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By "Coach Vance" Trefethen
Resolved: The United States Federal Government should significantly reform its energy policy.

 Many affirmative plans will establish energy policies to move the economy away from fossil fuels.  Without knowing in advance all the possible plans to do this, we can use this brief to argue in general that fossil fuels are not a problem and no plan is needed to move us away from them.  
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[bookmark: _Toc137034157]OVERVIEW
[bookmark: _Toc108459135][bookmark: _Toc137034158]Shifting from fossil fuels to renewables is unwise because 1) renewables can't replace them; 2) climate-related deaths are insignificant; 3) billions will suffer poverty or death without fossil fuels
Nick Gillespie 2022 (journalist) 20 May 2022 REASON Magazine "Alex Epstein: Despite Climate Change, the Future Needs More Fossil Fuels"(accessed 29 May 2023) https://reason.com/video/2022/05/20/alex-epstein-despite-climate-change-the-future-needs-more-fossil-fuels/ (brackets added)
Today's discussion of climate and energy policy is dominated by two overarching claims.  First, fossil fuels are causing catastrophic climate change that threatens the very existence of the planet. And, second, renewable forms of energy—particularly wind and solar—can easily replace oil, coal, and gas. In his new book Fossil Future, Alex Epstein [founder and president of the Center for Industrial Progress] argues that neither of these statements is accurate. He notes that the number of people around the globe dying from climate-related events has plummeted by 98 percent over the past century and that wind and solar comprise just 3 percent of current global energy use. An immediate shift to renewables, he argues, would consign billions to poverty or death in order to stave off the impact of man-made climate change, the consequences of which have often been exaggerated and with which humans are equipped to deal.
[bookmark: _Toc137034159]Fossil fuels are net beneficial even considering the negative social/environmental costs
Jack Spencer 2023 (Senior Research Fellow for Energy & Environmental Policy at Heritage Foundation) 5 June 2023 "Debunking Another Misleading Green Energy Study" (accessed 7 June 2023) https://www.heritage.org/environment/commentary/debunking-another-misleading-green-energy-study
The point is, however, any broad assessment of the alleged costs of using coal, oil, and gas must also be paired with the immense benefits those fuels have brought all of society. When that is done, the only logical conclusion is that these fuels have made the world a better place for all of us, and any contention otherwise is about as valuable as a solar panel at midnight.
[bookmark: _Toc137034160]HARMS / SIGNIFICANCE responses
[bookmark: _Toc137034161]Fossil fuels, by improving economic growth, give us better capacity to improve the environment long-term
Alex Epstein 2013 (Founder, Center for Industrial Progress) “The Moral Case for Fossil Fuels The Key to Winning Hearts and Minds”  https://industrialprogress.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/The-Moral-Case-for-Fossil-Fuels.pdf (accessed 11 July 2022)
By that standard, is the fossil fuel industry moral? The answer to that question is a resounding yes. By producing the most abundant, affordable, reliable energy in the world, the fossil fuel industry makes every other industry more productive—and it makes every individual more productive and thus more prosperous, giving him a level of opportunity to pursue happiness that previous generations couldn’t even dream of. Energy, the fuel of technology, is opportunity—the opportunity to use technology to improve every aspect of life. Including our environment.
[bookmark: _Toc137034162]Fossil fuels are the only way to lift billions out of poverty worldwide, and that outweighs all concerns about side effects
Alex Epstein 2022 (founder, Center for Industrial Progress) WASHINGTON EXAMINER 24 May 2022 " The undeniable benefits of fossil fuels" (accessed 3 June 2023) https://carbonneutralcoalition.com/the-undeniable-benefits-of-fossil-fuels/
The fact that billions are suffering and dying for lack of cost-effective energy is a tragedy that can only be meaningfully addressed for the foreseeable future by continuing increases in fossil fuel use. Thus, a key benefit of fossil fuels is extending and improving the lives of billions of poor people around the world. The unique, essential and desperately needed benefits of fossil fuel energy should be discussed front and center whenever we consider fossil fuels’ side effects, including climate-warming CO2 emissions.
