
Volume 18  -  Issue 1 January  2012

The Deweese Report

Global Poverty Act is back…

Is Bill Gates the World’s Richest Useful Idiot? 

     He might be a whiz kid at creating computer 
software, but beyond that Bill Gates has proven time and 
again that he hasn’t a clue about why or how freedom 
works.

     He constantly teams up with anti-free market types 
like the National Wildlife Federation (NWF) to produce 
“educational programs” in his software packages, 
misdirecting unsuspecting children with political 
propaganda. In 2002 he gave the NWF $600,000 worth 
of software to help these environmental radicals run their 
programs to block the drilling of American oil. 
Apparently Gates doesn’t understand that he needs oil to 
create power to run computers. Most recently his Bill 
and Melinda Gates Foundation donated $3 million to 
eight universities to reinvent the flush toilet. 
Environmentalists call that device “one of the world’s 
most destructive habits.”

     Clearly Gates is a captive of his own wealth, 
suffering the usual rich man’s guilt over being rich –
rushing full speed ahead to “give back to the world.” 
Funny how such  giving back always seems to mean 
supporting socialist causes with money gained from the 
free market. Up till now, Gates has just been giving his 
own money voluntarily. Even if it’s to bad causes, he is 
certainly free to use his money anyway he chooses.

     Now, however, his misguided meddling is about to 
involve the misdirecting of everyone’s income, and so 
the world’s richest useful idiot just became dangerous to 
freedom.

     In November, as part of the G20 summit, Gates, 
representing his foundation, presented a report on a plan 
to eradicate world poverty. Said Gates, “I am honored 
to have been given this important opportunity. My 

report will address the financing needed to achieve 
maximum progress on the Millennium Development 
Goals, and to make faster progress on development over 
the next decade.”  Gate’s report proposes a financial 
transaction tax (FTT) on tobacco, aviation, fuel and 
carbon (energy), to be enforced by all members of the 
G20 nations. The financial transaction tax has been 
excitedly talked about in the halls of the UN for a 
decade. Called the Tobin Tax, named after a Yale 
economist who dreamed it up, FTT would give the UN 
almost unlimited funding by taxing every stock and 
monetary transaction in the world.

     Gates didn’t just dream this up on his own accord. 
He is actually resurrecting legislation a bill introduced 
in 2008 by then Senator Barack Obama. It was called 
the Global Poverty Act. Obama introduced the bill 
during his one abbreviated term in the U.S. Senate.

     The bill was one of the only pieces of legislation 
ever introduced by Senator Barack Obama, and it 
wasn’t just a compassionate bit of fluff that Obama 
dreamed up to help the poor of the world. This bill was 
directly tied to the United Nations and served as little 
more than a shake down of American taxpayers in a 
massive wealth redistribution scheme.  The Global 
Poverty Act would provide the United Nations with 
0.7% of the United States gross national product. 
Estimates indicated that would add up to at least $845 
billion of taxpayer money into UN coffers, to be spent 
(or wasted) by UN bureaucrats. The excuse for the 
taxing, of course, is to help end poverty in third world 
countries. The bill died in Congress in 2008 after 
passing unanimously in the House. Now Bill Gates has 
resurrected it.

       Of course the United States has had an ongoing 
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program of supplying billions of dollars 
in foreign aid and assistance to the poor 
for decades. In addition, the U.S. pays 
most of the bills at the UN for its many 
unworkable poverty programs. So what’s 
new about the Global Poverty Act, and 
why is it dangerous?

      First, some history that led up to the 
Global Poverty Act. In 1999 and 2000 
non-governmental organizations, NGOs 
held numerous meetings around the 
world to write what became known as 
the Charter for Global Democracy. The 
document was prepared as a blue print 
for achieving global governance. In 
reality it was a charter for the abolition of 
individual freedom, national sovereignty 
and limited government.

The Charter for Global Democracy 
outlined its goals in 12 detailed 
“principles:”

 Principle One called for the 
consolidation of all international 
agencies under the direct authority 
of the UN.

 Principle Two called for UN 
regulation of all transnational 
corporations and financial 
institutions,  requiring an 
“international code of conduct” 
concerning the environment and 
labor standards.

