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

 Many affirmative cases will promote "renewable" forms of energy to replace fossil fuels.  This is a generic brief on why renewables are bad.  
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[bookmark: _Toc137179949]INHERENCY
[bookmark: _Toc137179950]If renewables are a good energy source, they will happen on their own without government intervention
Dr. Daniel Lacalle 2019 (PhD; professor of global economy at IE Business School, Madrid) 25 Sept 2019 " Europe's Economy Is Stagnating, Environmentalist Policies Are Big Reason Why" (accessed 9 June 2023)https://mises.org/wire/europes-economy-stagnating-environmentalist-policies-are-big-reason-why
Environmental strategies have to be aligned with innovation and competition so that policies do not destroy consumption, investment, growth, and citizens’ disposable income. Politicians ignore the reality: Energy transition is unstoppable and does not need interventionist policies. The US has proven that technology and competition have done more to reduce CO2 emissions and improve efficiency than the constant increase in indirect taxes seen in the EU.  Energy transition will only happen if competitiveness and economic logic support environmental objectives. Taxpayers cannot be, again, those who pay for political planning errors.
[bookmark: _Toc137179951]Already US national policy to transition from fossil fuels to renewables
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
Epitomizing that divide, a tweet from Elon Musk in the immediate weeks following the invasion acknowledged that “we need to increase oil & gas output immediately.” By contrast, the president of the European Commission had announced: “We are doubling down on renewables. This will increase Europe’s strategic independence on energy.” The International Energy Agency (IEA) and the Biden administration are on board with this approach. Indeed, Congress has recently enacted legislation to expand subsidies and spend hundreds of billions of dollars more in that pursuit.
[bookmark: _Toc137179952]Better policy for clean energy:  Let Status Quo finish developing fusion and use increasingly clean existing fossil fuels and nuclear in the meanwhile
Victoria Coates 2023 (Senior Research Fellow, International Affairs and National Security, Heritage Foundation) 7 Feb 2023 "Clean Energy’s Dirty Little China Secret" (accessed 9 June 2023)  https://www.heritage.org/energy-economics/commentary/clean-energys-dirty-little-china-secret
Indeed, the whole premise that the nation must switch over to less reliable renewable energy (and become more dependent on China) to combat climate change should now be called into question. Grandholm has announced that the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory has made a material breakthrough on nuclear fusion technology. This advancement opens up the possibility of a new energy source that creates no emissions or toxic waste and requires a much smaller footprint than fossil fuels. Bringing fusion to the scale necessary for it to be a significant clean energy source will take decades. But we would do far better to focus on developing this technology in conjunction with our allies, especially the United Kingdom, while we fuel our immediate future with our own increasingly clean fossil fuels and existing nuclear fission technology. Such a strategy could continue to lower emissions, allow us to retain energy reliability, and avoid leaving our energy security at the mercy of the PRC and its subsidiaries, starting with Microvast.

[bookmark: _Toc137179953]SOLVENCY
[bookmark: _Toc137179954]1.  Insufficient minerals
[bookmark: _Toc137179955]Not enough minerals in the world to scale up use of renewable energy sources
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
Another recent analysis, from IHS/Platts, found that the world will need to more than double global copper mining to meet current transition plans. Fully replacing hydrocarbons using SWB technologies would require a quantity of minerals that exceeds the known global reserves of those minerals. Meeting such unprecedented mineral demands will require opening far more mines than now exist, and far faster than at any time in history. (The global average time from the qualification of a property to bringing a new mine into operation is 16 years.) Meeting transition goals will require dozens of new mines for each of a dozen classes of minerals, each at the scale of some of the biggest mines in the world today and each requiring tens of billions of dollars of investment. Even if it were feasible, there are still no plans to meet the scale of mineral demands in the time frames contemplated. This means, in short, that regardless of price, policies, and mandates, the world won’t be able to build the machines to meet transition aspirations.
[bookmark: _Toc137179956]Total world mining capacity isn't enough to make the minerals needed to support renewable energy sources
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
All energy systems require minerals for building machines. Using wind/solar/batteries to provide the same power as machines that burn oil, natural gas, or coal requires increasing the use of minerals such as copper, by about 300%, and others such as lithium, graphite, nickel, and rare earths by 4,200%, 2,500%, 1,900%, and 700%, respectively. Similar increases are needed to build EVs instead of conventional cars. (Replacing hydrocarbons with solar and wind facilities also uses at least 1,000% more steel, concrete, and glass to produce the same amount of energy.) The aggregate impact on mineral demands is far greater than both existing and planned global mining capacities.