[bookmark: _Toc137034163]Fossil fuels are massively net beneficial
Jack Spencer 2023 (Senior Research Fellow for Energy & Environmental Policy at Heritage Foundation) 5 June 2023 "Debunking Another Misleading Green Energy Study" (accessed 7 June 2023) https://www.heritage.org/environment/commentary/debunking-another-misleading-green-energy-study
The truth is that human well-being has skyrocketed in terms of wealth, health, and life expectancy since the Industrial Revolution, which was fueled by hydrocarbons. No statistic demonstrates this more clearly than the fact that climate-related deaths are down a staggering 92% since the 1920s, when the statistic was first recorded. Nonetheless, the IMF authors took the time to give us their number on the alleged subsidy costs associated with gas, oil, and coal; so, in the spirit of fairness, a look at the benefits associated with fossil fuels seems appropriate. Let’s break it down, and for the sake of consistency, all numbers will be adjusted to 2019 dollars. Prior to 1700, per capita gross domestic product (the sum value of all goods and services produced within a nation’s borders) in the West stagnated at around $955 per year. Today, the average North American can expect a per capita GDP of around $66,935. While historians and economists may debate at the margins, most can agree that two things were key to this astronomical rise in economic production. First was the spread of free enterprise (thank you, Adam Smith), and second was the broad availability of affordable, scalable, and efficient energy (thank you, hydrocarbons). For hundreds of years, people in Western nations made around $955. Then they started using coal, then oil, and then natural gas. Now, Americans make around $66,935. So, the average income, one could argue, has increased nearly $66,0000 as a direct and indirect result of hydrocarbons (using the same rationale as the study authors). That’s a big number, for sure.
[bookmark: _Toc108459138][bookmark: _Toc137034164]CO2 growth is insignificant and so are its impacts.  And fossil fuels are better for protecting us from its impacts anyway
Alex Epstein 2013 (Founder, Center for Industrial Progress) “The Moral Case for Fossil Fuels The Key to Winning Hearts and Minds”  https://industrialprogress.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/The-Moral-Case-for-Fossil-Fuels.pdf (accessed 11 July 2022)
And while fossil fuel opponents tend to exaggerate the scale of CO2 emissions—in the last 150 years, CO2 has gone from .03% of the atmosphere to .04%—when consumers use our products it does have some impact on the atmosphere and thus the climate system. Although the average temperature around the world has only increased by a historically unremarkable 1 degree Celsius over the past 150 years, CO2 emissions likely contributed some of that (mild) warming. Is this a significant problem—let alone the epic scale problem that would justify restricting peoples’ ability to use cheap, plentiful, reliable energy? We believe that while doomsday speculation says yes, the evidence says: no. It is an empirical fact that the climate has becoming safer—in large part thanks to increased energy production. According to the EM-DAT (the authoritative International Disaster Database), overall climate-related deaths are down 98% in the last 80 years. This is due to the proliferation of climate-protection technology (climate control, sturdy homes, weather satellites, drought relief convoys, modern agriculture), which are made possible by fossil fuels, especially oil.
[bookmark: _Toc137034165]A/T "Social costs of carbon" - Estimates are unreliable and can be manipulated to whatever someone wants, including a negative number (i.e., if the cost is negative, carbon might be net beneficial!)
Dr Kevin Dayaratna 2021 (PhD; Chief Statistician, Data Scientist, Senior Research Fellow at Heritage Foundation) "Why “Social Cost of Carbon” Is The Most Useless Number You’ve Never Heard of"  2 Mar 2021 https://www.heritage.org/energy-economics/commentary/why-social-cost-carbon-the-most-useless-number-youve-never-heard
In more recent research, my co-authors Pat Michaels, Ross McKitrick, and I looked at a separate aspect of the FUND model; namely, its agricultural productivity component.  Specifically, this aspect of the model captures the level of agricultural benefits from CO2 emissions discussed above.  In this work, published in yet another peer-reviewed journal, Environmental Economics and Policy Studies, we found that these assumptions were decades old.  Under more up-to-date assumptions, we found that the social cost of carbon is effectively zero and may even be negative. The Biden administration is also looking to use similar models to estimate the social cost of methane and social cost of nitrous oxide.  My colleague Nick Loris and I also performed similar robustness analysis for these models as well.  Our results tell the same story: Assumptions made by modelers can drastically change the purported estimates and thus beef up the damages as much as they want. Over the past several years, we discussed these issues in front of Congress on a number of occasions and were glad to see the Trump administration recognize this work. That, in a nutshell, is why the social cost of carbon is the most useless number you’ve never heard of.  Don’t be deceived by the Washington establishment’s use of such an unreliable metric to rubber-stamp its energy policy agenda.  Although the social cost of carbon is based on an interesting class of statistical models, no matter what estimate the Biden administration provides, the assumptions used to generate it can almost surely be manipulated to give lawmakers virtually any other (even negative) estimate of the social cost of carbon, thereby predicting anything, ranging from little warming and continued prosperity to catastrophic warming and immense disaster. 