 Principle Three explored various 
schemes to create independent 
revenue sources for the UN –
meaning UN taxes including fees 
on all international monetary 
transactions, taxes on aircraft 
flights in the skies, and on 
shipping fuels, and licensing of 
what the UN called the “global 
commons,” meaning use of air, 
water and natural resources. The 
Law of the Sea Treaty fits this 
category.

 Principle Four would restructure 
the UN by eliminating the veto 
power and permanent member 
status on the Security Council. 
Such a move would almost 
completely eliminate U.S. 
influence and power in the world 

body. In turn Principle Four 
called for the creation of an 
“Assembly of the People” which 
would be populated by hand-
p i c ke d  non -gove rnm e nt a l 
organizations (NGOs) which are 
nothing more than political groups 
with their own agendas (the UN 
calls NGOs “civil society”). Now, 
the UN says these NGO’s will be 
the representatives of the “people” 
and the Assembly of the People 
will become the new power of the 
UN.

 Principle Five would authorize a 
standing UN army.

 Principle six would require UN 
registration of all arms and the 
reduction of all national armies 
“as part of a multinational global 
security system” under the 
authority of the UN.

 Principle Seven would require 
i nd i v i dua l  a nd  na t i ona l 
compliance with all UN “Human 
rights” treaties and declarations.

 Principle Eight would activate 
the UN Criminal Court and make 
it compulsory for all nations —
now achieved.

 Principle Nine called for a new 
institution to establish economic 
and environmental security by 
e n s u r i n g  “ S u s t a i n a b l e 
Development.”

 Principle Ten would establish an 
International Environmental Court

 Principle Eleven demanded an 
international declaration stating 
that climate change is an essential 
global security interest that 
requires the creation of a “high 
level action team” to allocate 
carbon emissions based on equal 
per-capita rights – The Kyoto 
Global Warming Treaty in action.

 Principle Twelve demanded the 
cancellation of all debt owed by 
the poorest nations, global poverty 
reductions and for the “equitable 
sharing” of global resources, as 
allocated by the UN – here is 
where Obama’s Global Poverty 
Act comes in.
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      Specifically, the Charter for Global Democracy was 
intended to give the UN domain over all of the earth’s 
land, air and seas. In addition it would give the UN the 
power to control all natural resources, wild life, and 
energy sources, even radio waves. Such control would 
allow the UN to place taxes on everything from 
development; to fishing; to air travel; to shipping. 
Anything that could be defined as using the earth’s 
resources would be subject to UN use-taxes. 
Coincidentally, all twelve principles came directly from 
the UN’s Commission on Global Governance.
   
     There was one major problem with the Charter for 
Global Democracy, at least as far as the UN was 
concerned. It was too honest and straightforward. Overt 
action displeases the high-order thinking skills of UN 
diplomats. The UN likes to keep things fuzzy and gray so 
as not to scare off the natives. That way there is less 
chance of screaming headlines of a pending takeover by 
the UN. So, by the time the UN’s Millennium Summit 
rolled around in September 2000, things weren’t quite so 
clear.

At the Summit, attended by literally every head of state 
and world leader, including then-president Bill Clinton, 
the name of the Charter had been changed to the 
Millennium Declaration and the language had been toned 
down to sound more like suggestions and ideas. Then 
those “suggestions” were put together in the 
“Millennium Declaration” in the name of all of the heads 
of state. No vote or debate was allowed — just 
acclamation by world leaders who basically said nothing. 
And the deed was done. The UN had its marching orders 
for the new Millennium.

     Now the principles were called “Millennium Goals,” 
and there were eight instead of twelve. Goal 1: Eradicate 
Extreme Hunger and Poverty; Goal 2: Achieve Universal 
Primary Education; Goal 3: Promote Gender Equality 
and Empowerment of Women; Goal 4: Reduce Child 
Mortality; Goal 5: Improve Maternal Health; Goal 6: 
Combat HIV/AIDS, Malaria and other diseases; Goal 7: 
Ensure Environmental Sustainability; Goal 8: Develop a 
Global Partnership for Development.    

