Agenda 21

Introduction

Agenda 21 refers to an initiative of the United Nations (U.N.) called Sustainable Development Agenda 21. Sustainable Development Agenda 21 is a comprehensive statement of a political ideology that is being progressively infused into every level of government in America. According to the United Nations, it is “a comprehensive plan of action to be taken globally, nationally, and locally by organizations of the United Nations System, Governments, and Major Groups in every area in which human impacts [sic] on the environment.”

DefinitionSignificanceMeaningTake Action

Agenda 21 was unveiled in 1992 during the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), commonly known as the Rio Earth Summit, where more than 178 nations adopted Agenda 21, and pledged to evaluate progress made in implementing the plan every five years thereafter. President George H. W. Bush was the signatory for the United States.

International organizations such as the U.N., and its accredited Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), generally consider Sustainable Development and Agenda 21 to be synonymous.

Conclusion

The looming battle of ideas should be recognized as a classic – and perhaps ultimate – battle between Liberty and Tyranny. The social, economic, and political transformations Sustainable Development requires will mean the suppression of unalienable rights for all people.

If Americans, with your help, come to a timely understanding of the threat and face the challenge squarely, the deceptive fraud of Sustainable Development will quickly come to light. Together, we will rise to restore Liberty through a renewal of reason and respect for the dignity of individual determination. The future of the freedom once taken for granted in America depends on us recognizing and countering the threats of Sustainable Development.

The additional resources below will provide more comprehensive information.  You are encouraged to look for a local group to join, and if possible, work with them in a local action plan to resist the implementation of these programs in your community.

Additional Resources

Posts

· Property Rights
· Regionalism - The Blueprint for Your Serfdom
· A Time to Sue: Regionalism Challenged
· Misprision of Treason Primer: Responding to your City's Association with Iclei
· Kick ICLEI Out!
· Unalienable Rights versus Globalism
· Iclei Primer: Your Town and Freedom Threatened
· Liberty or Sustainable Development?
· Sustainable Development's Empiric Plan Of Action
neration, to prepare them for a utopian future.

DefinitionSignificanceMeaningTake Action

The Common Core State Standards Initiative, known as Common Core, was introduced into the United States by the National Governor’s Association (NGA) and the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) However, the actual Common Core specification was developed by Achieve with abundant funding from organizations like the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, Battelle Foundation, IBM Foundation, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, Carnegie Corporation, and a host of other globalist organizations. It is offered to states as a voluntary program, but nonetheless it has been adopted in all states except Alaska, Nebraska, Texas and Virginia.

Conclusion

Common Core is truly education without representation, surrendering curricula development to the globalist agenda. If parents and citizens are not successful in driving Common Core from our schools (and states), then the globalist conquest of our future will be complete. This is certainly not the future that most Americans want!

The additional resources below will provide more comprehensive information. If Common Core concerns you, then you should look for a local group to join, and if possible, work with them in a local action plan to resist the implementation in your community.

Additional Resources

Videos

· Stop the National Common Core Power Grab
· Two Moms Against Common Core
Audio

· Charlotte Iserbyt on Charter Schools and Common Core
ICLEI: UN Agenda for Cities

Introduction

ICLEI exists to impose Agenda 21 policies on a local level, within cities and counties throughout the world, including the United States. Since Agenda 21 is a product of the United Nations, it is un-American and thus, un-Constitutional. ICLEI’s singular mission is to convert all cities and other municipal entities (i.e., counties) into “sustainable communities” that model Agenda 21. This means sharp reductions in property rights, managerism by unelected and unaccountable technocrats, and a stripping away of personal and local sovereignty.

DefinitionSignificanceMeaningTake Action

ICLEI was founded in 1990 as the “International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives”, but revised its name in 2003 to “ICLEI-Local Governments for Sustainability.”  Its stated mission is “to build, serve, and drive a movement of local governments to advance deep reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and achieve tangible improvements in local sustainability.” As such, ICLEI is one of the prime implementers of Agenda 21 in local communities throughout the United States and internationally. While individual cities and counties can become official members of ICLEI, the implementation of ICLEI policies is seen in many non-member municipalities as well.

Conclusion

When President Bill Clinton set about reinventing government in 1993 by issuing Executive Order 12862 (National Performance Review/Reinventing Government), the stage was set for the “reconfiguration” as mentioned above. It started at the national level, and has worked its way down to the local level, with ICLEI as the primary instigator. As a result, the battle must be engaged now at the local level to educate, evaluate and eradicate this nefarious attack on property rights, free-enterprise and personal sovereignty.

Additional Resources

Posts

· Regionalism - The Blueprint for Your Serfdom
· Misprision of Treason Primer: Responding to your City's Association with Iclei
· Despite Crumbling of Climate Change Consensus, ICLEI Marches On
· It is Time to See the Future and Change Course Before it Becomes Too Late
· Iclei Primer: Your Town and Freedom Threatened
Audio

· Superb United Kingdom Interview with Freedom Advocates President Michael Shaw Regarding Agenda 21
· Michael Shaw on American Freedom Watch Radio - Part 1
· ICLEI and National Security
Videos

· Taking on ICLEI and AGENDA 21 at a City Council Meeting in San Carlos, CA
Regionalism

Introduction

With the advent of Agenda 21 being implemented throughout the United States, the concept of regionalism has taken form and structure in almost every community. Whereas citizens of cities and counties elect their own governing representatives (mayors, commissioners, etc.), regional authorities are unelected and generally unaccountable and yet they subsume all other organizations within their geographic boundaries. Agenda 21 and sustainable development are the driving forces behind regionalism, providing the rationale for limiting human activity, restructuring communities to be “sustainable” and for providing regulations to insure compliance.

DefinitionSignificanceMeaningTake Action

Polit​i​cal region​al​ism is the antithe​sis of rep​re​sen​ta​tive gov​ern​ment. Region​al​ism restruc​tures or rein​vents the oper​a​tion of Amer​i​can gov​ern​ment by destroy​ing tra​di​tional polit​i​cal bound​aries, such as county lines, and ush​ers in a transformed system of gov​er​nance that ulti​mately abol​ishes pri​vate prop​erty and the rights of the indi​vid​ual.  Region​al​ism has infil​trated cities and coun​ties every​where, affect​ing trans​porta​tion, water, farm​ing and land use sys​tems… lit​er​ally every aspect of your life.

Conclusion

Region​al​ism destroys tra​di​tional polit​i​cal bound​aries, such as county lines, and ush​ers in a trans​formed sys​tem of gov​er​nance that ulti​mately abol​ishes pri​vate prop​erty and the rights of the indi​vid​ual. Region​al​ism has infil​trated cities and coun​ties every​where, affect​ing trans​porta​tion, water, farm​ing and land use sys​tems… lit​er​ally every aspect of our life. Agenda 21, with its dogma of sustainable development,  is completely antithetical to Constitutional government and the American way of life.

The additional resources below will provide more comprehensive information. If Regionalism concerns you, then you should look for a local group to join, and if possible, work with them in a local action plan to resist the implementation in your community.

Additional Resources

Posts

· Regionalism - The Blueprint for Your Serfdom
· A Time to Sue: Regionalism Challenged
· Regionalism at the Local Level Strengthens European Union "Top-Down" Authority
· Political Regionalism and "Sustainable Development"
· Mayors: Global to Local?
Smart Grid: Controlling Energy

Introduction

The modern implementation of Smart Grid is traced to 2009, when President Obama declared the nationwide initiative and pledged some $300 million of stimulus funds toward making it happen. The grants were doled out to utility companies around the nation in order to fund pilot projects in key market areas. There was no Congressional legislation that authorized Smart Grid.

DefinitionSignificanceMeaningTake Action

Smart Grid is a technology program that replaces analog power meters with digital meters which are enabled with WiFi of other means of communication, in order to enable two-way communication with your home or business and the electrical devices contained therein. Public acceptance is secured by promising better control over energy consumption, but in the end it increases energy costs to the consumer and becomes an intrusive invasion of privacy to home owner and business alike. Smart Meters are able to communicate with and control remotely appliances equipped with a communication circuit-board that talks to the meter; thus, the consumer ultimately loses autonomous control over energy usage and must submit to usage policies determined by the utility power provider.

Smart Grid follows Agenda21/Sustainable Development dogma with statements like this from the Department of Energy: “The Smart Grid represents an unprecedented opportunity to move the energy industry into a new era of reliability, availability, and efficiency that will contribute to our economic and environmental health.” Thus, the driving force behind Smart Grid is “environmental health” as expressed through sustainable development.

Smart Grid technology and policy is also spilling over to control natural gas and water supplied to homes and businesses.

Conclusion

Smart Grid is an essential component to fulfill the U.N.’s dream of a “green economy.” In historical terms, their goal is Technocracy, not Democracy or any other form of government. Control over energy production and consumption was the defining requirement in order to implement historic Technocracy as seen in the 1930s. Even though the technology did not exist back then to accomplish this, it does exist today. If successfully implemented, Smart Grid will ultimately be used as a sledge-hammer to conform society to the globalist view of Agenda 21 and sustainable development.

The additional resources below will provide more comprehensive information. If Smart Grid concerns you, and it should, then you should look for a local group to join, and if possible, work with them in a local action plan to resist the implementation in your community.

Additional Resources

Posts

· Technocracy
· The Cost of Sustainable Development
· The International Green Agenda
· Sustainable Communities: Under Construction Everywhere
· Technocracy: Scientific Dictatorship?

· Introduction

· Technocracy is an economic model based on energy consumption and sustainable development that is meant to replace capitalism and its price-based economic model. It is analogous to the United Nation’s so-called “green economy,” which is the dominant philosophy within Agenda 21. The doctrines of Technocracy were formulated during the 1920s and early 1930s and formally recorded in 1934 in a document titled Technocracy Study Course written primarily by a young geophysist M. King Hubbert.

· DefinitionSignificanceMeaningTake Action

· A simple definition of technocracy with a small “t” is “rule by experts” as opposed to rule by a representative political system. Technocracy with a capital “T” is an economic system based on energy production and consumption. Together, both definitions reveal the entire scope of Technocracy: Rule by scientific experts over an economic system designed to replace capitalism and free enterprise as we know it today. The original doctrines of Technocracy were recorded during the 1930s by a formal organization named Technocracy, Inc.