[bookmark: _Toc137034166]"Subsidies" for fossil fuels are exaggerated and so are the "social cost" and "environmental cost" estimates
[In context the author is referring to: International Monetary Fund study entitled “Still Not Getting Energy Prices Right: A Global and Country Update of Fossil Fuel Subsidies.”]
Jack Spencer 2023 (Senior Research Fellow for Energy & Environmental Policy at Heritage Foundation) 5 June 2023 "Debunking Another Misleading Green Energy Study" (accessed 7 June 2023) https://www.heritage.org/environment/commentary/debunking-another-misleading-green-energy-study
First, it so broadly defines “subsidy” as to be completely meaningless. In fact, the study states that only 8% of its reported costs reflect actual, direct subsidies. The rest predominantly comes from the amorphous “undercharging for environmental costs” that supposedly occur from the extraction, refining, transportation, and use of fossil fuels. Such environmental costs include “underpricing for local air pollution” (42%) and “global warming costs” (29%). What’s left goes to the equally tenuous congestion and road accidents costs (15%) and forgone tax revenues (6%). Though characterizing any of these so-called indirect subsidies as a pro-hydrocarbon bias is problematic, we will focus on the undercharging environmental costs, which are divided between global warming and local air pollution, because they represent the preponderance of their calculations. The problems with the global warming number are many. For example, there is virtually no evidence that man-made global warming is having any costly impact on today’s world. The real costs, if one buys into global warming alarmism, come in the future—thus the study relies on the extremely tenuous and theoretical social cost of carbon calculations. As my Heritage Foundation colleague Kevin Dayaratna has pointed out, the use of the social cost of carbon is so unreliable that it is virtually useless as a basis for public policy.
[bookmark: _Toc137034167]Increasing US fossil fuel production would yield trillions of dollars in economic benefit and increase US global influence
Mark P. Mills 2022 (senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute and a faculty fellow at Northwestern University’s McCormick School of Engineering and Applied Science) 30 Aug 2022 " The “Energy Transition” Delusion A Reality Reset" (accessed 29 May 2023) https://manhattan.institute/article/the-energy-transition-delusion
The only path to significantly lower energy prices while maintaining vibrant economies—and unlinking them from Russian oil and natural gas—is to radically increase the production of hydrocarbons. The U.S. holds the greatest potential for achieving this outcome, and without government subsidies. On the contrary: increasing the production of these energy sources would generate government revenues, increase U.S. geopolitical soft power, and, in due course, save the world trillions of dollars.
[bookmark: _Toc137034168]Fossil fuels aren't trashing the environment: Air quality in the US is getting better and better
Jack Spencer 2023 (Senior Research Fellow for Energy & Environmental Policy at Heritage Foundation) 5 June 2023 "Debunking Another Misleading Green Energy Study" (accessed 7 June 2023) https://www.heritage.org/environment/commentary/debunking-another-misleading-green-energy-study
Oh, and by the way, the environment—despite what the authors suggest—is getting better and better all the time, even with those pesky local pollutants that they pin 42% of their costs on. While some regions of the world do have work to do, the United States shows that gas, oil, and coal use and economic growth do not dictate poor air and environmental quality; and, indeed, Americans have enjoyed ever increasingly clean air for decades.