[bookmark: _Toc137179957]2.  Inadequate battery storage technology
[bookmark: _Toc137179958]Renewables aren't that green: They need fossil fuels to work and battery technology to store energy doesn't exist yet
Carrie McKean 2022 (journalist) 11 July 2022 " If Biden Were Serious About Energy Policy, Here's What He'd Propose" (accessed 29 May 2023) https://reason.com/2022/07/11/if-biden-were-serious-about-energy-policy-heres-what-hed-propose/
Renewables aren't always as green as they sound either. Solar panel manufacturing in China relies on coal to melt down silica. (It also relies on forced labor.) Clearing the land for lithium mines uses diesel-powered earth-movers and destroys CO2-absorbing forests. Natural gas and coal power 60 percent of the American electric grid, which technically means electric vehicles are nearly as dependent on fossil fuels as gas guzzlers. Wind turbines require oil to build, transport, and operate. The battery technology to store renewable energy for more than a few hours of demand does not yet exist.
[bookmark: _Toc137179959]Storage problem - battery technology - is the blocking factor making renewables unfeasible at larger scale
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
Storing electricity itself—the output from solar/wind machines—remains extremely expensive despite the vaunted battery revolution. Lithium batteries, a Nobel-winning invention, are some 400% better than lead-acid batteries in terms of energy stored per unit of weight (which is critical for vehicles). And the costs for lithium batteries have declined more than 10-fold in the past two decades. Even so, it costs at least $30 to store the energy equivalent of one barrel of oil using lithium batteries. That alone explains why, regardless of mandates and subsidies, batteries aren’t a solution at grid scales for days, never mind weeks, of storage. Even though wind/solar machines don’t have fuel costs and have lower maintenance costs than combustion machines, grid-scale battery costs would have to drop at least 20-fold to match the reliability economics of conventional dispatchable power. There is no physics, never mind engineering or economies of scale, that points to such a possibility. Indeed, battery costs are now rising (explained shortly). 
[bookmark: _Toc137179960]3.   Funding won't solve
[bookmark: _Toc137179961]More federal money won't solve:  Renewables cannot replace hydrocarbons no matter how much we spend
[bookmark: _Hlk136269509]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
In these circumstances, policymakers are beginning to grasp the enormous difficulty of replacing even a mere 10% share of global hydrocarbons—the share supplied by Russia—never mind the impossibility of trying to replace all of society’s use of hydrocarbons with solar, wind, and battery (SWB) technologies. Two decades of aspirational policies and trillions of dollars in spending, most of it on SWB tech, have not yielded an “energy transition” that eliminates hydrocarbons. Regardless of climate-inspired motivations, it is a dangerous delusion to believe that spending yet more, and more quickly, will do so. The lessons of the recent decade make it clear that SWB technologies cannot be surged in times of need, are neither inherently “clean” nor even independent of hydrocarbons, and are not cheap.
[bookmark: _Toc137179962]Already tried & failed: Renewables have had trillions of dollars spent on them… with little impact at replacing hydrocarbons
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
Against this backdrop, consider that years of hypertrophied rhetoric and trillions of dollars of spending and subsidies on a transition have not significantly changed the energy landscape, nor have they altered the long-standing geopolitical tensions inherent in supplying fuels critical for survival. Civilization still depends on hydrocarbons for 84% of all energy, a mere two percentage points lower than two decades ago. Solar and wind technologies today supply barely 5% of global energy. Electric vehicles still offset less than 0.5% of world oil demand.
[bookmark: _Toc137179963]4.  Growth in demand offsets growth in renewables
[bookmark: _Toc137179964]Without reduction in demand, we can only add renewables to the energy infrastructure, not replace fossil fuel
[bookmark: _Toc15070697][bookmark: _Toc15041057]Rufo Quintavalle 2017 (Director at Agro-Ecological Investment Management; former professor at New York University) 10 February 2017 “Renewable Energy Won’t Change the World” (accessed 11 July 2022) https://ssir.org/articles/entry/renewable_energy_wont_change_the_world
And worse than being a lie, the notion is itself contributing to locking in irreversible climate change. Almost everything we construct or consume today requires fossil fuels. Reading this article has a carbon footprint, and so does building a solar panel or a wind turbine. Sure, once installed, a renewable installation will have a far lower footprint than an equivalent fossil fuel installation, and over time it will repay its original debt. But there is no guarantee that it will replace a fossil fuel installation; without a reduction in demand, the two structures might carry on in tandem. This is precisely what is happening at the moment: The proportion of renewables in the global energy mix is constantly increasing, but so too is the total amount of energy being produced. We are not replacing fossil fuels with renewables; we are just adding them on top.