· Conclusion

· Technocracy is more dangerous than Communism, Marxism, Socialism or Fascism. It is thoroughly totalitarian and if not stopped, it will ultimately result in a scientific dictatorship.

· The additional resources below will provide more comprehensive information. If Technocracy concerns you, then you should look for a local group to join, and if possible, work with them in a local action plan to resist the implementation in your community.

What is “Unsustainable”?













The Global Biodiversity Assessment directed by the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) calls for urgent action to reverse the effects of unsustainable human activities on global biodiversity, including but not limited to the following…

337 – Ski Runs

350 – Grazing of Livestock: cows, sheep, goats, horses

351 – Disturbance of the Soil Surface (livestock)

351 – Fencing of Pastures or Paddocks

728 – Agriculture

728 – Modern Farm Production Systems

728 – Chemical Fertilizers

728  -Herbicides

728 – Building Materials

730 – Industrial Activities

730  – Human-Made caves of brick and mortar, concrete and steel

730  – Paved and Tarred roads, highways, rails (page 351)

730 – Railroads

730 – Floor and Wall Tiles

733 – Aquaculture

733  -Technology Improvements

733 – Farmlands, Rangelands

733 – Pastures, Rangelands

733 – Pastures

733 – Fish Ponds

733 – Plantations

738- Modern Hunting

738 – Harvesting of Timber

749 – Logging Activities

728 – Fossil Fuels – Used for driving various kinds of machines

755 – Dams, Reservoirs, Straightening Rivers

757 – Power Line Construction

763 – Economic systems that fail to set a proper value on the environment

763 – Inappropriate Social Structures

763 – Weaknesses in Legal and Institutional Systems

766, 838 – Modern Attitudes toward nature – Judaeo-Christian-Islamic religions

767, 782 – Private Property

771 – Population Growth – Human Population Density

773 – Consumerism and population figures

774 – Fragmentation of Habitat – cemeteries, derelict lands, rubbish tips, etc.

774 – Sewers, Drain Systems, Pipelines

783 – Land use that serves human needs

969 – Fisheries

970 – Golf Courses

970 – Scuba Diving

728 – Synthetic drugs

990 – Fragmentation – Agricultural development, Forestry Urbanization (impervious surfaces)

The above list is comprised of summary excerpts from the hard copy edition of the UNEP Global Biodiversity Assessment Report. Here are scanned copies of this list and if you continue to scroll down the pdf, you will see the actual  referenced pages from the Global Biodiversity Assessment :
PAGE REFERENCES from “The Global Biodiversity Assessment” (scanned article and relevant pages)

http://www.freedomadvocates.org/images/pdf/Unsustainables_UN_Global_Bio_Div_Assess_95_Pages.pdf 
http://www.freedomadvocates.org/images/pdf/Unsustainables_UN_Global_Bio_Div_Assess_95_TOC.pdf
For more internet information, one can view the UN Global Biodiversity link: http://earthwatch.unep.ch/biodiversity/assessment.php. However, the page numbers referred to above will not match the internet version.


What is “Unsustainable”? by Freedom Advocates Staff
IPCC Chair says Western Lifestyles are Unsustainable
The Necessity of Government













Political-economic theory in America is increasingly losing its compass. Sustainable Development activists promote policies of unlimited government intervention and many intellectuals promote the opposite side of the political spectrum – anarcho capitalism. This near 40 year old essay charts the course for a political-economic theory predicated on reason and logic – the necessity of limited government.

From the Freeman, April 1974

Anarchism is, on the face of it, a political philosophy; it is, therefore, a theory about the proper relation between the individual and the government. The theory is very simple: it is that there is no proper relation between the individual and the government – because there ought to be no government. For this reason, anarchism is held by many to be a simple-minded theory. By many on the right, however, it is held to be merely a simplification of their basic principles, with all the appeal of such simplicity. For libertarians believe that government has fewer proper functions than it currently assumes, in this country and others; and when the so-called free market anarchists say that government has no proper function, it is often thought that they are merely taking the principle of liberty, with great rigor if little wisdom, to a logical extreme. And this image of the anarchist as a logical purist, as a friend of rigor though the skies fall, is also cultivated very assiduously by the anarchists themselves. But the image, I suggest, is an illusion. Logic, like virtue, is something of which one cannot have an excess; but anarchism is distinguished by its lack of that quality. Its antipathy to law apparently extends even to the laws of thought.

The first and most basic failure of the anarchist logic is its failure to notice a crucial distinction. An anarchist is one who wishes to place coercion, the use of force and the ability to use it, on the market. The use of force to prevent the initiation of force against its citizens is the basic function of government, and the essence of “free market” anarchism is to hold that this service should be on the market, like any other. In holding this view, anarchists overlook a crucial difference between this coercive service, and all other economic goods and services.

The distinctive feature of coercion derives from the position of values in the market place. Values are, in the first instance, the subject of moral philosophy, whose task it is to discover their nature, and to formulate the proper standards for evaluation goods and actions, means and ends. This task is one of discovery, because values are objective. It is a fact that some things are values whereas others are not; it is a fact that some things are more valuable than others. In a free market and a free society, however, individuals may pursue whatever ends they choose, regardless of whether they really are valuable; and they may apportion their time and money to things in ways that may or may not reflect the relative importance of these values. People can and of course should take moral considerations into account, but nothing compels them to do so.

Despite the protestations of statists from Plato onward, there is no contradiction here. For in a free society, the actions of one person do not restrict the proper liberty of another, including his liberty to act morally. One has no right, therefore, to restrict the actions of someone just because they are immoral. In a free market, the production of trade and economic goods are determined by individual value preferences; and whether these are moral or immoral, rational or irrational, the exchanges of economic goods to which they give rise do not violate anyone’s rightful freedom – that is to say, his rights. Your enjoyment of your rights is not endangered by my misuse of mine. If this were not the case, then to the extent that it were not, the market would have to be regulated by some institution outside of the market: for the market is unjustifiable if it allows for the violation of individual rights. Fortunately, the market as we know it does not allow this, and requires no outside regulation – with the exception of a single economic good: coercion.

Coercion Is Different

The use of coercion against criminals and foreign aggressors is a service, one provided by the government to its citizens. As such it may be considered an economic good. But it differs from all other economic goods in just the respect mentioned. When its use is morally improper, it does violate individual rights. Coercion, in this world, must sometimes be exercised. Given the existence of criminals, and the constant possibility that some men prefer criminal to honest means and ends, the existence of a power to prevent and punish this by force has a certain value. Its value is restricted, however, by the moral principle forbidding its use against persons who have not themselves used force against others. If this power is exercised improperly, if it is not used in accordance with the objective principles that define and delimit its value, then it violates rights – the rights of innocent people, or at least the right of the guilty to have their guilt objectively demonstrated before suffering punishment. This is true by the very nature of coercion, and it is true only of coercion.

Coercion, therefore, and coercion alone, falls under the provision mentioned earlier: since it has the potential for violating rights if used improperly, its use cannot be determined by the value preferences people happen to hold, whether right or wrong; and so cannot be determined by market forces. Coercion has a place in social life, but it must be kept in place; and the market is not the institution to do this. Power to coerce, then, must be reposed in another institution altogether, one outside the market and the sway of subjective value preferences. This institution must have strict control – a monopoly, in effect – over the use of force, since its function is to take force off the market. Its use of coercion must be determined solely by the rules derived from the appropriate moral principles; and it must operate in accordance with such values without taking into consideration any individual or collective desires to the contrary. This institution all men call government.

The Nature of the Market

Here, then, is the first failure of the anarchist logic: it fails to discern that feature of coercion which distinguishes it form the economic goods offered on the market. A second failure concerns the nature of the market itself. It consists in the assumption that the market would exist without the government. Anarchists wish to see the services presently offered by the government offered instead by private “protection agencies” competing on the free market. We have seen why this is not appropriate, given the nature of this particular good. We must now question the assumption that in the absence of governmental institutions outside and protecting the market, a free market would even
exist for protection agencies to offer their services in.

The free market is one in which all exchanges are voluntary. A person can trade his time, effort, money, or goods for those of another only if the latter is willing. The economic laws of a free market are true only when or to the extent that this condition obtains. Consider, for example, the law of supply and demand. What would happen to prices if one did not have to pay for a good at a price acceptable to the seller, but could take the good by force, giving nothing in exchange? There is no way of telling. The law of supply and demand does not apply to thieves. The economic analysis of the market assumes that the use of force does not occur, that all exchanges are mutually acceptable to the parties involved. It assumes, in effect that the cost of using force is infinite.

The assumption is legitimate, for in free market theory there exists an institution outside the market which protects the rights of individuals, and therefore ensures that the principle of voluntary exchange will be observed. This institution may work well or badly, but its working well or badly is not a subject of economic law; it is the concern, rather, of political and legal theory. The government codifies and enforces the rules of the market; it establishes a framework of rights and liberties that men must respect in action. Economic theory then tells us what happens as individuals act within that framework to acquire the things that they value. Economic laws are to political laws as principles of strategy are to the rules of the game.

A Dilemma

For anarchism, however, all this is changed. Anarchists hold that in their scheme also, force would not be used; coercion would not be a feasible alternative to voluntary exchanges. But they cannot assume this in describing the market as they would have it. They cannot assign the problem to another field, as we do, and say that whatever is necessary to prevent the use of force we shall bring about consciously designing our institutions to that end. The anarchists would place governmental services on the market, to be offered by entrepreneurs on the basis of their expectations about the preferences of others. But if so, they can only try to predict what is likely to come about from the interplay of human interests. If we ask how our rights are to be secured to us in the anarchist system, the anarchist can only answer que sera sera. At best he can try to predict what would happen.