[bookmark: _Toc108459156][bookmark: _Toc137034169]SOLVENCY
[bookmark: _Toc137034170]Moving away from fossil fuels in the US requires using more of them in China, so emissions won't decrease
Diana Furchtgott-Roth 2023 (Director, Center for Energy, Climate and Environment, Heritage Foundation) "The Hypocrisy of the Left on Energy Policy" 9 May 2023 (accessed 7 June 2023) https://www.heritage.org/energy-economics/commentary/the-hypocrisy-the-left-energy-policy
To produce the solar panels, wind turbines and electric batteries demanded by the West, China is increasing its construction of coal-fired power plants. America has 225 coal-fired power plants, and China has more than 1,000 (half of all the coal-fired plants in the world). China has not committed to reducing emissions before 2027.
[bookmark: _Toc137034171]Goal of replacing fossil fuels with renewables is unachievable
Dr Jonathan A. Lesser 2023 (PhD in economics; adjunct fellow at the Manhattan Institute. As president of Continental Economics, Lesser has more than 30 years of experience working for regulated utilities, for government, and as a consultant in the energy industry) 30 Mar 2023 " An Economically Rational Energy Policy for the United States" (accessed 7 June 2023) https://manhattan.institute/article/an-economically-rational-energy-policy-for-the-united-states
Federal renewable energy subsidies were first adopted under the Public Utilities Regulatory Policy Act of 1978 (PURPA) and have since been expanded with the provision of investment and production tax credits. Since the enactment of PURPA, 29 states and the District of Columbia have adopted renewable portfolio standards that call for supplying increasing percentages of renewable energy. Nevertheless, the goal of replacing fossil fuels with renewables remains far off. As discussed in this report, given existing technology, this goal is unachievable, assuming the objective remains plentiful, reliable energy supplies.
[bookmark: _Toc137034172]There are no viable substitutes for fossil fuels and developing nations aren't going to stop using them anyway
Dr Jonathan A. Lesser 2023 (PhD in economics; adjunct fellow at the Manhattan Institute. As president of Continental Economics, Lesser has more than 30 years of experience working for regulated utilities, for government, and as a consultant in the energy industry) 30 Mar 2023 " An Economically Rational Energy Policy for the United States" (accessed 7 June 2023) https://manhattan.institute/article/an-economically-rational-energy-policy-for-the-united-states
Stop demonizing fossil fuels, which have raised living standards worldwide to unprecedented levels. Given current technology, there are no economically viable substitutes for them. Developing nations whose primary objective is to improve economic growth and the welfare of their citizens will not abandon fossil fuels to assuage the fears in developed nations. Increasing natural gas production from this country’s ample shale gas reserves, which were made economically extractable thanks to innovations in drilling technology, will, as it has already, reduce GHG emissions and improve air quality.
[bookmark: _Toc137034173]DISADVANTAGES of reducing fossil fuels
[bookmark: _Toc137034174]1.  Less oil production harms the poor in America
[bookmark: _Toc108459157][bookmark: _Toc137034175]Link:  Plan claims to reduce development of oil resources 
If not, the plan doesn’t work and you should vote Negative on Solvency.
[bookmark: _Toc108459158][bookmark: _Toc137034176]Link:  Global oil supply affects prices within the US.  
Amy M. Jaffe 2019 (Senior Fellow for Energy and the Environment and Director of the Program on Energy Security and Climate Change at the Council on Foreign Relations) 8 Oct 2019 “1970s Oil Crisis Redux or Oil Price Rout?” https://www.cfr.org/blog/1970s-oil-crisis-redux-or-oil-price-rout (accessed 11 July 2022)
Oil is a global commodity and its pricing is determined by global supply and demand. Since the United States is part of the global market and imports crude oil from abroad, U.S. crude oil prices are influenced by global pricing trends. The easiest way to explain this phenomenon is to consider water in a swimming pool. If someone comes with a giant bucket and takes water out of the shallow end of the pool, the water level goes down not just in the shallow end of the pool but for the entire pool equally. By the same token, if more water is put in the pool by a water hose, the water level goes up throughout the pool and not just on the side where the hose pours in. The oil market is the same. If the oil market loses Saudi or Iranian or Iraqi oil, all oil commodity prices are affected for all users of oil, not just users of the disrupted oil.
