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The force that through the green fuse drives the flower
Drives my green age    -Dylan Thomas

Big Beef 
with Beef  
New research from the University of 
Michigan and Tulane University 
finds that 20% of American eaters 

accounted for nearly half of total diet-related climate emissions, and that 
their diets were heavy on beef. Agriculture accounts for about 9% of U.S. 
greenhouse gas emissions, says USDA and EPA. 
Globally, food production is responsible for 30% of total emissions. Of the 
14.5% of global emissions from the livestock industry, more than two thirds 
come from beef, largely from fertilizer used to grow grain and from cattle 
belching.
The study, published  in Environmental Research Letters, adds to a 
growing pile of evidence linking beef with high greenhouse gas emissions, 
but it is the first to look at what people ate—or recalled eating—rather than 
at data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture, which measures how 
commodities flow through the economy.  
To develop their estimates, Martin Heller. the lead researcher, and his team 
built a database that looked at the environmental impacts of producing 300 

commonly eaten foods. They then linked that with a nationally representative 
survey that includes self-reported dietary data for more than 16,000 
Americans.  
The researchers were able to rank those diets by their greenhouse gas 
emissions. They found that the top 20 percent, with the highest carbon 
footprint, was responsible for eight times more emissions than the lowest 20 
percent, and that beef consumption accounted for 72 percent of the 
difference.
Meat production overall—largely from beef, but also including pork and 
chicken—accounted for 70% of the greenhouse gas emissions in the 
highest-impact group, but only 27 percent in the lowest-impact group. And 
while the highest-impact group consumed an average of nearly 3,000 
calories a day and the lowest just above 1,300, when the researchers 
adjusted the findings based on caloric intake, the highest-impact group still 
represented five times more emissions.
The study comes as more countries are recommending lowering beef 
consumption for environmental reasons, and as some contemplate taxes on 
beef, in part to help reach their emissions targets under the 2015 Paris 
Agreement. If American beef eaters consumed fewer calories and shifted to a 
more moderate diet with less beef, that could achieve almost 10 percent of 
the emissions reductions needed for the U.S. to meet its targets under the 
Paris climate agreement, the researchers found.

Georgina Gustin 
insideclimatenews.org

The Next Standing Rock? 
A Pipeline Battle Looms in Oregon

For millennia, each Spring and Fall, Chinook salmon swam up the 
Klamath River, crossing the Cascade Mountains, to Upper Klamath 
Lake, 4,000 feet above sea level, where The Klamath, Modoc and 
Yahooskin Band of Snake Indians fished- The Klamath had 
agreements with the downriver tribes, the Karuk, Hoopa and Yurok to 
let fish pass so that some could swim home, back to their spawning 
grounds. After dams were built on the river starting in 1912, the salmon 
were blocked. Today the only “c’iyaals hoches” (salmon runs) are 
enacted by the Klamath Tribes, whose members carry carved cedar 
salmon on a 300-mile symbolic journey from the ocean to the 
traditional spawning grounds to bring home the spirit of the fish.
The Klamath River’s dams are scheduled to be demolished by 2020, in 
one of the largest river restorations in American history. But there’s 
already a threat to the dream of a revitalized river project that would 
put a newly unobstructed Klamath at risk, contribute to climate 
change, desecrate grave sites and trample the traditional territory of 
the Klamath people. After Standing Rock in North Dakota, you might 
be able to guess what that threat is.

It’s a pipeline. 
The Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline would run 229 miles from Malin to 
Coos Bay, Oregon- crossing underneath the Klamath River near the 
city of Klamath Falls. It would extend the Ruby Pipeline, carrying 
natural gas from Wyoming to a huge planned storage and export 
terminal for sales to countries in the Pacific Rim.
The company behind the pipeline, Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline 
LP, and the export terminal, Jordan Cove Energy Project LP, are 
both owned by the Pembina Pipeline Corporation, based in Calgary, 
Alberta. The companies claim that the pipeline and the terminal will 
create jobs and produce around $20 million a year in tax revenue in 
some of the poorest counties in Oregon. And they promise that the 
36-inch underground pipe will be barely noticeable- and safe.
The Canadian company Veresen (acquired by Pembina- October 2017 
in a 9.4 Billion transaction), had its application to build the pipeline 
denied twice as not being in the public interest, yet due to massive 
campaign contributions from the fossil fuel industry during the 2016 
elections, the company is hoping that the current political regime is 
more favorable to its ambitions. 
The fuel pipeline is destined to dissect tribal lands and cross fire-prone 
forests. It would threaten 400 waterways and become the largest 
source of carbon emissions in the entire state.
For the pipeline to proceed, the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission must decide that it’s in the public interest. The 
commission has already decided that it isn’t, twice. In March 2016 it 
denied the project’s application, and in December of that year, it turned 
down a request for a rehearing. The commission said that the 
companies had failed to demonstrate that the benefits outweighed the 
project’s negative impacts.