[bookmark: _Toc137179965]Impossible to transition away from hydrocarbons in any meaningful time frame.  Renewables can only supplement, not replace, oil, gas and coal.
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
Despite ever-escalating rhetoric, an “energy transition” away from society’s dependence on hydrocarbons is not feasible in any meaningful time frame, and it is a dangerous delusion to base policies on the idea that such a transition is possible. Data, not aspirations, show just how critical hydrocarbons are and, in the wake of the Ukraine invasion, the consequences of failing to realize what reality permits. A different understanding of “transition” is required, one that recognizes that new energy sources should be considered additives, not outright replacements, for oil, natural gas, and coal.
[bookmark: _Toc137179966]5.  Europe experience proves failure
[bookmark: _Toc137179967]Europe's "energy crisis" was created by government trying to move society to renewables
Dr. Daniel Lacalle 2022 (PhD; professor of global economy at IE Business School, Madrid) 17 Oct 2022 "Europe's Energy Crisis Was Created by Political Intervention" (accessed 9 June 2023) https://mises.org/wire/europes-energy-crisis-was-created-political-intervention
An energy policy that bans investment in some technologies based on ideological views and ignores security of supply is doomed to a strepitous failure. The energy crisis in the European Union was not created by market failures or lack of alternatives. It was created by political nudging and imposition. Renewable energies are a positive force within a balanced energy mix, not on their own, due to the volatile and intermittent nature of the technology. Politicians have imposed an unstable energy mix banning base technologies that work almost 100 percent of the time and this has made prices soar for consumers and threatened security of supply.
[bookmark: _Toc137179968]European government intervention to force movement to renewables made energy a lot more expensive
Dr. Daniel Lacalle 2022 (PhD; professor of global economy at IE Business School, Madrid) 17 Oct 2022 "Europe's Energy Crisis Was Created by Political Intervention" (accessed 9 June 2023) https://mises.org/wire/europes-energy-crisis-was-created-political-intervention
European power prices are not expensive by chance, but by design. The exponential increase in subsidies, regulated costs, and the price of CO2 emission rights are political decisions. Eliminating baseload energies (nuclear, hydraulic) that work all the time and replacing them with renewables that need a backup of natural gas and heavy investments in infrastructure is expensive. It has been throughout Europe, and it will continue to be. An energy transition must be competitive and guarantee security of supply, or it will not be. More intervention does not solve the problems.
[bookmark: _Toc137179969]6.  Doesn't create jobs in America
[bookmark: _Toc137179970]"Renewable" energy policies motivate companies to create a US headquarters… and then manufacture everything in China
Victoria Coates 2023 (Senior Research Fellow, International Affairs and National Security, Heritage Foundation) 7 Feb 2023 "Clean Energy’s Dirty Little China Secret" (accessed 9 June 2023)  https://www.heritage.org/energy-economics/commentary/clean-energys-dirty-little-china-secret
Ostensibly headquartered in Texas, Microvast actually manufactures most of its products and does the bulk of its business in the People’s Republic of China (PRC). The Houston office exists mainly to facilitate the receipt of “green energy” government subsidies. Unfortunately, the Biden administration is willing to go along with this poorly disguised ruse. The myopic pursuit of cheap renewable energy sources is clearly more important to the administration than preventing American taxpayer dollars from going to the PRC, which will pocket them while simultaneously cornering an energy sector on which the United States may well become dependent, as Microvast may well be just the tip of this iceberg.  Biden’s Energy Department maintains that Microvast is really an American company and that the grants will help disentangle the company from Chinese supply chains and encourage the development of new technologies in the United States. But a simple Google search reveals that in 2017, chinabuses.org referred to Microvast as “the leading battery manufacturer in China.”
[bookmark: _Toc137179971]Tried & Failed in Europe:  Green energy programs had the net effect of destroying jobs
Kenneth P. Green 2011 (resident scholar at American Enterprise Institute) 15 Feb 2011 " The Myth of Green Energy Jobs: The European Experience" (accessed 9 June 2023) https://www.aei.org/research-products/report/the-myth-of-green-energy-jobs-the-european-experience/
Green programs in Spain destroyed 2.2 jobs for every green job created, while the capital needed for one green job in Italy could create almost five jobs in the general economy. Wind and solar power have raised household energy prices by 7.5 percent in Germany, and Denmark has the highest electricity prices in the European Union. Central planners in the United States trying to promote green industry will fare no better at creating jobs or stimulating the economy.