The anarchists, then, have their work cut out for them. They must show how, by the mechanism of the market, things work out in such a way that force is not used. But of course they cannot do this without assuming the existence of a free market, an assumption to which they are not entitled. They cannot make their case – substantiate their prediction that force will not be used – without relying on economic laws; but economic laws, as we have seen, are true only on the assumption that all exchange is voluntary, which is the very point at issue. It should, no doubt, be easy to prove that the cost of using force is prohibitive, if one assures from the outset that the cost of using force is infinite. But the proof would be invalid; it would be circular. A principle of strategy which tells one what to do given that the rules must be followed, is hardly the vehicle by which to prove that the rules must be followed in the first place.

The Problem of Monopolies

Consider, for example, the problem of monopolies in an anarchistic society. What is to prevent protection agencies from banding together to destroy the competition and form a monopoly over protective services? Is it because monopolies do not occur in a free society? But the reason monopolies do not occur is that anyone is free to compete with large firms and, by underselling them, cut into their market; it is because the only determinant of success in a free market is the ability of the entrepreneur to persuade consumers of the value of his goods, to give the best choice. What would happen if force as well as persuasion could be used against consumers and competitors? Why would the large protection agencies restrain themselves from driving out the competition by force? That is, after all, what happens in the nearest model we have to the anarchist system of protection agencies – the criminal underworld. Clearly the anarchists are assuming what they have to prove: that the market would be free, that competition would exist unhindered, that coercion is not a means by which men would deal with each other.

Coercion is not, of course, the only means by which men do deal with each other; in most societies, gang warfare is an exception. The anarchist may wish to argue, on the basis of this fact, that from a state of nature protection agencies would arise in peaceful competition, and the anarchist fission would be fulfilled. But this argument too is denied him. For wherever men, finding themselves without government, have not descended to the level of gang warfare, they have done something equally damaging to the anarchist hypothesis: they have formed new governments. Or, in the anarchist terminology, they have formed monopolistic “protection agencies.” But this is precisely what the anarchist says would not happen in an anarchistic situation. Anarchism lives on its opposition to government, but every government that exists is a refutation of anarchism; for it belies the anarchists’ prediction that if only we can send government away it will not come back.

Again, anarchists complain that governments are immoral because they initiate, or would initiate, the use of force against anyone forming a rival “protection agency.” Now it is false that this would be immoral: a government is justified in preventing any private power designed to exercise coercion, because such a power is a threat to the rights of its citizens, even if the power is never actualized. But the fact that governments would use force in this way is another refutation of anarchism; for such a use of force by one “protection agency” against another to keep its monopoly is precisely what the anarchist predicts would not occur.

That such things happen, or would happen, is embarrassing to the anarchist because he allows no means for preventing them from happening. The anarchist is caught in a dilemma. Like his namesake of the nihilistic left, he rejects the social institution through which men attempt, by positive action, to insure themselves of certain conditions necessary for social existence; yet unlike the nihilist he believes that there are such conditions, and that a form of society in which they do not obtain is unacceptable. Caught in this dilemma, he can only try to argue that these conditions will come about by natural law, so that we need to do nothing ourselves. But this argument, we have seen, is riddled with logical errors. It ignores the difference between coercion and economic goods on the market, a difference that undercuts the argument from the outset. It relies, for its argument that coercion would not in fact occur, on principles that assume coercion cannot occur, which makes the argument circular. And since it rests on a
prediction about what men would do, it is vulnerable to the historical facts about what men have done. In the end, the anarchist cannot escape his dilemma; his dilemma is a contradiction. He is advocating a certain end, a society free of violence among men, while rejecting the only means of achieving that end. Thus anarchism is hardly even a political philosophy. It is, much rather, an attempt to escape the responsibility of providing one. It would, as critics contend, be a disaster in practice; but that is because it is fantastic and incoherent in theory.



David Kelley holds a Doctorate in Philosophy from Princeton and was Executive Director of The Objectivist Center from its foundation in 1990 until 2005. The Objectivist Center is a think tank dedicated to the ideals of Objectivism, a philosophy of reason, individualism, freedom and achievement originated by the philosopher/novelist Ayn Rand. Dr Kelley’s current work is focused on cultural analysis and philosophical research. 
The Necessity of Government by David Kelley 
The Consensus Process













Originally published in Eco-Logic Online in 1997:

In communities across America, “stakeholder” councils are being formed, or have already been formed, to advance Agenda 21 to transform cities and towns into “sustainable communities.” The “consensus process” is used to gain the appearance of public support for the principles of sustainability, applied to a particular community. The process is designed to take the public policy- making function away from elected officials and place it in the hands of non-elected officials, while giving the appearance of broad public input into the decision-making process.

Stakeholder councils are called by many names and are created for a variety of specific purposes. Whatever they are called, and whatever the stated purpose for which they are created, they all have several common characteristics, and all have a common objective: the implementation of some component of Agenda 21. While each community may experience a variety of different approaches, it is necessary to recognize the common principles that guide all such councils.

Objectives

The general objective of all stakeholder councils is to promote three primary values: environmental protection, equity, and sustainable economic development. To promote these values, a comprehensive “community” plan must be developed which links, or “integrates,” all three values. In some communities, stakeholder councils are formed to work on a single component of a comprehensive plan that is to be combined with the work of other councils that may be working on different components in different geographical areas of the same community. The various councils may or may not know about the work of other councils that is underway simultaneously.

Currently, the most common stakeholder councils are related to the “visioning” process to create “Sustainable Communities;” Ecosystem Management Plans, Heritage Area or Corridor Plans, River Protection Plans, Biosphere Reserves, and Economic Renewal Plans. Almost always, the plan will encompass more than one political jurisdiction. In some instances, several counties and states may be included, as in the case of the East Texas Ecosystem Plan, which embraced 73 Texas counties and a small portion of Louisiana. In other instances, the plan may be confined to a single county or city. When a plan focuses on a single town or county, someone, somewhere, is planning to incorporate that plan into a multi-jurisdictional plan.

The stated purpose of the stakeholder council may be related to environmental protection only, which is usually referred to as natural resource management. It could be related to any one of several other single subjects such as economic renewal, education, emergency response, or transportation. Or, the stated purpose could be to develop a comprehensive plan that addresses all the issues. Whatever the stated purpose, it will attempt to integrate environmental protection, equity, and sustainable economic development.

The Process

Stakeholder councils do not simply appear. Nor are they formed as the result of citizen response to a common problem. Someone creates them — with great care. They could be formed by a government agency, or by several government agencies working together; they could be formed by NGOs (non-governmental organizations) or by a combination of government agencies and NGOs — which is often the case. The Environmental Protection Agency and several other federal agencies offer grants to NGOs and local government agencies as incentives to create these councils and develop plans to achieve sustainable communities. Whoever instigates the process will carefully select individuals from the community to participate in a meeting, which will evolve into a series of meetings. The individuals selected will be chosen because they are known to share philosophical objectives, and to represent broad segments of the community. The poor, disabled, indigenous populations are specifically targeted. Representatives from government agencies are also targeted. Typically, at least one elected official from each of the political jurisdictions in the plan area are invited. Someone from industry, and a landowner or two are also among those invited.

Formation of the original group is extremely important. People who support the objectives of the originators must dominate the group. There also has to be an appearance of broad community representation. The original group may be quite small, or it could be quite large, depending upon the objectives and the size of the community and the plan area. The initial meeting is rarely advertised. Participants are invited personally, and frequently hold several meetings before the press or the community is ever informed. By the time the public becomes aware of the existence of the stakeholders council, it is pretty well organized and its work is well underway.

The Techniques

The Consensus Process — often called “collaborative decision-making” — is a process that begins with a predetermined outcome. The agencies or NGOs that assemble an Ecosystem Management visioning council, intend to establish an ecosystem management plan. The originators know what they want included in the plan before the first meeting is ever scheduled. Those who assemble Sustainable Community visioning councils intend to establish a plan to achieve their vision of a sustainable community. The literature will say that broad community input is sought. In reality, the outcome has been decided before the first meeting begins; the real purpose for the process is to “educate” the participants.

A trained facilitator will conduct the meetings. A consensus-building meeting is vastly different from a meeting conducted by Robert’s Rules of Order. In a consensus-building meeting — there are no votes. There is no debate. The idea is to avoid
conflict and confrontation between and among differing views. The facilitator leads the discussion with questions that are skillfully crafted to elicit no response. Questions are framed to force respondents to disagree with a statement with which most reasonable people would agree. For example, a facilitator might ask: “Is there anyone who would disagree that we have a responsibility to leave future generations sufficient resources to meet their need?” Obviously, no reasonable person can disagree with such a statement. Silence — no response — implies that a consensus has been reached on the need to protect resources for future generations. The example is an oversimplification, but it illustrates the technique used by the facilitator.

Despite the careful selection of the participants, the facilitator may encounter an individual who does disagree with the questions. The facilitator is trained to marginalize such an individual by making him or her look silly by asking another,
even more extreme question, such as: “Surely you are not telling this group that you feel no responsibility to your grandchildren, are you?” With such tactics, one who objects or disagrees very often is quickly labeled as a troublemaker and is either ignored or excluded from the group.

Eventually, a professional will write a report. It will be “The Plan,” or the document produced by the group. Regardless of what the group’s stated purpose may be, the final document will include language that says the plan is designed to integrate ecology, equity, and the economy; environmental protection, equity, and sustainable development.

The Players

The players will include federal, state, and/or local government appointed officials. Working hand-in-hand, there will also be one or more representatives from NGOs that may or may not be recognizable. The Nature Conservancy and the Sierra Club are two of the more active NGOs instigating these stakeholder councils. Frequently, however, a new NGO will be created expressly for the purpose of instigating a stakeholder council in a given community. One or more of the larger NGOs, or an organization such as the Tides Foundation, will supply the start-up money and send a couple of professionals into a community to create an NGO such as “Friends of Hollow Rock, Inc.” or something similar. Sometimes an existing local NGO will be used, with substantial financial and leadership help from a larger NGO, or with help from the federal government through one of the many grants that are available for the purpose.

Whenever it is possible, a well-known local figure — a politician, businessman, or landowner will be created to be the spokesperson. In Racine, Wisconsin, no less a figure than Samuel C. Johnson, CEO of Johnson Wax Company was chosen to convince his neighbors that sustainability was the only way to go. Such individuals give credibility to the process and can have enormous persuasive power over local residents.