     Yes, these are sneaky guys, well trained in the art of 
saying nothing. Who could oppose such noble goals? 
The Millennium Project, which was set up to achieve the 
“goals” says on its website that it intends to “end poverty 
by 2015.” A noble goal, indeed. So what happened to the 
12 Charter principles? Take a hard look – they are all still 
there.

Principles One, Two, and Twelve are right there 
in Goal 8 – to develop a global partnership for 
development. Now almost every world organization such 

as the World Bank carries a section on their web sites 
calling for “Millennium Development Goals” which 
control international banking and loan policy. They set 
policy goals for each country and sometimes 
communities to measure if nations are keeping their 
promise to implement the Millennium goals.

     Principle Seven is clearly Goal 3, the only way to 
assure Gender Equality is to enforce compliance with 
UN Human Rights treaties. Principle Eight has already 
been achieved. Principle Nine is Goal 7. Al Gore is 
doing his best to enforce Principle Eleven. Global 
Warming, no matter how well the theory is debunked, 
just won’t go away because it is one of the Millennium 
Goals.

     And then there is Barack Obama’s Global Poverty Act. 
Can you see which Principle that is? Of course, Principle 
12 and Goal 1. Obama’s 2008 bill specifically mentioned 
the Millennium Goals as its guide and the 0.7% of GNP is 
right out of UN documents. In order to eradicate poverty 
by 2015, they say, every industrial nation must pony up 
0.7% of their GNP to the UN for use in eradicating 
poverty.

     The UN is now becoming an international collection 
agency, pressing to collect the promises the world leaders 
made at the Millennium Summit. The UN wants the cash. 
In 2005 former UN Secretary General Kofi Annan said, 
“Developed countries that have not already done so 
should establish timetables to achieve the 0.7% target of 
gross national income for official development assistance 
by no later than 2015…”

     At the Summit in 2000, the UN set clear goals to 
establish its power over sovereign nations and to enforce 
the greatest redistribution of wealth scheme ever 
perpetrated on the world. Now it has the Criminal Court; 
Sustainable Development (Agenda 21) is fast becoming 
official policy in every corner of the nation—only today 
we call it “going green;” and there is a full court press on 
to enforce Global Warming policy, in spite of the fact that 
there is now overwhelming evidence pouring out of the 
scientific community to fully debunk the scam.

     Obama introduced the Global Poverty Act as he 
campaigned for the Presidency with the obvious and clear 
intention of showcasing the then little known Senator as a 
world leader. But the bill died in the Senate. Now, Bill 
Gates is proving his “useful idiot” status (a term coined by 
Lenin to describe capitalists who would sell the rope to 
hang capitalism), by serving as Obama’s lackey to 
resurrect the Global Poverty Act.

Continued on page 7
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UN Millennium Project – and the drive for Global Governance
A PLAN TO SAVE HUMANITY IS ALMOST ALWAYS A FALSE FRONT FOR THE URGE TO 

RULE." H.L. MENCKEN
Those of us who have for years, warned of the coming of global governance and the threat 

of globalization to our freedom, have been marginalized and labeled as “kooks.”  So here are a 
series of quotes to show what we are  talking about in the words of UN documents and reports 
written by Non-governmental Organizations (NGOs) for discussions at a variety of international 
(or should I say global) UN conferences.  (TAD)

The End of Sovereignty and independence
“The bedrock of every country’s international relations must be the mission of using the United 

Nations system as the machinery for working and acting together."
Shridath Ramphal, co-chairman, UN Commission on Global Governance

"Nationhood as we know it will be obsolete, all states will recognize a single, global authority…
National sovereignty wasn’t such a great idea after all."

Strobe Talbott, U.S. Deputy Secretary of State in the Clinton Administration
"It is simply not feasible for sovereignty to be exercised unilaterally by individual nation-states, 

however powerful."
Maurice Strong, co-chairman, UN Commission on Global Governance

What is Globalization
(No borders)

“Although globalization has become a very popular term, it is often misunderstood and confused.  
And globalization is sometimes understood as the same meaning as internationalization. However, 

globalization is quite different from internationalization. Globalization goes further beyond 
internationalization, where nation states are in increasing contact with one another, but nevertheless 

remain separate. Globalization means that the globe becomes one world, where national 
borders have little significance. While governments controlled internationalization, today’s 

globalization is largely guided by market forces and non-state actors like transnational corporations 
are playing more and more roles beyond government intervention.”