[bookmark: _Toc137179972]Already tried & failed in the U.S.: SQ policies promised lots of "green jobs" but didn't deliver
Heartland Institute 2021 (nonprofit research and education organization based in Arlington Heights, Illinois) 22 Feb 2021 "The Myth And Phony Math of ‘Green’ Jobs" (accessed 9 June 2023) https://heartland.org/opinion/the-myth-and-phony-math-of-green-jobs/ (brackets and ellipses in original)
During the 2020 election campaign, Joe Biden asserted that more than 3 million Americans are already “employed in the clean energy economy.” He then boasted that, “if executed strategically, our response to climate change can create more than 10 million well-paying jobs in the United States that will grow a stronger, more inclusive middle class … and not just in cities along the coasts.” That would make Joe twice as boastful as his former boss, who promised the 2009 $787 billion stimulus package would create “over five million” green jobs. Four years later, the Brookings Institution reported that, “of the nearly 2.7 million ‘green jobs’ [the Obama-Biden Administration] identifies, most were bus drivers, sewage workers and other types of work that don’t fit the ‘green jobs of the future'” description.  Energy analyst David Blackmon later reported that Obama’s own Department of Labor acknowledged the initial failure to launch. DOL’s September 2011 report, “Recovery Act: Slow pace placing workers into jobs jeopardizes employment goals of the Green Jobs Program,” noted that only a third of the allocated funding had been spent; a fifth of the “degrees” and “certifications” went to people with a single day of training; and half of the “graduates” had five or fewer days of training. Just 2 percent of program participants held their jobs for at least six months. The Bureau of Labor Statistics counted oil industry lobbyists as holding “green” jobs! The septic tank and portable toilet servicing industry had 33 times more “green” jobs than solar electric utilities. The BLS had to admit in a June 2012 report, “Green Technologies and Practices – August 2011,” that they could identify only 854,700 “green” jobs, including janitors and cleaners. 


[bookmark: _Toc137179973]Green jobs won't happen in the US because the minerals for clean energy devices are all in China
Heartland Institute 2021 (nonprofit research and education organization based in Arlington Heights, Illinois) 22 Feb 2021 "The Myth And Phony Math of ‘Green’ Jobs" (accessed 9 June 2023) https://heartland.org/opinion/the-myth-and-phony-math-of-green-jobs/
Despite the push for green energy and electric vehicles, the German Trade Union Association reports that the number of “green” jobs in the German renewables sector had fallen from 300,000 in 2011 to just 150,000 in 2018. Many of these lost jobs were due to the collapse of Germany’s solar power industry, as companies were forced out of business by Chinese manufacturers that undercut German prices – and had much easier access to raw materials.  The track record for American renewable industry jobs vis-à-vis Chinese competition has mimicked the German experience. A primary reason is China’s near-monopoly on rare-earth metals essential for the Green revolution. 
[bookmark: _Toc137179974]DISADVANTAGES
[bookmark: _Toc137179975]1.  Unjust transfer of wealth
[bookmark: _Toc137179976]Government programs promoting renewables are unjust:  They transfer wealth from the poor to the rich
Steven Greenhut 2020 (Resident Senior Fellow and Western Region Director, State Affairs at the R STREET INSTITUTE) 10 July 2020 " California's Energy Regulations Hurt the Poor, While 'Green' Subsidies Benefit the Rich" (accessed 29 May 2023) https://reason.com/2020/07/10/californias-energy-regulations-hurt-the-poor-while-subsidies-benefit-the-rich/
Nevertheless, the study has raised an interesting—albeit stunningly obvious—point, as California continues its headlong rush toward a green-energy future based on command-and-control edicts, subsidies and quasi-market mechanisms such as cap and trade. It found that incentive programs for electric cars and solar panels and some other costly energy policies, "have been found to disproportionately benefit wealthier individuals." Well, poor people generally aren't installing solar panels or buying $50,000 cars. One need not peruse the study's charts of Los Angeles County to know that Electric Vehicle adoption is higher in Beverly Hills than Watts. I'm all for the development of alternative energy industries, but using public funds, and hobbling old-line energy industries with excess regulations and taxes, is a wealth transfer from poor to rich.
