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I’ve been having trouble reconciling my present negative attitude towards environmentalists with my support for improvements to the environment.  After some thought I think it’s related to the environmental motto, “Think global, act local”.





When applied to the larger, worldwide scale, the efforts of the environmentalists are extremely commendable.  It would be difficult to fault their goal of having a positive effect on global warming, clean air and water, efficient use of energy and preserving ecosystems.





However when they get involved locally with anything other than a local ecosystem, they seem willing to subordinate the welfare of the community for an incremental, local improvement to the environment.





Most progress/benefits on environmental issues results from regulation at the state and, more probably, national levels.  More reduction in auto fuel consumption (energy use) and emissions (clean air) has come about as the result of national legislation than all the local attempts to reduce use of the auto through carpooling, parking restrictions, transit subsidies and other types of actions.





State and national regulations regarding clean water, clean air and the restricted use of fluorocarbons (ozone protection) have been what has made the significant difference in protecting these portions of the environment.  





But, how do these state and national regulations come about?  Mostly through pressure applied by a myriad of environmental groups.  It’s the method the environmentalists use to create and maintain that pressure that puts me at odds with their movement.





I believe the “act locally” portion of their motto is principally there to create  a core of extremely dedicated individuals.  Constant confrontation on local environmental issues keeps active individuals at a high pitch of emotion. (We must win!)  These individuals then become the leaders of multiple small groups who combine to provide the legislative pressure for environmental regulation at the state and federal level. The process and implementation is extraordinarily effective.





This process however causes numerous and continuous local conflicts in its implementation. It appears necessary for the environmentalists to have an “enemy” against whom to struggle.  In every conflict they identify a specific “enemy”.  Whether it’s Peter Pfendler, auto dealers, nebulous developers, there is always an “enemy” wearing a black hat.





This allows local environmentalists to focus on a target while justifying any means to achieve their ends.  After all, they are the good guys and saving the environment justifies whatever means it takes to win.  This is why these fights get so mean.





Think about our local conflicts and the “enemy”.  Lafferty Ranch/Peter Pfendler, wastewater plant/ existing operator and city staff, auto mall/ auto dealers and a “give away” Council, factory outlet/ developer and city, Rainier interchange/ developers.  In each case the environmental issue has resulted in community conflict.





Even though Petaluma has had growth controls in effect for over 25 years, even though Petaluma has more acres of parks and open space than required by state or local laws, even though Petaluma hasn’t expanded the urban limit line established in the early 60’s (yes, the early 60’s, see the 1962 General Plan); that still isn’t enough.





Just as unions must always have management as an enemy to constantly oppose in order to keep union members active, environmentalists must always have a local enemy to fight to keep activists engaged in pressing for the state and national legislation they need to accomplish meaningful progress.





As long as there are unions and management there will be strikes.  As long as there are environmentalists there will be local conflict.  





I don’t like what that conflict has done to Petaluma.    