Pipeline Battle Continues on page 16

The very day Congress was debating 
whether to end U.S. support for Saudi 
Arabia’s brutal war in Yemen, Trump 
engaged in one of his favorite presidential 
activities: bragging about the economic 
benefits of the American arms sales he’s 
been promoting. He was joined in his 
moment of braggadocio by Saudi Crown 
Prince Mohammed bin Salman, the chief 
architect of the Yemen war. That grim 
conflict has killed thousands of civilians 
through indiscriminate air strikes, while 
putting millions at risk of death from 
famine, cholera, and other “natural” 
disasters caused at least in part by a 
Saudi-led blockade of that country’s 
ports.

Debate about the merits of that brutal 
war was, however, the last thing on the 
mind of a president who views his 
bear-hug embrace of the Saudi regime as 
a straightforward business proposition. 
He’s so enthusiastic about selling arms to 
Riyadh that he even brought his very own 
prop to the White House meeting with bin 
Salman: a U.S. map highlighting which of 
the 50 states would benefit most from 
pending weapons sales to the prince’s 
country.

It’s worth noting that three of those four 
Saudi deals involved weapons made by 
Lockheed Martin. Admittedly, Trump’s 
relationship with Lockheed got off to a 
rocky start in December 2016 when he 
tweeted his displeasure over the cost of 
that company’s F-35 combat aircraft, the 
most expensive weapons program ever 
undertaken by the Pentagon. Since then, 
however, relations between the nation’s 
largest defense contractor and America’s 
most self-involved president have 
warmed considerably. Former Lockheed 
Martin executive John Rood is now the 
Trump administration’s undersecretary of 
defense for policy, where one of his 
responsibilities will be to weigh in on… 
don’t be shocked!… major arms deals. In 
his confirmation hearings, Rood refused 
to say that he would recuse himself from 
transactions involving his former 
employer

Before Trump’s May 2017 visit to Saudi 
Arabia, his son-in-law, Jared Kusher, new 
best buddy to Mohammed bin Salman, 
was put in charge of cobbling together a 
smoke-and-mirrors, wildly exaggerated 
$100 billion-plus arms package that 
Trump could announce in Riyadh. What 
Kushner needed was a list of sales or 
potential sales that his father-in-law 
could boast about (even if many of the 
deals had been made by Obama). So he 
called Lockheed Martin CEO Marillyn 
Hewson to ask if she could cut the price 
of a THAAD anti-missile system that the 
administration wanted to include in the 
package. She agreed and the $15 billion 
THAAD deal — still a huge price tag and 
the most lucrative sale to the Saudis 
made by the Trump administration — 
went forward. To sweeten the pot for the 
Saudi royals, the Pentagon even waived a 
$3.5 billion fee normally required by law 
and designed to reimburse the Treasury 
for the cost to American taxpayers of 
developing such a major weapons 
system. General Joseph Rixey, until 
recently the director of the Pentagon’s 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, 
which granted that waiver, has since 
gone directly through Washington’s 
revolving door and been hired by- you 
guessed it — Lockheed Martin.

Though Saudi Arabia may be the largest 
recipient of U.S. arms on the planet, it’s 
anything but Washington’s only customer. 
According to the Pentagon’s annual tally 
of major agreements under the Foreign 
Military Sales program, the most 
significant channel for U.S. arms exports, 
Washington entered into formal 
agreements to sell weaponry to 130 
nations in 2016 (the most recent year for 
which full data is available). According to 
a recent report from the Cato Institute, 
between 2002 and 2016 the United States 
delivered weaponry to 167 countries — 
more than 85% of the nations on the 
planet. The Cato report also notes that, 
between 1981 and 2010, Washington 
supplied some form of weaponry to 59% 
of all nations engaged in high-level 
conflicts. 
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