[bookmark: _Toc137179977]2.  Economic damage
[bookmark: _Toc137179978]Increased reliance on renewables means higher food prices, energy shortages, and blackouts
Carrie McKean 2022 (journalist) 11 July 2022 " If Biden Were Serious About Energy Policy, Here's What He'd Propose" (accessed 29 May 2023) https://reason.com/2022/07/11/if-biden-were-serious-about-energy-policy-heres-what-hed-propose/
Biden wants us to look for the bright side in this difficult economic moment: "We have a chance here to make a fundamental turn toward renewable energy." That may be the case, but the public needs leaders who are honest about what this "fundamental turn" is going to cost ordinary Americans: sustained high energy and fuel costs, rolling blackouts, and high food prices. When oil and gas supplies are depleted, the void isn't immediately filled by renewables. We get shortages. For example: Even on the sunny, windy days that offer peak renewable generating opportunities, we lack the infrastructure (such as transmission lines) to move the power from the rural areas where it's generated to the urban areas where it's needed.
[bookmark: _Toc137179979]Turning off coal and gas simply exports pollution to other countries and raises prices for us
Carrie McKean 2022 (journalist) 11 July 2022 " If Biden Were Serious About Energy Policy, Here's What He'd Propose" (accessed 29 May 2023) https://reason.com/2022/07/11/if-biden-were-serious-about-energy-policy-heres-what-hed-propose/
Turning off coal- and gas-fired plants when we have no scalable alternatives ready in the wings is irresponsible. It merely exports pollution to other countries, where we'll buy our energy at ever-higher prices from places with more lax environmental practices.
[bookmark: _Toc137179980]Renewables raise energy prices and don't replace fossil fuels
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
Claims that wind, solar, and EVs have reached cost parity with traditional energy sources or modes of transportation are not based on evidence. Even before the latest period of rising energy prices, Germany and Britain—both further down the grid transition path than the U.S.—have seen average electricity rates rise 60%–110% over the past two decades. The same pattern is visible in Australia and Canada. It’s also apparent in U.S. states and regions where mandates have resulted in grids with a higher share of wind/solar energy. In general, overall U.S. residential electricity costs rose over the past 20 years. But those rates should have declined because of the collapse in the cost of natural gas and coal—the two energy sources that, together, supplied nearly 70% of electricity in that period. Instead, rates have been pushed higher thanks to elevated spending on the otherwise unneeded infrastructure required to transmit wind/solar-generated electricity, as well as the increased costs to keep lights on during “droughts” of wind and sun that come from also keeping conventional power plants available (like having an extra, fully fueled car parked and ready to go) in effect by spending on two grids.
[bookmark: _Toc137179981]Over time, renewable energy will become more expensive, not less.  Increased demand for minerals to create renewable energy will spike prices dramatically
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
 Even in these early days of potential radical increases in demand, lithium prices are already up nearly 1,000% over the past two years, along with copper trading in a range that’s double the long-run history, nickel trading at a five-year high after coming down from recent peaks, and aluminum prices at a 10-year high. Again, this is the case with SWB meeting only a few percentage points of total global energy needs. Escalating mineral demands further will escalate their prices, which will have two macroeconomic impacts: it will increase the costs of the SWB hardware itself—thereby inflating the costs of already expensive transition policies—and it will increase the costs of other manufactured goods competing for the same minerals. The latter is broadly inflationary, and the former reverses the assumption built into all transition forecasts, i.e., that the SWB hardware inevitably becomes cheaper.
[bookmark: _Toc137179982]3.  Energy crisis and social breakdown
[bookmark: _Toc137179983]Multiple countries have tried moving to renewables and discovered energy shortages and social chaos
Mark Hendrickson 2021 (adjunct professor of economics at Grove City College) 27 Dec 2021 " Biden's War against Fossil Fuels Is a War against Ordinary People" (accessed 9 June 2023) https://mises.org/wire/bidens-war-against-fossil-fuels-war-against-ordinary-people
Globally, many countries are already in the midst of a full-blown energy crisis. There are critical shortages of fossil fuels at a time when energy from so-called renewable sources (more accurately, “intermittent” energy sources) have fallen far short of expectations. In Brazil, China, India, Europe, and other countries, energy shortages have led to factories cutting production, blackouts in which traffic lights are inoperative, nonfunctioning elevators in high-rise apartment buildings, vital ventilation systems not working in hospitals, etc. Britain is facing the possibility of more than ten thousand deaths this winter due to cold weather in homes where families can’t pay the elevated energy prices that would provide adequate heat.
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