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Energy Negative: Introduction 
 

This is the first of three volumes in the Paradigm Case Negative series for the 2014-15 Cross-Ex debate season. 

This book focuses on cases that promote the development of renewable and hydrocarbon energy resources from 

the Earthôs oceans. This introduction will give you a short overview of many of the more important arguments 

contained in this book. As always, we strongly suggest that you work to familiarize yourself with the evidence, 

and use the materials in this text as a springboard for your own work.  

 

Expanding offshore exploration and drilling of oil and natural gas resources promises to be a very strong 

affirmative case, and we have devoted a lot of space to an array of negative arguments against increased 

hydrocarbon production. The first section begins with two very important sets of negative blocks. The first set 

challenges the affirmative claim that offshore drilling will increase U.S.  energy security / decrease overall oil 

dependence. Not only can you argue that the affirmative will not appreciably increase U.S. oil production, but 

there is excellent evidence claiming that expanded U.S. production will do little to either check against global oil 

price shocks or to protect the U.S. economy from such events. Oil is priced globally, so a supply disruption in Iraq 

would cause U.S. oil prices to increase. There are also good defensive arguments about the minimal effects that 

oil dependence has on either Americaôs global position or economy. The second set of blocks argues that current 

domestic energy production, particular shale oil and shale gas, solve most of the reasons why increased offshore 

production is a good idea. These cards are pretty good, and they provide a powerful challenge to the best 

affirmative advantages. The section concludes with an variety of case turns/mini-disadvantages to hydrocarbon 

drilling, outlining the negative environmental consequences of increased oil drilling, the effects that oil and gas 

production will have on military training, and the threat posed by the industry to other, more valuable uses of the 

oceans. 

 

The second section provides general case arguments against efforts to expand renewable energy. These arguments 

apply to wind, solar, and other renewables-based affirmatives. The best arguments against most categories of 

renewable energy are: a) the intermittent nature of the energy source requires fossil fuel- or nuclear-based backup 

generating capacity (typically natural gas), confounding the environmental benefits of ñcleanò energy technology; 

b) the consistently higher costs of renewable energy technologies relative to more traditional energy sources 

rendering them non-competitive; c) the logistical difficulties and very long timeframes involves in ˈscaling up 

renewable sources to match growing electricity demand limit their utility; and d) the inability of major renewables 

technologies to serve as ready substitutes for many uses of fossil fuels, particularly oil in the transportation sector. 

There are also blocks addressing the draw-backs of feed-in tariffs (FITs or FiTs), an incentive scheme designed to 

encourage renewables development. FITs have been suggested as a way of jumpstarting a number of renewables 

technologies, including solar and wave energy. Their use in Europe has been extensive, and the record indicates 

that FITs both do poorly in expanding renewable energy production and pose significant challenges to national 

economies. 

 

The third and fourth sections include negative attacks against two specific renewables technologies, offshore wind 

energy (OWE) and ocean thermal energy conversion (OTEC). Most of the criticisms of renewables in general 

apply to OWE and OTECðhigh cost, inefficiency, etc. There are also strong arguments about the environmental 

and economic drawbacks of both technologies. The OTEC section also challenges the common assertion that the 

technology can promote the use of hydrogen as an energy conveyor, with a number of block arguing that 

hydrogen technology is both expensive and unlikely to become widely adopted in the near-term, even with 

government support. 

 

Best of luck! 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Energy IndependenceðDomestic Production Irrelevant 
 

1. Domestic production cannot shield the U.S. from the global market 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 6. 

As the United States imports less energy, some policy leaders hope that a push toward energy isolationism will insulate the 

country from instability in the global energy market. Such hopes are unfounded. Hoarding energy at home, neglecting bilateral 

relationships with major global energy players and forfeiting economic opportunities to export energy would leave the United 

States less secure. Moreover, policymakers would then be unable to use energy as a tool of economic statecraft to coerce or 

benefit other countries. Instead, the United States should accept the reality of energy interdependence, take steps to decrease 

domestic consumption and diversify supplies, facilitate broader energy exports, and more deeply and creatively integrate 

energy security into strategic policy and military planning. 

 

2. Oil prices are set globallyðwe cannot insulate ourselves from the world market 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 8. 

Nevertheless, the United States remains vulnerable to fluctuations in the global energy market. The United States is importing 

less oil because of new domestic supplies. Yet because oil prices are effectively set globally for all consumers and global 

economies are deeply interconnected, U.S. consumers will continue to live by global oil ï and gasoline ï prices for the 

foreseeable future. Although bilateral energy trade with some countries may be on the decline, the United States is still 

inextricably linked to the global oil trading system and its price fluctuations. 