[bookmark: _Toc108459159][bookmark: _Toc137034177]Link:  Reduced global oil supplies (or even the threat of reduced oil supplies) raises US oil prices
Amy M. Jaffe 2019 (Senior Fellow for Energy and the Environment and Director of the Program on Energy Security and Climate Change at the Council on Foreign Relations) 8 Oct 2019 “1970s Oil Crisis Redux or Oil Price Rout?” https://www.cfr.org/blog/1970s-oil-crisis-redux-or-oil-price-rout (accessed 11 July 2022)
Still, on September 14 when Saudi Arabia’s oil facilities were attacked, U.S. oil prices went up 15 percent in one day. Traders who were betting the price of oil would continue to go down had to adjust their bets and that created a large price increase. [END QUOTE] The problem with Iran has not, in fact, been resolved and markets could see a similar black swan event. [SHE GOES ON LATER TO CONCLUDE QUOTE:] Any global event will affect U.S. markets, regardless of how much oil we have at home.
[bookmark: _Toc108459160][bookmark: _Toc137034178]Impact:  Harms the poor.   Higher cost energy hurts the health and well-being of the poor
[bookmark: _Toc13825907]Jude Clemente 2015 (principal at JTC Energy Research Associates, LLC. B.A. in International Relations from Penn State Univ; M.S. in Homeland Security from San Diego State Univ; writer and editor for reports commissioned by the U.S. Dept of Energy, International Energy Agency) “Higher Cost Energy Worsens The Shameful Rise In American Poverty” 21 Sept 2015 https://www.forbes.com/sites/judeclemente/2015/09/21/higher-cost-energy-worsens-the-shameful-rise-in-american-poverty/#264ab15c62c4  (accessed 11 July 2022)
Policies that admittedly increase the cost of energy in the name of "improving health" must always be challenged. That's because wealth is the root of our health, and higher cost energy takes money away from us, disproportionately hurting those that can least afford it. Simply put, there's nothing better that we can do to allow Americans to live healthier, better, and longer lives than increase their earning potential and disposable income. Because energy is a necessity, affordable energy is fundamental to our progress and frees up money to be spent to grow our consumer-based economy.
[bookmark: _Toc108459161][bookmark: _Toc137034179]Impact:  Poor families in America go hungry or without medical care if energy costs more
Dr. Robert Bradley Jr. 2016 (PhD  in political economy; founder and CEO of the Institute for Energy Research) Fossil Fuel Divestment: A Fool's Errand FORBES 7 July 2016  (accessed 11 July 2022 https://www.forbes.com/sites/robertbradley/2016/07/07/fossil-fuel-divestment-a-fools-errand/#1d8c341e2920
Fossil fuels also power the American family. Low and middle-income households spend 14 percent or more of their after-tax income on energy -- some spend over 20 percent. These families rely on energy affordability for their livelihoods. Nearly 25 percent of low-income families with high energy bills forwent food for a day or more -- almost 40 percent turned down medical care.
[bookmark: _Toc137034180]2.   Economic damage if we move away from fossil fuels
[bookmark: _Toc108459154][bookmark: _Toc137034181]Link:  The world desperately needs energy growth and fossil fuels are key to providing it
Alex Epstein 2013 (Founder, Center for Industrial Progress) “The Moral Case for Fossil Fuels The Key to Winning Hearts and Minds”  https://industrialprogress.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/The-Moral-Case-for-Fossil-Fuels.pdf (accessed 11 July 2022)
We live in a world that desperately needs energy growth. Over a billion people lack any electricity—not coincidentally, they live in the most dangerous environments. For everyone in the world to have the same amount of energy as the average German we would need a doubling of energy production. Over 80% of the energy that the citizens of the world use to survive and flourish comes from fossil fuels— because that is the cheapest, most plentiful, most reliable source ever developed. Many environmental groups say at least 80% of it should be illegal.
