
RE: CLIMATE CHANGE WORSE THAN WORST-CASE SCENARIOS 
 
By Patrick Moore 
 
The issue of melting glaciers in the Himalayas, and elsewhere, makes my head hurt due to 
cognitive dissonance. 
 
The UN COP15 Newsletter states, "Mountain glaciers in Asia are melting at a rate that could 
eventually threaten water supplies, irrigation or hydropower for 20 percent to 25 percent of the 
world's population, according to the UNEP report."  
 
Lester Brown of the Earth Policy Institute puts it this way, "The melting of the glaciers in the 
Himalayas and on the Tibetan Plateau will deprive the Indus, Ganges, Yangtze and Yellow rivers 
of the ice melt that sustains their flow during the dry season and the irrigation systems that 
depend on them."  
 
In other words the supply of melt water from the melting glaciers is threatened by the melting of 
the glaciers. This is correct in that if the glaciers melt completely there will be no more melt water 
from the glaciers. 
 
What if the glaciers were not melting due to a colder climate? Then where would the irrigation 
water come from? How about if the glaciers were advancing 100 meters per year toward the 
villages that need the melt water for irrigation? How does the logic of this situation escape these 
bright minds? 
 
It snows every winter in the Himalayas. When the snow melts it fills the rivers. Where there is net 
melting of the glaciers this adds additional water to the rivers. But they can't have it both ways. If 
they want to have continued melt water from the glaciers then the glaciers must continue to melt. 
Seeing that the glaciers are finite in size this would eventually result in no glacier, and reliance on 
annual snow melt. Am I missing something here? 
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http://en.cop15.dk/news/view+news?newsid=2193
http://www.earth-policy.org/index.php?/plan_b_updates/2009/update82