UN Millennium Forum discussion paper, May 8, 2000   

Economic Globalization
(redistribution of your wealth)

“…The most urgent problem of our global village seems to be distribution of wealth rather than 
growth of production. The world production is already big enough to satisfy all needs – although 

never big enough to satisfy all greed.”
UN Millennium Forum discussion paper, May 8, 2000   

Abolish or Control Private Property

“Land cannot be treated as an ordinary asset, controlled by individuals and subject to the pressures 
and inefficiencies of the market. Private land ownership is also a principle instrument of 

accumulation and concentration of wealth, therefore, contributes to social injustice.”
UN Habitat II Summit, 1976    

Changing the Structure of Government to Force Global Governance 

In 1997, UN Secretary Kofi Annan proposed that the Commission on Global Governance should 
serve to “link the UN and civil society ( NGOs) in their collective trusteeship for the integrity of the 

Global environment and commons area.”    
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‘Global governance’ in our vocabulary does not imply a global ‘government’, but rather the institution 
set up for cooperation, coordination, and common action between durable sovereign states…people and nations 
are beginning to agree to take the next steps together. They are reaching a consensus by practical procedures 
rather than by formal voting of governmental representatives; many international functions ,especially those 
requiring the most foresight and operational flexibility, and be carried out through non-governmental 
arrangements.” Report by the Club of Rome entitled “The First Global Revolution”  

We call for: Decision making structures to be changed to enable a transition to sustainable production and 
consumption…the common threat in all of these debates is the challenge to develop new models of governance. 

Sustainable Development will not be achieved without institutional change”  
UN Millennium Forum discussion paper, May 8, 2000  

“We call for: More adequate provision for the role of social service organizations, a new provision is needed 
which would enable such organizations – both governmental and non-governmental – to participate directly in 
the development and monitoring of the implementation of an enabling social framework for sustainability and 

equitable development.”
UN Millennium Forum discussion paper, May 8, 2000   

“Social services are equally required in rural Areas and it is that the phrase ‘sustainable human settlements’ or 
‘sustainable communities’ should be used rather than ‘sustainable cities.’” 

UN Millennium Forum discussion paper, May 8, 2000   
Editors comment: social service organizations include home social workers, assigned to oversee the 

raising of children; welfare workers; psychologists; private NGO organizations with a political agenda for 
land development control; and many more – empowered to dictate and enforce policy over our lives – as 

reported in the July, 1999 Vol. 5, Issue 7 of The DeWeese Report.

Why We Have $4 Per Gallon Gas - And Rising

“A shift is necessary toward lifestyles less geared to environmentally-damaging consumption patterns. The shift 
will require a vast strengthening of the multilateral system, including the United Nations.”

Maurice Strong, Chairman, 1992 Earth Summit    

“…current lifestyle and consumption patterns of the affluent middle class – involving high meat intake, use of 
fossil fuels, appliances, home and work air conditioning, and suburban housing are not sustainable.”   

Maurice Strong, Chairman, 1992 Earth Summit    

“Isn’t the only hope for the planet that the industrialized civilizations collapse? Isn’t it our responsibility to bring 
that about? 

Maurice Strong, Chairman, 1992 Earth Summit    

And for your local officials who deny any connection between their comprehensive development plans and 
Agenda 21 – this quote from the EPA Website

“The Sustainable Development Challenge Grant program is also a step in implementing Agenda 21, the Global 
Plan of Action on Sustainable Development, signed by the United States at the Earth Summit on Rio de Janeiro 

in 1992. All of these programs require broad community participation to identify and address environmental 
issues.” 

Environmental Protection Agency web site          
http://www.epa.gov/EPA-GENERAL/1998/August/Day-24/g22655.htm
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   When you murder someone the case is never closed. The 
same holds when you murder the truth. No matter how long 
it takes, truth is defended despite all the calumnies heaped 
on those who stand firm against the lies and the propaganda 
intended to persuade those who have been deceived.