With such a cast of players, using techniques that are skillful to the point of deception, in a process designed to produce a predetermined outcome, it is little wonder that the objectives of Agenda 21 are being implemented in cities, towns and
across the countryside of America. Those who recognize the inherent dangers in allowing non-elected bureaucrats to develop public policy, and those who can see the socialistic underpinnings of a managed society in the objectives of Agenda 21, need to rise to the occasion to stop the underpinning of the United States Constitution.



The Consensus Process by Henry Lamb
Henry Lamb has a comprehensive archive totaling
more than 2,000 pages and accumulated since 1994, located at Sovereignty
International’s Library.
For more information on the consensus process please see How to Handle Predetermined Consensus Meetings: Let’s Stop Being Manipulated! The Delphi Technique by Albert V. Burns.
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Right now, in your town and neighborhood, policies are being implemented that will ultimately eliminate your freedoms and destroy your way of life. You need to know what’s going on to stop this process. Many town officials are selling us out to global regional development with help from the International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI): Local Governments for Sustainability. ICLEI is used as one of the mechanisms to undo the political recognition of unalienable rights.

2011 ICLEI USA member list.
ICLEI uses the false premise and outright lies of anthropogenic global warming to change our way of life, for the worse!

ICLEI: Local Governments for Sustainability promotes Local Action 21, Local Agenda 21 and other United Nations programmes implemented through local town councils, planners, mayors and local governments.

Why should you care?
Social engineering and behavior modification are some of the true objectives being implemented under the guise of environmental and climate protection. This is accomplished by exploiting people’s desire to maintain a healthy and lasting environment in the name of “sustainability.” Here is an example of how ICLEI changes behavior, just like another organization called “Fostering Sustainable Behavior”.

It is also ICLEI’s job to implement United Nation’s policies that restructure our representative form of government through global and regional development (< click and then view slide show). Policies and programs take control from our representative government and put it into the hands of regional, non-elected boards. This allows elected officials to shirk their responsibilities. It turns us into a soviet system that is based on Regionalism. It facilitates both communism and fascism. Representative government with defined limits is the basis of a free and just society.

Cool Mayors Fire-up Hot Debate
ICLEI methods include infiltrating local government. Organization representatives seek to be hired into local planning departments or they provide “toolkits” to staff. Too many elected officials such as Cool Mayors allow ICLEI to influence policy changes through the use of funding incentives and rewards. While some of these policies sound good on the surface, they result in consequences such as:

· High-density housing scams

· Traffic congestion

· Open space where access is not allowed

· Government “partnering” with favored private businesses and non-profit agencies, using your tax money

· Undermining Constitutional administration of government

· Managed control over your life

· Mismanagement of public utilities

· Prohibitions on natural resource management leading to increased fire hazards, lack of water, and private property restrictions,

· Increased taxes, fees, regulations and restrictions

Is ICLEI running your town or coming to a town near you? 
Are your elected officials being lured into enacting ridiculous rules and regulations in exchange for funding?  Do your elected officials know that there are long term consequences to their irresponsible actions?

Currently there are more than 550 communities in North America paying membership dues to ICLEI.  Upon becoming a member of ICLEI, members become governed by ICLEI Charter. If your community is one of these, you are paying for the loss of your unalienable rights.

Has your town, city or county signed on with ICLEI? Find out here:

USA member list and easy read list < click member list, then on your town to learn more

International member list <

You as an individual or part of a group can make a difference! Get informed and inform others by utilizing the following tools:

Sustainable Development – A Brief Analysis <downloadable flyer

Neighborhood Tools and Pamphlets <free downloads or purchase through store

Make sure your elected officials have the information as well

·   Sample Precursary letter to your Clerk of Board <click to view

·   You should receive an acknowledgment such as this letter from our County Supervisor <click

·   Write a letter to inform elected representatives regarding ICLEI membership <click

Pursue documentation evidencing ICLEI involvement. Review article w/ document search info here.

Public Disclosure Requests (how to use the Freedom of Information Act and more by Niki Raapana…)

Will your public officials require notice of misprision of treason? <click

Ultra-vires <information

Elected representatives need to cease involvement with ICLEI. Don’t let ICLEI policies ruin your town. The global village of the future is not the vision of our dreams and will hold no safe harbor for anyone.

Click here for USA ICLEI member list  
ICLEI Primer: Your Town and Freedom Threatened by Freedom Advocates – Permission to republish and distribute is granted by Freedom Advocates per our Republication Policy at this link: http://www.freedomadvocates.org/republication_policy/ 
FURTHER MATERIAL:
ICLEI – Funding by Capital Research Center
The Local Agenda 21 Planning Guide – An Introduction to Sustainable Development Planning, published by ICLEI 
ICLEI: Local Governments for Sustainability and the U.N. Connection
Despite Crumbling of Climate Change Consensus, ICLEI Marches On <more on what you can do

Kick ICLEI Out! <city charter amendment and ordinance asserting unconstitutional alliance between City of Spokane and ICLEI

ICLEI Prohibition – Initiative Petition, State of Idaho (pdf)

ICLEI: Research, Education, Action and Risks at the Local Level – Basic First Steps by Stacy Lynne <basic steps for exposing ICLEI

ICLEI is a Conspiracy and That’s No Theory by Stacy Lynne <article

United Nations Environmental Program, International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) by Stacy Lynne, 2010 <PowerPoint slide presentation (pdf).  View Stacy Lynne’s STOP ICLEI website.

Land Use Advocacy Comparison Chart produced by the Calaveras County Taxpayers Association (CCTA) <UN Agenda 21 Comparison Chart (pdf)

 

Listen: Click here for Dr. Stan Monteith radio interview with Jeannie Soderman on ICLEI – the history, structure and ramifications.

Listen to the 2-part radio program Colorado: Kick ICLEI Out! Hour 1 and Hour 2.  Michael Shaw discusses ICLEI with guest Stacy Lynne of Colorado.

Listen: ICLEI Movement Heats Up – Stacy Lynne Discusses the Latest Developments in Exposing ICLEI with host Michael Shaw on KSCO Radio. <Excellent show, click here to listen

Watch: ICLEI Beginnings and Future – Jeb Brugmann and David Cadman 
             World Mayors Council on Climate Change and Agenda 21 
Green Cities, Cool Mayors = Red Ink, Dead Culture













At the U.S. Conference of Mayors in San Francisco on June 5 (World Environment Day), 2005, two documents – the “Green Cities Declaration” and the “Urban Environmental Accords” – were presented. Every mayor in attendance signed them, and because of that, every citizen in America is threatened. The elected officials have signed on (knowingly or not) to the destruction of property rights and the U.S. Constitution, and now individual citizens must arm themselves with the knowledge of the problem, educate their fellow citizens, and take back their cities. With knowledge about Green Cities and Sustainable Development, we are going to be the solution.

At the U.S. Conference of Mayors in San Francisco on June 5 (World Environment Day), 2005, two documents – the “Green Cities Declaration” and the “Urban Environmental Accords” – were presented.  Every mayor in attendance signed them.  Because of that, every citizen in America is threatened.

The two documents are part and parcel of the United Nations’ Agenda 21.  The first is the declaration that the mayors of all the cities of the United States and the world are going to be the implementers of Agenda 21.  The second explains how it will be implemented, closing with the statement “The goal is for cities to pick three actions to adopt each year.”

If the cities achieve the goal of implementing three actions each year from 2005, they will have completed their 21 Actions in the seven years leading up to June 5, 2012, the date of World Environment Day.  And what exactly will each city have achieved by then if they have completed each of the 21 Actions set out in the Green Cities/Green Mayors plan?

They will have received 21 green stars. That’s it.  Besides being in deep debt and having taken away their citizens’ rights along with their property.

While the website for Green Cities touts cost savings, jobs creation and happy citizens, the reality is just the opposite.  Seven areas that comprise three actions each make up the 21 “practical” actions called for in the Accords. The seven areas are energy, waste reduction, urban design, urban nature, transportation, environmental health and water.

Under the Agreement, participating cities commit to take the following actions:

· Strive to meet or beat the Koyoto Protocol targets in their own communities, through actions ranging from anti-sprawl land-use policies to urban forest restoration projects to public information campaigns.  (Read that as stack-em’ and pack em’ housing, use of eminent domain to take private property – developed or not – and replace it with tiny surveillance-monitored ‘parks’ and greenswards, and indoctrination campaigns at all levels from schools to workplace to media.)

· Urge their state governments, and the federal government, to enact policies and programs to meet or beat the greenhouse gas emission reduction target suggested for the United States in the Kyoto Protocol – 7% reduction from 1990 levels by 2012.

· Urge the U.S. Congress to pass the bipartisan greenhouse gas reduction legislation, which would establish a national emission trading system – Waxman-Markey.

Since that meeting in 2005, the total number of U.S. mayors to sign on has passed 900.

But because not every mayor in every city has not yet signed on to Green Cities, local citizens are asked to take charge of the project for their cities and move them forward.

Some mayors have turned down the offer of being a “Cool Mayor.”  One suggests that the program “appears likely to lose its way and simply redistribute wealth in the state.”  Whoa, that mayor can read between the lines.

A columnist in Michigan wrote that, “While some may argue that it is logical to provide this type of funding (the program offers $100,000 ‘catalyst grants’ to big cities while offering small towns matching grants) to larger cities, it is important to remember that past state and local government efforts to stimulate economic growth in larger cities have failed.  . . . The governor’s attempts to revitalize Michigan’s economy through the Cool Cities initiative might seem honorable, but it is ironic that the state is handing out hundreds of thousands of dollars in dubious grants at a time when legislators are debating the per-pupil funding for schools, money for higher education and restraining Medicaid benefits.  It should shift its focus to providing a secure environment that is open to new business by restructuring the single business tax, rationalizing its regulatory environment and removing other roadblocks to economic development.”1 So at least one person in Michigan sees where this is going.

Calling for cities to increase renewable energy to meet ten percent of the city’s peak electric load within seven years expects a lot from the cities and even more from renewal energy sources.  The cities will have to fork out a lot of money to provide that much renewable energy because it is still prohibitively expensive technology.  And where are they going to install the equipment needed to produce this energy?  On every roof in the city?  And in public parks?  And on baseball, football and soccer fields?  Where do they expect to find the other 100+ acres they will need?

