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By focusing on specific actions of the environmental interests I have been guilty of not seeing the forest for the trees.  Each instance I’ve focused on seemed primarily designed to preserve some portion of the environment.  And so it has.  My error has been in believing that simply protecting the environment itself was the goal.  I may have been wrong.





I think the true goal of the environmental movement is to return the earth to, as near as possible, the conditions that existed prior to mans’ use of powered machinery.  This was a “WOW” thought when it came to me.  Other than the acknowledgment that we live in a complex, city centered society which needs massive food, energy and transportation resources, I believe environmentalists would like to see all environmental impacts reduced to the per capita impact that existed in colonial times, or earlier.





This may seem excessive, but think about it for a moment.





Recycling works towards minimizing the need to mine additional minerals, cut additional trees and reduces the energy needed to mine, cut, process and transport.  If trees aren’t cut and minerals not mined, that land remains in its natural state.





Preventing dams from being built reduces the energy and man made materials used in their construction and maintains streams in their natural state.





Leaving land undeveloped (no growth) eliminates all environmental impacts development might cause. And leaves everything in its natural state.





Getting people out of their autos minimizes their potential of traveling and impacting the undeveloped areas away from their homes.  By getting them onto mass transportation for commute purposes and on bicycles for local travel, the need to construct roads is minimized.





The list is endless, organic farming, solar energy, wind power, smog control, no real fireplaces in newer homes, and on and on and on.





It is not so much a save the environment movement as it is in actuality a back to the land, back to the past movement.  The preservation of things the way they are or the return to the way things used to be is a yearning for the past.  Instead of back to the future, as in the movie, it’s forward to the past.





Taken one bite at a time, the individual actions are palatable.  But viewed in the long range, we might not be so interested in the total impact.





We have councilmembers talking about reducing the amount of travel by car.  Not slowing its growth or trying to hold the amount constant, but actually REDUCING the use of the auto.  Is that even rational?  One member wants an east-west trolley on Washington St. connecting the two sides of Petaluma.  He expects everyone to walk to Washington St. to get on the trolley.





If we’re going to have an Urban Growth Boundary, will we really have infill and higher densities in existing neighborhoods?  If we’re not going to have Rainier, what is intended for the presently undeveloped area west of the freeway.  And how will it be paid for?  





It’s easy to become annoyed at their local activities.  Like the unpleasantness related to Lafferty Ranch