   Ultimately, truth is its own defense. There never was a 
shred of truth in the claim that humans were causing the 
Earth’s climate to heat up by using so-called “fossil fuels” 
and engaging in manufacturing and other activities. There 
was no dramatic “global warming” in the 1980s until the 
present.

   The Earth’s climate has warmed very slightly since the end 
of the Little Ice Age, dated to around 1850. Five hundred 
years of extremely cold weather had gripped the northern 
hemisphere starting around 1300. The much heralded 
“climate change” is, unlike the weather, measured in terms 
of centuries, not days, weeks or years. It is used by 
politicians that do not know what they are talking about. It is 
also used by charlatans, but I repeat myself.

   Under the direction of the United Nation’s Intergovernmen-
tal Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) a massive fraud was 
engineered. The object was to turn carbon dioxide (CO2), a 
common though minor atmospheric gas, into a commodity 
that could be traded in exchanges around the world that 
would issue “carbon credits” to utilities, industrial facilities, 
and others who would be required to pay for permission to 
produce energy and products. It was an audacious scheme.

   It began with the UN Framework Convention on Climate 
Change, otherwise known as the Kyoto Protocol. It set 
binding targets for the reduction of CO2 by 37 industrialized 
nations and the European community and was adopted on 
December 11, 1997 and entered into force on February 16, 
2005. The U.S. never signed the Protocols. They were 
rejected by a unanimous vote in the Senate.

   It was a complete lie without any basis in science. C02 
plays no role in climate change and reducing whatever 
amount industry and other human activities might produce 
would be meaningless.

   Surely the people behind the scheme knew this. The IPCC 
charged a small clique of climate scientists to come up with 
“proof” that global warming was happening. In England they 
were located at the University of East Anglia’s Climate 
Research Unit and, in America, they were led by Dr. Michael 
Mann working first at the University of Virginia and later at 
Penn State University.

    Mann’s research, assisted by co-authors Bradley and 
Hughes, was published in 1998. “Northern Hemisphere 
Temperatures During the Past Millennium: Inferences, 
Uncertainties, and Limitations” became famous for a 
graph dubbed the “hockey stick”. Its sudden upward curve, 
intended to demonstrate a dramatic increase was based 
on tree ring reconstruction of climate over a thousand years.

   To say it attracted attention is an understatement. It and 
other studies produced by the IPCC clique became the 
cornerstone of the “global warming” hoax. The problem for 
Dr. Mann was that Steve McIntyre, a Canadian 
mathematician in Toronto, along with Ross McKitrick of the 
University of Guelph concluded it was bogus science and 
publ ished a paper  in 2004 cr i t ic izing i t .

   In science, when a theory or hypothesis is put forward, the 
data supporting it is as well. Years went by before McIntyre 
could get access to it. The tree ring data had been provided 
by Keith Briffa of the Hadley UK Climate Research Unit. 
Neither Dr. Mann, nor Briffa made it available, but McIntyre 
was able to secure it from another source. When he plotted 
all the tree ring data, not just the parts cherry-picked by 
M a n n ,  t h e  “ h o c k e y  s t i c k ” d i s a p p e a r e d .

   In November 2009, thousands of leaked emails between 
Dr. Mann and other "warmists"---scientists responsible for 
the global warming hoax, revealed nothing less than a 
massive fraud.

   Flash forward to a freedom of information (FOI) request by 
Chris Horner on behalf of American Tradition Institute’s 
Environmental Law Center. Despite stonewalling for years, 
Dr. Mann’s former employer, the University of Virginia 
complied in May 2011, agreeing to release Dr. Mann’s 
computer files containing the data he had kept hidden for 
more than a decade.

  Serendipitously, a similar FOI issued to the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) has revealed 
the level of financial gain received by another key player in 
the global warming hoax, Dr. James Hansen a longtime 
NASA employee and the man credited with generating the 
hoax with testimony before a congressional committee in 
1988. He has been the director of NASA’s Goddard Institute 
for Space Studies since 1981

   It turns out that in 2010 alone he received “between 
236,000 and $1,232.500 in outside income”! When you add 
in all the awards and speech fees Dr. Hansen has received 
over the years it is a tidy sum while he exploited his taxpayer
-funded position. The agency had resisted disclosing this 
information for years, but as a federal employee Dr. Hansen 
waives privacy interests as a condition of employment.