According to Paul Driessen, “Spain increased its installed wind-power capacity to 10% of its total electricity, although actual energy output is 10% to 30% of this, or 1% to 3% of total electricity, because the wind is intermittent and unreliable.  “Still, Spain spent $3.7 billion on the program in 2007 alone, King Juan Carlos University economics professor Gabriel Calzada determined.  It created 50,000 jobs, mostly installing wind turbines, at $73,000 in annual subsidies per job — and 10,000 of these jobs have already been terminated.  Spain’s economic problems put the remaining 40,000 jobs at risk.  Meanwhile, soaring electricity prices forced other businesses to cut 2.2 jobs for every”green” job created, says Calzada.  Spain’s unemployment rate is now 17% and rising.2 
As to Waste Reduction, the mayors are told to establish a policy to achieve zero waste to landfills and incinerators by 2040.  One must assume that the United Nations knows something we don’t — like the technology to achieve this will be invented in the very near future.

Skipping down to Environmental Health, our mayors are told that every year they must identify one product, chemical, or compound that is used within the city that represents the greatest risk to human health and adopt a law and provide incentives to reduce or eliminate its use.  Cities already ban those things that are deleterious to the health of its citizens, so how are they to find things to ban?

The Supreme Court just decided that carbon dioxide is a pollutant.  Humans breathe out carbon dioxide, in fact breathing produces approximately 2.3 pounds (1 kg) of carbon dioxide per day per person.  I guess the cities could begin by banning people to achieve the Environmental Health goal.

And when these cities have banned three products a year for so many years, they will eventually have to start banning good things.  In fact, most cities will run out of actual things to ban in the first year.  Will they then emulate Anchorage in the ’90s when the EPA mandated that all water districts remove a certain percentage of pollutants from their water supply?  Because Anchorage’s water was so clean naturally, they had to dump the refuse from fish canneries into the water so they could turn around and remove it in order to comply with the EPA mandate.

So where does all this anti-human nonsense come from?  Why would anyone, any mayor, want to afflict their community with destruction of property rights, while reducing energy consumption and simultaneously raising the cost of energy?

At the beginning, I referred to the source of the threat to our way of life, the United Nations’ Agenda 21.

Chapter 5 of the U.N.’s Agenda 21 states:

The growth of world population and production combined with unsustainable consumption patterns places increasingly severe stress on the life-supporting capacities of our planet.  These interactive processes affect the use of land, water, air, energy and other resources.  Rapidly growing cities, unless well-managed, face major environmental problems.  The increase in both the number and size of cities calls for greater attention to issues of local government and municipal management.  The human dimensions are key elements to consider in this intricate set of relationships and they should be adequately taken into consideration in comprehensive policies for sustainable development.

Population policy should also recognize the role played by human beings in environmental and development concerns.  There is a need to increase awareness of this issue among decision makers at all levels and to provide both better information on which to base national and international policies and a framework against which to interpret this information.

So we have the “information on which to base national and international policies and a framework against which to interpret this information.”  Agenda 21 mandates all of this and more.  They rail against the number and size of our cities while at the same time they are rounding us up from the suburbs and rural areas and cramming us into the cities so the land we now occupy can “go back to its natural state” (read: without human presence debasing its perfection).

Then note the hint at population policy – that the teeming multitudes (us) they have forced into the cities must be culled.  But they haven’t directly – yet – told us how the will handle that problem.

And now the mayors are implementing the anti-human, anti-property rights programs called Sustainable Development devised by the United Nations with the assistance of ICLEI and other NGOs (non-governmental organizations).3 
One has to wonder if any of the mayors and city legislators truly comprehend what they are seemingly so whole-heartedly endorsing.  If they do, they must understand that they are destroying their cities; businesses will close and residents will loose their homes, thus the tax base will dry up.  A city cannot survive without the taxes derived from businesses and property owners.

So how will these mayors survive?  Do they have buried gold?  Or have they thought that far ahead?  And do they realize that their positions are to be taken over by non-elected entities connected to the U.N.?

If the mayors do not understand what they have signed onto, if they have stuck their heads in the sand and gone along for the sake of political correctness, they deserve what they get but their constituents do not.

This brings it all down to the lowest common denominator, the citizen.  Because the elected officials have signed on (knowingly or not) to the destruction of property rights and the U.S. Constitution, Joe and Jane Doe have to take it upon themselves to correct the situation.  They must arm themselves with the knowledge of the problem, educate their fellow citizens, and take back their cities.  We are the Joe and Janes.  With knowledge about Green Cities and Sustainable Development, we are going to be the solution.



1 Vanessa C. Ferguson, The Price of Cool.
2 Driessen, Paul “Unable to See Wind’s Deficiencies for Forests of Concrete and Steel,” Investor’s Business Daily, July 28, 2009.

3 In addition to the U.S. Conference of Mayors, a number of NGOs (non-governmental organizations working in concert with the U.N.) are actively working on the Cool Cities/Cool Mayors project.  They are ICLEI, the Sierra Club, Climate Solutions, Natural Resources Defense Council, Kyoto USA, the Climate Crisis Coalition, and the Virtual March.

REFERENCE (from the United Nations Urban Environmental Accords)
21 Actions to be implemented by Green Cities
Energy:  Renewable Energy | Energy Efficiency | Climate Change 
Action 1  Adopt and implement a policy to increase the use of renewable energy to meet ten per cent of the city’s peak electrical load within seven years. 
Action 2  Adopt and implement a policy to reduce the city’s peak electric load by ten per cent within seven years through energy efficiency, shifting the timing of energy demands, and conservation measures.

Action 3  Adopt a citywide green house gas reduction plan that reduces the jurisdictions emissions by twenty five percent by 2030, and which includes a system for accounting and auditing greenhouse gas emissions.

Waste Reduction:  Zero Waste | Manufacturer Responsibility | Consumer Responsibility 
Action 4  Establish a policy to achieve zero waste to landfills and incinerators by 2040. 
Action 5  Adopt a citywide law that reduces the use of a disposable, toxic or non-renewable product category by at least fifty per cent in seven years.

Action 6  Implemented “user-friendly” recycling and composting programs, with the goal of reducing by twenty per cent per capita solid waste disposal to landfill and incineration in seven years.

Urban Design:  Green Building | Urban Planning | Slums 
Action 7  Adopt a policy that mandates a green building rating system standard that applies to all new municipal buildings. 
Action 8  Adopt urban planning principles that advance higher density, mixed use, walkable, bikeable and disabled-accessible neighborhoods which coordinate land use and transportation with open space systems for recreation and ecological restoration.

Action 9  Adopt a policy or implement a program that creates environmentally beneficial jobs in slums and/or low-income neighborhoods.

Urban Nature:  Parks| Habitat Restoration | Wildlife 
Action 10  Ensure that there is an accessible park or recreational open space within half-a-kilometer of every city resident by 2015. 
Action 11  Conduct an inventory of existing canopy coverage in the city; and then establish a goal based on ecological and community considerations to plant and maintain canopy coverage in not less than fifty per cent of all available sidewalk plating sites.

Action 12  Pass legislation that protects critical habitat corridors and other key habitat characteristics (e.g., water features, food bearing plants, shelter for wildlife, use of native species, etc.) from unsustainable development.

Transportation:  Public Transportation | Clean Vehicles | Reducing Congestion 
Action 13  Develop and implement a policy which expands affordable public transportation coverage to within half-a-kilometer of all city residents in ten years. 
Action 14  Pass a law or implement a program that eliminates leaded gasoline (where it is still used); and that phases down sulfur levels in diesel and gasoline fuels, concurrent with using advanced emission controls on all buses, taxis, and public fleets to reduce particulate matter and smog-forming emissions from those fleets by fifty per cent in seven years.

Action 15  Implement a policy to reduce the percentage of commute trips by single occupancy vehicles by ten per cent in seven years.

Environmental Health:  Toxics Reduction | Healthy Food Systems | Clean Air 
Action 16  Every year, identify one product, chemicals, or compounds that is used within the city that represents the greatest risk to human health and adopt a law to provide incentives to reduce or eliminate its use by the municipal government.
Action 17  Promote the public health and environmental benefits of supporting organic foods. Ensure that twenty per cent of all city facilities (including schools) serve locally grown and organic food within seven years. 
Action 18  Establish an Air Quality Index (AQI) to measure the level of air pollution and set the goal of reducing by ten per cent in seven years the number of days categorized in the AQI range as “unhealthy” to”hazardous.”

Water:  Water Access & Efficiency | Source Water Conservation | Waste Water Reduction 
Action 19  Develop policies to increase adequate access to safe drinking water, aiming at access for all by 2015. For cities with potable water consumption greater than 100 liters per capita per day, adopt and implement policies to reduce consumption by ten per cent by 2015. 
Action 20  Protect the ecological integrity of the city’s primary drinking water sources (i.e., aquifers, rivers, lakes, wetlands and associated eco-systems).

Action 21  Adopt municipal wastewater management guidelines and reduce the volume of untreated wastewater discharge by ten per cent in seven years through the expanded use of recycled water and the implementation of sustainable urban watershed planning process that includes participants of all affected communities and is based on sound economic, social, and environmental principles.



Green Cities, Cool Mayors = Red Ink, Dead Culture by Kathleen Marquardt
Kathleen Marquardt is the author of “AnimalScam: The Beastly Abuse of Human Rights” and founder of Putting People First.  She has testified before state legislatures, appeared on national television, spearheaded opposition to legislative initiatives, become involved in lawsuits and spoken to thousands all across the country.
Understanding Unalienable Rights













Why do we use the term unalienable instead of inalienable? Inalienable rights are subject to changes in the law such as when property rights are given a back seat to emerging environmental law or free speech rights give way to political correctness. Whereas under the original doctrine of unalienable rights, these rights cannot be abridged.