 

3. Domestic production does not change the importance of oil to U.S. national security interests 
 

Charles L. Glaser, Professor, Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University, ñHow Oil Influences 

U.S. National Security,ò INTERNATIONAL SECURITY v. 38 n. 2, Fall 2013, pp. 112-146, p. 114, 

doi:10.1162/ISEC_a_00137. 

The recent boom in U.S. oil production and the reductions in oil imports that this boom has made possible have surprisingly 

little impact on the structure of my analysis and its central conclusions. Because oil trades in a global market, U.S. production 

does not sever the United Statesô connection to international oil markets and, in turn, events that disrupt them. Moreover, I 

argue that because many potential threats to U.S. national security have their roots in other statesô consumption, oil production 

in the United States has virtually no impact on these mechanisms. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Energy IndependenceðDomestic Production Irrelevant [contôd] 
 

4. No energy securityðglobal market 
 

Congressional Budget Office (CBO), ENERGY SECURITY IN THE UNITED STATES, 5ð12, p. 9. 

The worldwide market for oil makes it almost impossible for a large country like the United States to gain independence, or 

separation, from that market. In the United States, decisions about how much oil to import are made not by the government, but 

by private firms that extract, refine, and sell products made from oilðfor example, gasoline, diesel, and jet fuelðto households 

and businesses. Those private firms enter into trading arrangements with other private firms or governments that produce oil 

based on the profitability and legality of such arrangements. For example, private U.S. firms produce much of the oil exported 

by Chad, but they are prohibited from purchasing oil from Iran because of U.S. trade sanctions against that country. Despite 

those sanctions, U.S. households and businesses still benefit from Iranôs production of oil as long as Iran is able to sell its oil to 

other countries and firms that, in turn, require less oil from elsewhere in the world. (The largest importers of Iranian oil in 2008 

were Japan, China, and India.) The worldwide market for oil means that the demand for oil by consumers around the world will 

be satisfied with the least expensive oil, after accounting for transportation costs, quality, and trade sanctions, regardless of 

where it is produced. Disruptions in oil production in one country will cause the world oil market to readjust so that all 

countries and firms continue to receive oil at the new prevailing price. For example, in 2002, strikes in Venezuelaða large 

exporter of oil to the United Statesðreduced Venezuelan production by more than 60 percent. As a result, U.S. refiners 

purchased more oil from other countries or firms, and Venezuela began importing oil so that it could deliver oil to U.S. firms 

and other foreign parties with whom it had entered into contracts. U.S. independence from the worldwide market for oil would 

require a degree of isolation that is almost certainly not feasible or desirable in such a global economy. The United States 

produces only about 40 percent of the oil it needs to satisfy U.S. consumer demand; thus, the United States cannot shut itself 

off from the world market without causing a shortage in U.S. supplies of oil and a resulting large and rapid increase in the price 

of oil and its products. As long as the United States imports oil, even in small quantities, the price of oilðwhether imported or 

produced domesticallyðwill be set in the world market. Even if the United States produced all of its oil, it could only cut itself 

off from the world market and its price fluctuations by prohibiting private firms from trading internationally (which would 

violate rules of the World Trade Organization). But such a strategy would require the periodic discovery of large oil fields in 

the United States coupled with a reduction in per capita U.S. oil consumption. Moreover, some multinational oil firms would 

probably respond to such a strategy by making decisions about where to explore for new oil fields on the basis of whether the 

price of oil was higher in the United States or elsewhere. Those investment decisions would probably reflect any differences 

between oil prices (that is, firms would respond to higher prices in the United States with more U.S. investment) and, through 

their effects on supply, would serve to connect global price movements to the U.S. market, despite U.S. efforts aimed at 

avoiding that outcome.  
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Oil/Gas Neg: Energy IndependenceðGeneral Ans 
 

1. ñEnergy independenceò is a misnomerðshould not guide our policy 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 11-12. 

Particularly in the United States, decades-old perceptions of scarcity are now giving way to relieved, even exuberant, feelings 

of abundance. Yet because of the nationôs deep ties to global oil markets, a reduced reliance on foreign oil will not eliminate 

vulnerabilities in the U.S. energy sector. Energy self-sufficiency or ñindependenceò is neither the most economically 

advantageous nor the strategically optimal policy objective for U.S. policymakers seeking to enhance U.S. energy security, 

whether by ensuring reliable supplies or by reducing U.S. vulnerability to shifts and spikes in the global energy trade. The 

continued use of, and fixation on, energy independence terminology in the political debate is holding back a more informed 

public conversation about the actual energy market vulnerabilities faced by the United States and effective strategies to 

promote energy security. 

 

2. National security interests are better served by leaving the oil in the ground for future use 
 

Michael LeVine, Pacific Senior Counsel, Oceana, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, Subcommittee 

on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/levinetestimony06-11-13.pdf, 

accessed 5-5-14. 