   A former government employee, Vice President Al Gore, 
became the face and voice of the hoax, earning millions in 
the process.                                       continued on page 7   

Will Warmists Face Justice for their Deceptions?
By Alan Caruba
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Smart Meter  continued from page 8

  obtain an analog meter and a person to install it. Her 
symptoms disappeared immediately after the analog 
meter was installed.

       Caitlin spoke to a commission meeting in San 
Francisco about her ordeal and, a week later PG&E 
crews replaced her temporary analog meter with an 
official PG&E analog meter. Her frustration, pain, and 
suffering were finally over.

       An “opt-out” proceeding is currently overseen by 
an Administrative Law Judge at the California Public 
Utilities Commission. “There are hundreds of 
thousands, if not millions, of people suffering in their 
homes from forced ‘smart’ meter radiation,” said 
Joshua Hart, Director of the grassroots organization 
Stop Smart Meters!

      PG&E and other utilities have responded to 
health complaints by replacing wireless ‘smart’ 
meters with digital meters that are “wireless-ready.” 
These digital meters have been associated with 
health problems from “dirty electricity” frequencies 
that pass into a home via the electrical wiring. Digital 
meters have been rejected by customers who still 
report health issues after installation. (Joshua Hart)

     Susan Brinchman, Director of the San Diego 
based Center for Electrosmog Prevention, said, “At 
this point, the burden of responsibility is on the 
utilities to demonstrate that any new meter they want 
to install on our homes is safe. Communities have 
the right to retain analog meters at no extra charge.”

     While California is pushing back the not so smart 
wireless technology, places like northern Virginia are 
going full steam ahead with the installation. Dominion 
Power has completed placing 100,000 smart meters 
in a pilot phase in three counties.

     “There are hundreds of thousands- if not millions-
of people suffering in their homes from forced ‘smart’ 
meter radiation,” said Joshua Hart, Director of the 
grassroots organization Stop Smart Meters! “The 
utilities must respond promptly to all requests that 
analogs be returned. The alternative is that people 
will increasingly turn to independent professionals to 
remove unwanted ‘smart’ meters from their homes, 
a reasonable action we assert is within our legal 
rights. Protecting your family’s health is not 
tampering.”

Dr. Ileana Johnson Paugh

“Dr. Ileana Johnson Paugh is a freelance writer 
(Canada Free Press, Modern Conservative, Romanian 
Conservative), author, radio commentator, and speaker. 
Her book, “Echoes of Communism, is available at Amazon 
in paperback and Kindle. Short essays describe health 
care, education, poverty, religion, social engineering, and 
confiscation of  property. Visit  her web-
site,.ileanajohnson.com

Is Bill Gates the world’s Richest Useful Idiot?
Continued from page 3

     Obama introduced the Global Poverty Act as he 
campaigned for the Presidency with the obvious and clear 
intention of showcasing the then little known Senator as a 
world leader. But the bill died in the Senate. Now, Bill Gates 
is proving his “useful idiot” status (a term coined by Lenin 
to describe capitalists who would sell the rope to hang 
capitalism), by serving as Obama’s lackey to resurrect the 
Global Poverty Act.

      And right on cue, just after Bill Gates made his report to 
the G20 Summit calling for a financial transaction tax, 
Senator Tom Harkin (D-Iowa) and Representative Peter 
DeFazio (D-Oregon) introduced legislation to put a tax on 
“certain trading activities undertaken by banking and 
financial firms.” The bills, of course, are the Tobin Tax and 
in line with Gate’s report.

     Clearly, Obama needs to show that, under his leadership, 
the United States is falling in line with the Millennium 
Declaration and its 2015 deadline for implementation.  
Truth, science and American taxpayer interests be hanged, 
as Bill Gates offers the rope, Harkin and DeFazio provide 
the knot, and Obama gets to pretend to be a “world” leader.