Webster’s 1828 dictionary defines unalienable as “not alienable; that cannot be alienated; that may not be transferred; as in unalienable rights” and inalienable as “cannot be legally or justly alienated or transferred to another.” The Declaration of Independence reads:

“That all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights…”
This means that human beings are imbued with unalienable rights which cannot be altered by law whereas inalienable rights are subject to remaking or revocation in accordance with man-made law. Inalienable rights are subject to changes in the law such as when property rights are given a back seat to emerging environmental law or free speech rights give way to political correctness. In these situations no violation has occurred by way of the application of inalienable rights – a mere change in the law changes the nature of the right. Whereas under the original doctrine of unalienable rights the right to the use and enjoyment of private property cannot be abridged (other than under the doctrine of “nuisance” including pollution of the public water or air or property of another). The policies behind Sustainable Development work to obliterate the recognition of unalienable rights. For instance, Article 29 subsection 3 of the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights applies the “inalienable rights” concept of human rights:

“Rights and freedoms may in no case be exercised contrary to purposes and principles of the United Nations.”
Many call for a “Civil Society” which argues for a statutory framework that does not give recognition of the imbued nature of unalienable rights.

Modern dictionaries blur the difference, as does modern intellectual thought. The modern definition of unalienable is the same as the historical definition of inalienable. The contemporary blurring of the meaning of unalienable and inalienable is evidence of the process of dictionary evolution that Orwell forecasted in “1984.”



Understanding Unalienable Rights by Michael Shaw
Michael Shaw is President of FreedomAdvocates.org
Democracy is Not Freedom













Young Iranians thronged the streets of Tehran carrying signs in English proclaiming their march for “Democracy” and “Freedom”. The youth of America, the scholars, and increasingly the corporate professionals, regularly profess the same sentiments. This is troubling. The concepts of freedom and democracy conflict so regularly that Plato pronounced, “Democracy leads to anarchy, which is mob rule.” Freedom is the ability to decide and act for one’s self. Democracy requires all people to conform their action to the rule of the majority. The systems of “justice” at play in America today also contrast. One supports individual freedom and equality of rights (rule of law, equal justice). The other system of justice supports democracy (rule by the majority, social justice). American principles are based upon the core element of the Declaration of Independence – equal justice. This is the system of law that applies the same law to every person and which implements the concept of a higher law – labeled under the Declaration as “Unalienable Rights”. These are the rights imbued and inherent within each of us that allow all people to lead a life of one’s own, with the liberty to act and the right to the use and enjoyment of one’s private property. Under equal justice, government power accordingly is limited. Such is the foundation of the American Republic. Today, that Republic is in near ruin. When a Republic that is granted limited power is replaced by a democracy with virtually unlimited power, the political recognition of unalienable rights is lost and mob rule replaces individual rights. Democracy utilizes a different system of justice called social justice. Social justice generates differing results to different groups of people depending on the law’s finding of “common good”. Because the “common good” changes from day to day, no one can ever know who will have what rights tomorrow. In an attempt to provide “equity” to all groups, social justice creates overlapping castes, each representing a “common good” de jour and each clamoring for more power. But no principle regarding the protection of the ideal of private property exists under social justice. Private use of property may be granted “interim protection” under social justice law, but only when such a conclusion is thought to advance the common good. Yet, even when seeming protections of unalienable rights arise under social justice, they can be retracted later on when they have served their purpose because perceptions of “common good” are always subject to “change”. Democracy is often used to calibrate or implement public perspectives. (So called “common good” is claimed when building temporary public confidence in the oligarchy’s silent program of democratization.) This occurs while the oligarchy in charge of governmental operations propels a system of social justice designed to eventually assume ultimate control over all human action. Social justice is the “equity” of the Sustainable Development political-economics that drives American policy in this the looming post-free enterprise era. As our system of justice progresses from “equal justice for all” to one of “equity” or Social Justice, our Republic mutates into a collectivist state and the fall of America proceeds apace. The immediate question becomes: is the fall a natural outcome in the ordinary course of events or is it planned? Is the fall related to the rise of world governance (The United Nations, The World Bank, The World Trade Organization, The European Union, The Bank of International Settlements, and regional trade pacts such as NAFTA CAFTA and FTA and more)? Is world government the natural course for human advancement or is it being directed by an oligarchy motivated by the centralization of power? Clearly these questions get to the heart of today’s problems. With the march toward democracy, we advance socialism and collectivism. Mikhail Gorbachev said, “More socialism means more democracy, openness and collectivism in everyday life.” As the previously silent Americans begin to rally around various hot button issues, it is important that they understand the threat of democracy. As James Madison said, “Democracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been found incompatible with personal security or the rights of property; and have in general been as short in their lives as they have been violent in their death.” While young Iranians in Tehran may misguidedly carry signs proclaiming their march for “Democracy” and “Freedom”, the youth of America, the scholars, and the corporate professionals, indeed all sectors of society need to be made aware of the danger of democracy so they too might work to pursue the continued making of a republic that defends individual liberty and protects unalienable rights.



Democracy is Not Freedom by Michael Shaw Michael Shaw is President of FreedomAdvocates.org FURTHER MATERIAL: Ohio Law Notes, Republic vs. Democracy <excellent writing

Abusing the System Through NGOs and CSOs













Everyone knows what a lobbyist is, but do you know what an “Adviser” is in Washington, D.C.? No matter whom we elect, no matter the person or party, if we don’t shine the light on who really is writing policy, we are in for a rude awakening.

The acronym NGO stands for Non-Governmental Organization. While NGOs go back to the early 1900s, the phrase “non-governmental organization” came into its current use with the United Nations Organization in 1945. It is in Article 71 of Chapter 10 of the United Nations Charter. It established a consultative role for organizations which are neither governments nor member states. There is a conscious effort to replace the term NGO with a more politically-correct term — Civil Society Organization or CSO.

There is a major difference:

· NGO may apply to any non-profit organization.

· CSO designation applies only to those NGOs that are accredited by the United Nations and hold “consultative status” through The Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC)
(For-profit companies and organizations can also be accredited, but we are only writing of NGOs here.)

According to Our Global Neighborhood, the official report of the UN-funded Commission on Global Governance, published in 1995, there were 28,900 international NGOs worldwide and hundreds of thousands of national NGOs. As of late 1994, only 980 were officially “accredited” by the UN’s Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC). However, these 980 accredited NGOs are affiliated with tens of thousands more NGOs in virtually every nation on earth. By virtue of their affiliation with accredited NGOs, these NGOs constitute what the UN describes as CSOs.

Non UN-accredited NGOs are described by globalists as “populist organizations” and the globalist feel that these organizations can upset and even destroy the work of decades of their deliberations in a short period of time. That is the potential of the “Tea Party” grass roots movement currently on the rise in the United States.

Here is some background to aid in understanding CSOs. There are two levels of accreditation:

· Accreditation by ECOSOC confers what is called “consultative” status.

· Accreditation by a subsidiary organization of ECOSOC authorizes “observer” status at a specific UN conference or event.

For a current list and locations of CSOs with consultative status go to: http://esango.un.org/irene/index.html
An example of the power of “observer” status was seen at the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janiero. Of the more than 8,000 NGOs represented at the NGO Forum held the week before the Earth Summit, 1,400 NGOs were accredited as “observers.”

NGOs with “consultative” and “observer” status are responsible for the following:

· Development of the global agenda, i.e., Agenda 21.

· Enactment of the policies at the international level.

· Converting international policy into national laws and regulations.

· Implementing the new policies, laws, and regulations on the ground.

History

The modern NGO story begins with the creation of the United Nations. One month after the UN Charter went into force, Julian Huxley signed the document that created the United Nations Education, Scientific, and Cultural Organization, the well-known UNESCO.

Two years later, the same Julian Huxley was instrumental in creating the International Union for the Conservation of Nature or IUCN. The IUCN consolidated the work of the British Fauna and Flora Preservation Society with other conservation groups that worked throughout the British Empire and aligned its work with the activities of UNESCO.

(For a brief discussion of the nature of NGO leaders, see: http://sovereignty.net/p/ngo/ngotut.htm)

To increase funding for its work, the IUCN created another, more public organization called the World Wildlife Fund or WWF in 1961. It was headed by Prince Philip.

During the 1960s, the IUCN lobbied the UN General Assembly to create a new status for NGOs. Resolution 1296, adopted in 1968, grants “consultative” status to NGOs. The IUCN is accredited with six UN organizations.

In 1982, the IUCN and WWF worked together to create still another NGO called the World Resources Institute (WRI). Russell Train, then-President of the WWF-USA, amassed $25 million in grants to create the World Resources Institute or WRI. He selected Gustave Speth, co-founder of the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) as its first President. This triumvirate, consisting of the IUCN, WWF and WRI, is the driving force behind the rise of NGO influence at the UN and around the world.

The IUCN’s current membership includes: 92 international NGOs; 753 national NGOs; 29 affiliates; 80 state agencies; 93 government agencies with state members; and 23 government agencies without state members.

The U.S. State Department contributes more than $1 million per year to this NGO. President Clinton issued Executive Order #12986 which grants this NGO certain diplomatic “privileges and immunities.”

WWF funding in the USA is interesting. The WWF reported 1995 income in the USA to be $138,874,116 and assets at $62,558,896. In recent years the WWF’s take increased:

· In 2003 it was $370,245,000

· In 2004 it was $468,889,000

· In 2005 it was $499,629,000

· In 2006 it was $549,827,000

· In 2007 it was $663,193,000

· That totals $2,551,783,000

WWF’s take in 2008 was not quite as good. They switched their accounting to Euros, in place of dollars and took in €447,251,000. That’s roughly $584,000,000.

Their total income since 2003 is just over $3.1 billion (this does not include 2009).

Note that the WWF took €73,938,000 ($104,320,000) in 2007 and €76,930,000 ($108,856,000) in 2008 from ‘Governments and Aid Agencies.’

The WRI is perhaps the world’s most influential think-tank. It produces the so-called scientific foundation for the global agenda and coordinates much of the activity of affiliated NGOs as well. Maurice Strong has been or is currently a director or officer of each of these NGOs.

These three NGOs, IUCN, WWF and WRI, in concert with the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP), jointly published the documents from which the global agenda was developed. These documents include:

· World Conservation Strategy, published in 1980 by UNEP, IUCN, and WWF.

