture
their emissions, govern-
ments will not sanction
the deep energy cuts that
would truly affect global
warming.

Considering this reality, you
should treat the pious exhortations
to “do something” with skepticism,
disbelief or contempt. These pro-
nouncements are (take your pick)
naive, self-interested, misinformed,
stupid or dishonest. Politicians
mainly want to be seen as reduc-
ing global warming when they’re
not. Companies want to polish their
images and exploit markets created
by new environmental regulations.

Anyone who honestly examines
global energy trends must reach
these harsh conclusions. In 2004,
world emissions of carbon dioxide
(CO2, the main greenhouse gas) to-
taled 26 billion metric tons. Under
plausible economic and population
assumptions, they’ll grow to 40 bil-

lion tons by 2030, projects the In-
ternational Energy Agency in Paris.
About three-quarters of the in-
crease comes from developing
countries, two-fifths from China
alone. By 2009, the IEA expects
China to pass the United States as
the largest source of CO2.

Poor countries won’t sacrifice
economic growth — lowering
poverty, fostering political stability
— to placate the rich world’s global
warming fears. Why should they?
On a per-person basis, their CO2

emissions are only about one-fifth
the level of rich countries. In Africa,
less than 40 percent of the popula-
tion even has electricity.

Nor will existing technologies,
aggressively deployed,
rescue us. The IEA did an
“alternative scenario” that
simulated the effect of
1,400 policies to reduce
fossil fuel use; for exam-
ple, fuel economy for new
U.S. vehicles was as-
sumed to increase 30 per-
cent by 2030. The result:
by 2030, annual CO2

emissions would rise 31
percent instead of 55 per-
cent.

Since 1850, global
temperatures have in-
creased almost 1 degree

Celsius. Sea level has risen about 7
inches. So far, global warming has
been a change, not a calamity. The
IPCC projects wide ranges for the
next century: temperature increases
anywhere from 1.1 degrees Celsius
to 6.4 degrees; sea level rises any-
where from 7 inches to almost 2
feet. People might easily adapt; or
there might be costly disruptions
(say, flooding of coastal cities re-
sulting from melting polar ice caps).

I do not say we should do noth-
ing; but we should not delude our-
selves. In the United States, the fa-
vored remedy is “cap and trade.”
It’s environmental grandstanding
— politicians pretending they’re do-
ing something.

Companies would receive or

buy quotas (“caps”) to emit CO2. To
exceed the limits, they’d acquire
some other company’s unused quo-
tas (“trade”). How simple. Just or-
der companies to cut emissions.
Businesses absorb all the costs.

But in practice, no plausible
“cap-and-trade” program would sig-
nificantly curb global warming. To
do that, quotas would have to be
set so low as to shut down the econ-
omy. Or the cost of scarce quotas
would skyrocket — and be passed
along to consumers through much
higher energy prices. Neither out-
come seems likely. The program
would be a regulatory burden with
little benefit. It would be a bonanza
for lobbyists and lawyers, as in-
dustries and localities besieged
Washington for exceptions and
special treatment.

What we really need is a more
urgent program of research and de-
velopment, focusing on nuclear
power, electric batteries, alterna-
tive fuels and the capture of CO2.
Naturally, there’s no guarantee that
socially acceptable and cost-com-
petitive new technologies will re-
sult. But without them, global
warming is more or less on auto-
matic pilot.

Meanwhile, we could temper
our energy appetite. I’ve argued be-
fore for a high oil tax to prod Amer-
icans to buy more fuel-efficient ve-
hicles. The main aim would be to
limit insecure oil imports; but it
would also check CO2 emissions.
Similarly, we might be better off
shifting some of the tax burden
from wages and profits to a broader
tax on energy or carbon. That
would favor more fuel-efficient light
bulbs, appliances and industrial
processes.

It’s a debate we ought to have
— but probably won’t. Any realis-
tic response would be costly, un-
certain and no doubt unpopular.
That’s one truth too inconvenient
for almost anyone to admit.

Mr. Samuelson also writes for
Newsweek magazine.

Global warming can’t be stopped

Jim
Ritchie

Guest 
Columnist

Robert J.
Samuelson
Washington

Post

Smoke stacks at Jiamusi, in China’s northeastern Heilongjiang province.
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