Will Warmists Face Justice      continued from page 6

      What has the global warming cost Americans? 
Joanne Nova of the Science and Public Policy 
Institute has estimated that the U.S. government spent 
more than $32.5 billion on climate studies between 
1989 and 2009, nor does that include about$79 
billion more spent for related climate change 
technology research, foreign aid, and tax breaks for 
“green energy” (solar and wind).

      For deception on that scale, one might think they 
will be punished at some point, but it will likely be 
years more before those responsible for the global 
warming fraud will stand before the bar of justice, if 
ever.

Alan Caruba writes a daily post at http://factsnotfantasy.blogspot.com. An 
author, business and science writer, he is the founder of The National 
Anxiety Center.
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Continued on page 7

Smart Meter Removal Has Begun
Millions of customers were unhappy with their Smart Meters
                                               By Dr. Ileana Johnson Paugh  

       California’s Investor Owned Utilities 
(IOUs) has quietly begun replacing Smart 
Meters with analog meters for citizens 
reporting adverse health effects. Consumer 
rights and other groups demanded 
immediately that their wireless devices be 
removed from their homes.

       Joshua Hart of stopsmartmeters.org 
reported the good news just as PG&E 
deploys the last phase of its smart meters in 
California. The Department of Energy’s 
promise that the smart grid and smart 
meters will lower electricity costs has proven 
incorrect; on the contrary, the utility costs 
have skyrocketed.

       Millions of customers were unhappy with 
their Smart Meters. They are surveillance 
devices in homes, without a search warrant, 
which is a violation of privacy. Fires, 
explosions, and health issues ranging from 
nausea, dizziness, heart palpitations, 
headaches, tinnitus, insomnia, and radiation 
exposure associated with powerful wireless 
devices that transmit information 6-8 per 
minute constantly, have plagued the stealthy 
and deceptive installation.

       California’s counties and cities have 
demanded a stop to smart meter installation 
and some local governments passed laws 
prohibiting wireless meters. Nevada’s Pacific 
Utilities Company (PUC) called for 
investigation into the adverse health effects 
and other smart meter issues.

       Recently, the California Public Utilities 
Commission President Michael Peevey 
assured customers that the utility “will 
provide for you to go back to the analog 
meter if that’s your choice.” The problem is 
that most Americans have no idea how 
damaging these smart meters are and an 
even larger group of Americans have never 
heard of it or see it as a contribution to 
“save” the planet because that is how these 
meters were sold to the public.

       The tired rhetoric said that the smart grid 
and smart meters save the planet from doom 
and gloom, reduce waste by cutting your 
electricity at peak usage, eliminates the 
reader who must go to each home to 
calculate their monthly consumption, 
reduces your carbon footprint, and it will 
make the planet “green.” The reality is very 
far from the disingenuous promises.

       Californians’ electric bills have almost 
tripled and lawsuits ensued. Marylanders 
swelter without electricity six hours at the 
peak of summer and almost freeze six hours 
in the dead of winter. An analog meter user 
who insisted on keeping it has to pay $35 
each month to have his meter read by the 
power company. Thousands of customers 
across the country are having severe health 
issues from radiation that are not being 
addressed.

       Millions are having issues with the power 
company selling wireless data collected from 
their homes via smart meters to third parties. 
Anybody with a handheld device can capture 
information from your home and sell it to a 
third party. The utility company knows if you 
are home, if you are away, if you are on 
vacation, which lights are turned on, which 
appliances, which computers, TVs, and other 
devices in your home.

      Caitlin Phillips of Santa Cruz, Ca, who had 
suffered severe headaches and other 
symptoms from her smart meter, became the 
first person for whom PG&E re-installed on 
October 28, 2011 the classic analog meter. 
Caitlin Phillips had told the Wellington Energy 
installer, a subcontractor of PG&E, that she 
did not want a smart meter. “When I returned 
home later, I discovered a smart meter on my 
house. That night I awoke to severe anxiety, 
headache, and buzzing in my teeth, and 
realized the new smart meter was on the 
other side of the wall from my bed.”

       Caitlin received help from “Stop Smart 
Meters” group who referred her to sources to 