· Caring for the Earth, published in 1991 by UNEP, IUCN, and WWF.

· Global Biodiversity Strategy, published in 1992 by UNEP, IUCN, and WRI.

· Global Biodiversity Assessment, published in 1995 by UNEP, coordinated by WRI.

From these foundational works come such policy documents as:

· The Convention on Biological Diversity
· The Framework Convention on Climate Change
· Agenda 21
NGOs play two vital roles in implementing the policies that are developed by the triumvirate:

· The ideas are first hammered into policy statements that are adopted by an official UN body.

· Then the policies are translated into practice on the ground.

NGOs fulfill both of these functions.

Writing in the January/February, 1997 issue of Foreign Affairs, the journal of the Council on Foreign Relations, Jessica Mathews wrote:

· “NGOs set the original goal of negotiating an agreement to control greenhouse gases. They proposed most of its structure and content, and lobbied and mobilized public pressure to force through a pact that virtually no one else thought possible when the talks began.”

· “More members of NGOs served on government delegations than ever before, and they penetrated deeply into official decision-making. They were allowed to attend the small working group meetings where the real decisions in international negotiations are made. The tiny nation of Vanuatu turned its delegation over to an NGO with expertise in international law, a group based in London and funded by an American foundation. Thus it made itself and other sea-level island states major players in the fight to control global warming.”

· “As a result, delegates completed the framework of a global climate accord in the blink of a diplomat’s eye—16 months—over the opposition of the three energy superpowers, the United States, Russia, and Saudi Arabia.”

In this article, Jessica Mathews is referring to NGO involvement that lead up to the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio. This is just one example: NGOs swarm to and are deeply involved in virtually every conference arranged by the United Nations.

Agenda promoters want you to believe NGO activity is spontaneous as is involvement of CSOs. However, NGO activity is organized and meticulously coordinated by the triumvirate.

NGOs organize into coalitions. Three of the more important coalitions are:

· CAN (Climate Action Network), which concentrates on climate change issues.

· BioNET, which concentrates on biodiversity issues. Note: UNEP and IUCN are among their affiliates. (See: http://www.bionet-intl.org/opencms/opencms/partners/memberships/memberships-affiliations.jsp)

· CitNet (Citizens Network for Sustainable Development), which concentrates on sustainable development issues.

Each of these coalitions is made up of hundreds of NGOs scattered around the world. They are connected by the internet.

With a substantial grant from the Tides Foundation, the Institute for Global Communications (IGC) joined forces with the Association for Progressive Communications (APC) in the mid 1980s to form an Internet site, http://www.igc.org which continually
morphs into ever-changing affiliate groups. The site became the communications hub for 50,000 NGOs in 133 countries, and reaches tens of millions on the Internet. This specialized NGO has contracts with the UN to provide communication services for UN meetings around the world.

The President’s Council on Sustainable Development, created by President Clinton used this NGO website to disseminate information about its work. To a very large extent, it is responsible for the increased effectiveness of NGOs during the last decade.

Publications are important tools that NGOs provide to delegates at UN conferences. One publication titled ECO, has been published by NGOs at every UN meeting since the first Earth Summit in 1972. (It’s found at: http://www.climatenetwork.org.) At the recent global warming negotiations in Geneva, ECO listed nineteen staffers and thanked its funders which included:

· The Environment Ministries of Sweden, Germany, and the Netherlands

· Rent-a-Mac

· EuroFax

· APC

Another publication, published sporadically and titled Earth Negotiations Bulletin, was published from March, 1993 to March, 1994 by the International Institute for Sustainable Development in Winnipeg. It cost $530,000 of which $279,550 came directly from Canadian taxpayers.

The activities of these NGOs are coordinated through the World Resources Institute which uses their publication titled The NGO Networker. Each coalition has its own coordinating mechanism.

For example, CITNET publishes a newsletter which lists administrative offices in California and a UN Liaison Office in New York, and proclaims that it is a Tides Foundation project. Its internet address is: http://igc.apc.org. Some of the organizations included in this coalition are:

· The Sierra Club

· Faith in Action

· The Humane Society of the United States

· Greenpeace International

· The IUCN

· Friends of the Earth

· Second Nature

· The Earth Council (Maurice Strong’s newest NGO)

· World Resources Institute

· and many others

One function of these NGOs is to urge their members to support specific policy measures as they are presented to Congress. Because they hold “consultative” status they are contractually required to support any item that is presented to them from their peers. They are also required to support individual candidates who support the overall agenda. The Sierra Club was deeply involved in the 1996 Congressional elections spending millions of dollars in support of candidates friendly to their cause.

Here’s how they are affecting Congress:

· The Federal Government has been accepting UN promoted policies through advisory committees.

· These committees are set up to gull the public into thinking that they themselves are involved in Federal decision-making.

In response to the growing number of advisory committees, Congress enacted the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). It established guidelines under which all Federal advisory committees must operate. The number of advisory committees is carefully managed, ensuring that committees are only established when essential to the attainment of clearly defined Executive Branch priorities.

What has transpired since 1972, is that only organizations, businesses, NGOs, or employees of these organizations who hold “consultative” status with ECOSOC are “Registered” to be hired as an Adviser to a Congressional Committee. According to a recent government report, there are no organizations, businesses, or NGOs who represent American Citizens’ interests on this list.

When a Congressional Committee or Federal Agency needs an Advisory Committee, they can only pick from those registered with the Federal Interagency Databases Online (FIDO GOV Database). There are about 1,000 of them listed at: http://www.fido.gov/facadatabase. This means that the NGOs that compile this data base are determining where the money is spent.

Funding:

The underlying coordination of NGO activity is driven by the funding sources. The Environmental Grantmakers Association (EGA) is an informal association of more than 120 foundations and businesses assembled by the Rockefeller Foundation. The EGA meets annually to decide which NGOs and which projects will be funded. Annual grants to NGOs through this organization are estimated to be in the range of $500,000,000.

The federal government also funds NGOs. During a recent eighteen-month period the Department of Interior awarded grants totaling $242,000,000 to more than 800 NGOs.

Even more money comes from the UN. According to the 1996 First Quarter Report of the Global Environment Facility (GEF), a total of $2.3 billion was spent on global warming projects. Most went to accredited NGOs around the world. The report identified thirty-nine such projects which were coordinated by the IUCN, the WWF, or the WRI worth a total of $350 million.

These NGOs are funded to achieve specific objectives. The Tides Foundation operates an “Incubator Program.” This program creates new NGOs to perform specialized tasks. The Environmental Working Group is one such program. Among its tasks is a project called The Clearinghouse for Environmental Research. One of its functions is to identify “populist organizations” that oppose the global agenda and attempt to discredit those organizations.

Another organization created in 1992 is The Greater Ecosystem Alliance. It was created for the purpose of generating public acceptance of the idea of ecosystem management in the Northwest, specifically, to introduce the concept of the Wildlands Project. The Wildlands Project was subsequently renamed the Wildlands Network. See: http://www.twp.org/
Every community has one or more such NGOs. They often consist of only two or three professionals funded by a foundation such as The Tides Foundation. They are placed in a community to build public support for some component of the international agenda.

Currently, Sustainable Communities are the hot item. NGOs have been dispatched to targeted communities to develop what they often call “visioning councils.” They are eligible for federal grants to develop a community plan for a Sustainable Community. The criteria for a Sustainable Community comes directly from Agenda 21. It was adopted in Rio de Janeiro, Americanized by The President’s Council on Sustainable Development, and designed to translate international policy into local ordinances and state and federal law.

NGOs in the Future

The power gained by NGOs in the recent past is nothing compared to what they have planned for the future. At Habitat II, UN Rule 61 gave accredited NGOs full participation in negotiating sessions with official delegates. Our Global Neighborhood recommends the creation of a new Assembly of the People. It is to consist of 300-to-600 representatives of accredited NGOs. The Assembly will meet annually before the UN General Assembly meeting to provide ideas and information to the official delegates on the next steps to implement Agenda 21 policies.

Another new UN entity being recommended is a Petitions Council. The Petitions Council would be a small council of representatives from accredited NGOs whose job would be to receive petitions of non-compliance from NGOs on the ground. The UN calls this an early warning system. Petitions would be screened by the council and forwarded to the appropriate UN organization for enforcement action.

Another recommendation is to restructure the UN Trusteeship Council to be governed by representatives from accredited NGOs. They would have “trusteeship” over the global commons. This is defined to be:

“The atmosphere, outer space, oceans beyond national jurisdiction, and the related environment and life-support systems that contribute to the support of human life.”

NGOs provide the interface between globalists and the rest of society. NGOs not affiliated with an accredited NGO, which confers CSO status, are discredited, discounted, and labeled as populist activists. Every CSO-NGO is empowered by a funding source that pays for a specific function designed to advance a broader agenda. The funding source, whether public or private, works to advance an agenda that is coordinated by, and developed through, the NGO triumvirate working with UN agencies and national governments.

As the NGOs see it, the result is phenomenal effectiveness at influencing policy at the international, national, and local levels. They believe that their effectiveness will increase.

 Abusing the System Through NGOs and CSOs by Maryetta Ables
This article is the work of:
Maryetta Ables, President FORCES International. See more about her at: http://www.forces.org/static_page/who.php and National Sovereignty Facebook page: http://www.facebook.com/profile.php?ref=name&id=723046855
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· Global Warming Myth Debunked
Misprision of Treason Primer: Responding to your City’s Association with Iclei













Article 1 Section 10 of the U.S. Constitution prohibits states or their subdivisions from entering into any “treaty, alliance or confederation” with a foreign political organization. Contracts with ICLEI – Local Governments for Sustainability headquartered in Bonn, Germany fit into this prohibition. Increasingly, American citizens are becoming aware of this fact.

There are no U.S. Supreme Court cases under Article 1 Section 10 of the U.S. Constitution. That is because no state has engaged in the prohibited action during America’s history. The present situation is a first, de novo, circumstance.