[bookmark: _Toc108459155][bookmark: _Toc137034182]Impact:  Cheap fossil fuels drive global economic success and solve human poverty and suffering
Investors Business Daily, 2018   November 26th, 2018 “Global Warming: Fake Science Again Serves Far-Left Political Agenda” https://www.investors.com/politics/editorials/global-warming-fake-science-agenda/ (accessed 11 July 2022)
The fact is, access to fossil fuels has been the key driver of global economic success since the industrial age began. Cheap, plentiful fossil fuels during the last 175 years led to the greatest economic surge in human history. Carbon-based fuels moved literally billions of people around the world out of lives of grinding poverty and hard physical labor and into unparalleled wealth and comfort.
[bookmark: _Toc137034183]3.  Loss of agricultural capability
[bookmark: _Toc137034184]Europe experience proves:  Phasing out fossil fuels is a bad idea due to life-and-death consequences for agriculture
Alex Epstein 2022 (founder, Center for Industrial Progress) WASHINGTON EXAMINER 24 May 2022 " The undeniable benefits of fossil fuels" (accessed 3 June 2023) https://carbonneutralcoalition.com/the-undeniable-benefits-of-fossil-fuels/
Mr. Mann’s and other designated experts’ calls to rapidly eliminate fossil fuels without considering the benefits of fossil fuels have already led to disaster. For example, European countries have been obsessed with speculated climate challenges to agriculture, but not on producing enough fossil fuel to cheaply power their farm equipment and produce fertilizers. Skyrocketing fuel, fertilizer and food prices —along with deadly dependence on Russia — were the inevitable result of their fossil fuel benefit denial.  Until and unless our leading thinkers and institutions fully recognize the massive, life-or-death benefits of fossil fuels going forward, they should not be regarded as credible.
[bookmark: _Toc108459137][bookmark: _Toc137034185]Fossil fuels protect us from the impacts of climate change and save lives from drought-related deaths
Alex Epstein 2013 (Founder, Center for Industrial Progress) “The Moral Case for Fossil Fuels The Key to Winning Hearts and Minds”  https://industrialprogress.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/The-Moral-Case-for-Fossil-Fuels.pdf (accessed 11 July 2022)
The energy we get from fossil fuels is particularly valuable for protecting ourselves from the climate. The climate is inherently dangerous (and it is always changing, whether we influence the change or not). Energy and technology have made us far safer from it. The data here are unambiguous. In the last 80 years, as CO2 emissions have risen from an atmospheric concentration of .03% to .04%, climate-related deaths have declined 98%. Take drought-related deaths, which have declined by 99.98%. This has nothing to do with a friendly or unfriendly climate, it has to do with the oil and gas industry, which fuels high-energy agriculture as well as natural gas-produced fertilizer, and which fuels drought relief convoys. Fossil fuels make the planet dramatically safer.
	
[bookmark: _Toc137034186]4.  Outsourcing jobs to China
[bookmark: _Toc137034187]Forcing transition away from fossil fuels to renewables means outsourcing American jobs to China
Diana Furchtgott-Roth 2023 (Director, Center for Energy, Climate and Environment, Heritage Foundation) "The Hypocrisy of the Left on Energy Policy" 9 May 2023 (accessed 7 June 2023) https://www.heritage.org/energy-economics/commentary/the-hypocrisy-the-left-energy-policy
Auto workers endorsed President Biden in 2020, not knowing that new EPA regulations on automobile emissions would require electric cars. Americans’ auto jobs are being sacrificed to Chinese workers (including slave and child labor) making batteries and mining for rare earth minerals. Last week Stellantis, after closing an Illinois plant in December, announced that it would be cutting 3,500 jobs in Detroit due to its forced transition to electric vehicles. GM and Ford are also laying off workers. United Auto Workers president Shawn Fain said on April 26, “This is a slap in the face to our members, their families, their communities, and the American people who saved this company 15 years ago,” United Auto Workers president Shawn Fain said on April 26. “Even now, politicians and taxpayers are bankrolling the electric vehicle transition.” Requirements for renewable energy mean that Americans’ oil and gas jobs are being sacrificed to Chinese making wind turbines and solar panels, even though wind and solar power produce less than 6% of U.S. domestic primary energy consumption.
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