According to www.iclei.org, ICLEI was founded in 1990 as the ‘International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives.’ The ‘International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives’ became ‘ICLEI – Local Governments for Sustainability’ in 2003 with a broader international mission to pursue Sustainability issues. ICLEI is an international association of local governments as well as national and regional government organizations who have made a commitment to the United Nations program of Sustainable Development – Agenda 21.

Many elected city officials are indoctrinated through their League of Cities seminars and other associations to embrace Sustainable Development – Agenda 21 principles. This often leads to an ICLEI contract which accelerates the ride down the path of ruin.

At Freedom Advocates we recommend that a Misprision of Treason be presented to elected officials who fail to attempt to sever the ICLEI association. Let the honest and brave politicians who do attempt to sever and who stand for their oaths to the Constitution be left out of the misprision notice. A misprision is described as: “Misprision of treason is the failure to perform a public duty. A person who knows that a treason is being or is about to be committed but does not report it to a proper authority commits a misprision of treason.” (Misprision of Treason Law & Legal Definition, USLegal.com)

A misprision is the concealment of a crime – treason. “Misprision of treason, is the concealment of treason, by being merely passive for if any assistance be given, to the traitor, it makes the party a principal, as there are no accessories in treason.” (Lectric Law Library)

States including California have misprision statutes. It is entirely appropriate to notify elected officials of the nature of the offensive activity before issuing a misprision. Then, hold the official accountable. For more information, view the ICLEI Primer at www.FreedomAdvocates.org.

California Penal Code – Misprision defined
You as an individual or part of a group can make a difference!
Get informed and inform others by utilizing the following tools:

Articles:
ICLEI Primer: Your Town and Freedom Threatened
Despite Crumbling of Climate Change Consensus, ICLEI Marches On
ICLEI – the Good, the Bad and the Ugly
ICLEI: Local Governments for Sustainability and the U.N. Connection
ICLEI is a Conspiracy and That’s No Theory
Documents:
ICLEI wrote The Local Agenda 21 Planning Guide for the United Nations.

Pursue documentation evidencing ICLEI involvement: Public Disclosure Requests (how to use the Freedom of Information Act, commonly known as the FOIA, and more by Niki Raapana).

Write a letter to inform elected representatives regarding ICLEI membership to notify them of any related Article 1 Section 10 offense.

Will your public officials require a Notice of Misprision of Treason?

· Sample California Notice of Misprision of Treason
· SampleVirginia Notice of Misprision of Treason
Speak Out/Inform:
Many concerned citizens spoke out against the “One Bay Area” Plan at a MTC Planning Committee/ABAG Administrative Committee meeting on 12/14/12 in the San Francisco Bay Area, CA. Heather Gass spoke to the ABAG/MTC board about the history of the One Bay Area Plan and cited their documents connecting them to UN Agenda 21 and ICLEI and informing them that they are in violation of Article 1, Section 10 of the U.S. Constitution. Listen to Heather Gass at the 1:02:00 mark in this audio recording of the meeting.
Link: http://mtcmedia.s3.amazonaws.com/audio/pc_2012-12-14.mp3
EXAMPLES – Notice of Misprision of Treason
1. Michael Shaw Delivers Misprision of Treason to Alameda County, California Board of Supervisors
Delivered to the Alameda County Board of Supervisors via mail, December 2011:

· Letter to Nate Miley, District 4 Supervisor, Alameda County, CA
· Prepared notes for presentation October 11, 2011 to Alameda County Board of Supervisors
· Sonoma County, California 8/6/11 speech text excerpts regarding Regionalism, ICLEI, ABAG and One Bay Area
· ICLEI Primer article from FreedomAdvocates.org
Delivered to the Alameda County Board of Supervisors via mail, January 2012:

· Letter to Nate Miley, District 4 Supervisor, Alameda County, CA
· Misprision of Treason Notice to Alameda County, California Board of Supervisors
· Delivery of Misprision of Treason – Michael Shaw written Testimony – Alameda County, CA Board of Supervisors Meeting, January 10, 2012
Video (3 ½ minutes) – Michael Shaw delivering testimony and Misprision of Treason Notice to the Alameda County Board of Supervisors on January 10, 2012.

Video (37 ½ minutes) – Misprision of Treason Notice to Alameda County CA Board of Supervisors – Shaw Delivers Notice and Explains Why He Did It: Misprision of Treason is a 162 year old statute in California which makes ranking officials responsible for specific treasonous actions undertaken by government agencies. Shaw contends that for 10 years, the County of Alameda has harassed him and his business due to County policies that execute U.N. Agenda 21. This 37 ½ minute video includes background building up to the misprision notice.

2. Michael Shaw Delivers Misprision of Treason to Ellen Pirie, Santa Cruz County, California Supervisor
Delivered to Ellen Pirie, Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors Meeting, September 2012:

· Misprision of Treason Notice to Ellen Pirie, Second District Supervisor, Santa Cruz County, California
· Delivery of Misprision of Treason – Michael Shaw written Testimony – Santa Cruz County, CA Board of Supervisors Meeting, September 25, 2012
Exhibits, including documents submitted as evidence:

· EXHIBIT A:  Misprision of Treason Notice issued to Ellen Pirie September 25, 2012.

· EXHIBIT B:  Santa Cruz County’s Local Agenda 21 Action Plan.

· EXHIBIT C:  Santa Cruz County’s birthing of the Local Agenda 21 Action Plan on March 23, 1993, via the consent calendar.

· EXHIBIT D:  The Constitution of the United States of America.

· EXHIBIT E:  Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors’ authorization of Chairperson Pirie to sign the Statement of Interest agreeing to participate in the International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI)/Sustainable Silicon Valley program.

· EXHIBIT F:  Ellen Pirie as participant in a webinar for local officials sponsored by ICLEI for Scoping and Planning of AB 32.

· EXHIBIT G:  As a member of the Board of Supervisors, Ellen Pirie’s directing of the County’s Planning Department in cooperation with ICLEI, to develop a work plan for a Climate Action Strategy, which was adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 2012.

· EXHIBIT H:  The Local Agenda 21 Planning Guide, 

 HYPERLINK "http://www.freedomadvocates.org/images/pdf/EXHIBIT%20H_The%20Local%20Agenda%2021%20Planning%20Guide.pdf" written and produced by ICLEI in coordination with U.N. policy objectives.

· EXHIBIT I:  Freedom Advocates’ white paper document Understanding Sustainable Development – Agenda 21 – For the People and their Public Officials.

· EXHIBIT J:  Santa Cruz County Land Trust’s Conservation Lands Network map.

Video (8 ½ minutes) – Michael Shaw delivering testimony and Misprision of Treason Notice to Ellen Pirie, Santa Cruz County Supervisor on September 25, 2012.
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· ICLEI
· Agenda 21
Transforming Your Town: Facilitated Meetings Coming Your Way













Community visioning workshops do little to address the most predominant issues facing our neighborhoods, but go a long way toward padding the pockets of a select few.  Businesses and residents sense something is wrong and are rightfully wary. They will find the strings attached to the plans untenable. Watch for these meetings. It is time to point our elected officials in the direction of true representation and transparency.
Santa Cruz County, CA has always been delineated by its natural and economic areas – beach town with boardwalk tourism and small downtown, abundant agriculture to the south, rugged mountain communities to the north. Today those areas are more often defined as zones of violent crime, homeless offenders, gangs, meth labs, and general economic decline.

Recent headlines report murders carried out in broad daylight, a burgeoning homeless population fostered by an ineffective service industry reliant on keeping people in need, an unmanageable gang problem, and meth houses operating in the open. Tourism, agriculture, and small businesses – traditionally the backbones of our neighborhoods – are threatened.

What happened to past ballot initiatives that enshrined slow-growth and harkened the Decade of the Environment? See Measure J (that became Chapter 17 Growth Management in the Santa Cruz County Code) and Measure C. Their stated intent was that Santa Cruz County would remain idyllic. Actually, the opposite happened and it was the policies propagated by those measures that placed the county squarely where it is today – congested, unaffordable, and corrupt. See Measure J 171.01.020 Section C Santa Clara County plans for Santa Cruz County growth.

Santa Cruz County is one of the smallest counties with one of the largest governments in the state of California because of its lust for program money. It takes a lot of people to manage a public policy and planning complex of this size. And it takes a lot of money to support salaries and runaway pension liabilities. Unfortunately for the county, it failed miserably in the home building business and the recent axing of Redevelopment Agencies statewide cut off significant sources of revenue. Not to worry, say the bureaucrats. There’s state and federal money in transportation and economic development.

Transportation buzzwords of the day are “multimodal” and “safe routes” and they are misnomers. Recent public meetings touting a Sustainable Community and Transit Corridors Plan are good examples of how the county implements their revenue-generating schemes without consideration to real life. In facilitated meetings with predetermined outcomes recently in towns of Watsonville, Live Oak, Soquel, and Felton, residents were broken out into separate tables under the guise of coming up with issues that were important to them. Even though public safety, homeless offenders, and inadequate parking were commonly agreed upon as primary concerns….county staff misrepresented, and the daily paper dutifully reported, that dense, low income housing and bike paths were the consensus.

Economic Development is another path to administrative revenue. At recent public meetings in Live Oak, Boulder Creek and Felton, planners tossed around options like Business Development Districts, Business Improvement Districts, and Economic Vitality Districts, mechanisms to raise money by taxation which are overseen by self-appointed boards. Yet, when you speak with the business owners and residents who attended these meetings and ask what is the biggest impediment to quality of life and prosperity, the most frequent refrain is – public safety, homeless offender population, inadequate parking and planning department restrictions to remodel and expand.

The County’s half-baked plans do little to address the most predominant issues facing our communities, but go a long way toward padding the pockets of a select few. Instead of responding to common sense, bureaucrats are pandering to partisan politics. Businesses and residents sense something wrong and are rightfully wary. They will find the strings attached to the plans untenable. Watch for these meetings and ask how the plans are funded, the organizations behind the plan, where the money goes, and who is involved in oversight. Then point our elected officials back in the direction of true representation and transparency.



Transforming Your Town: Facilitated Meetings Coming Your Way by Andrea Sanchez
Related article: Unsustainable Sustainability by Andrea Sanchez
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· Aptos High School "crosses the line" with secret behavior control exercise