For similar reasons, increasing offshore leasingðas HR 2231 attempts to doðwill not increase national security. In fact, it is 

possible that national security needs will be more effectively protected by leaving large reservoirs of oil in the ground until 

other, cheaper sources are exhausted. Moreover, increasing offshore oil and gas activities threatens the economic benefits and 

food security provided by fisheries and other uses of our oceans. It is important to put the situation in the proper context. More 

than 90% of the worldôs oil and gas reserves have been nationalized by the countries that control them. As a result, the 

opportunities for large, multi-national corporations have become substantially narrower. The push to develop in the U.S. Arctic 

results in part from these incentives, which are not necessarily congruent with our national interests. 

 

3. Domestic production does not insulate us from global markets 
 

Energy Security Leadership Council, A NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR ENERGY SECURITY: HARNESSING AMERICAN 

RESOURCES AND INNOVATION, Securing Americaôs Future Energy (SAFE), 2013, p. 21. 

As long as the United States depends on petroleum fuels to power its economyðand its transportation sector, in particularðthe 

nation will be exposed to the economic consequences of high and volatile oil prices. Although the United States is both an 

important producer and consumer of oil, oil prices are determined globally by a wide range of factors occurring in dozens of 

countries and markets. There is a single, international oil market defined by benchmark prices that are effectively equivalent 

after accounting for shipping costs, variations in quality, and other regional market factors. Therefore, a nationôs level of 

energy security is not meaningfully affected by the ratio of foreign to domestic oil supply. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Energy IndependenceðPrice Ans (General) 
 

1. Increased domestic production wonôt impact the global price of oil 
 

Congressional Budget Office (CBO), ENERGY SECURITY IN THE UNITED STATES, 5ð12, p. 10. 

Over the long run, the United States could explore for and develop additional oil resources, which would tend to increase the 

supply of oil. However, development of new oil resources in the United Statesðparticularly oil fields in deep water off the 

coastðcould take more than 10 years. Moreover, the ability of large government-owned oil producers elsewhere to 

strategically respond to such increased supply means that the ultimate effect of increased U.S. production would probably be 

dampened. That is, increasing production of oil in the United States might not increase the worldôs oil supply substantially or 

lower the price of oil significantly. 

 

2. Expanding drilling will not impact gas prices 
 

GREENPEACE, ñOffshore DrillingðItôs NOT the Answer to High Gas Prices at the Pump,ò 8ð4ð08, 

www.greenpeace.org/usa/en/news-and-blogs/news/offshore-drilling-it-s-not-t/, accessed 6-9-14. 

Record high gas prices have been making the news headlines for the past few months. Each week gas prices top the previous 

week, resulting in a new all-time high. Unless you are fortunate enough to live, work and play within walking distance from 

your home, you have been affected by these high gas prices like the rest of the nation. While the public continues to be 

outraged about gas prices, some politicians (McCain, Bush, and Gingrich) are taking advantage of the dire situation by 

organizing a push to drill for oil along our coastlines and lift a 27-year moratorium. But, if you scratch below the surface of 

their "drill now pay less" rhetoric, you'll learn that the only people who stand to benefit from offshore oil drilling would be 

their friends in big oil. Exxon Mobil and the other oil major oil companies are already bringing in record profits due to high gas 

prices, more drilling would mean they'd make even more money, while the public would not see any change in gas prices. 

 

3. Oil is globally pricedðeven doubled U.S. production wonôt lower prices 
 

Michael Levi, senior fellow, Council on Foreign Relations, ñWhy More U.S. Soil May Not Mean Cheaper Gas,ò 

BLOOMEBERG VIEW, 4ð16ð13, www.bloombergview.com/articles/2013-04-16/why-more-u-s-oil-may-not-mean-

cheaper-u-s-gas, accessed 4-14-14. 

Oil skeptics like to point out that the U.S. consumes 20 percent of the worldôs oil but owns only 2 percent of global reserves. 

Such lopsided numbers, they insist, destine the U.S. to depend on foreign crude -- unless it slashes its consumption and 

embraces alternatives. Lately, though, a surge in U.S. oil production appears to have turned the tables. In an interview with 

Bloomberg News early last year, Adam Sieminski, an analyst who would soon leave Deutsche Bank AG to join the White 

House staff, captured the mood: ñFor 40 years, only politicians and the occasional author in Popular Mechanics magazine 

talked about achieving energy independence. Now it doesnôt seem such an outlandish idea.ò Booming oil production will 

change the U.S. economy, international security and the global climate. But for many people, a simpler question matters most: 

What will U.S. oil abundance mean for the price of gasoline at the pump? Because oil is traded globally, prices ultimately 

depend on how much is produced in the entire world, not just in the U.S. A world where the U.S. produces 10 million barrels of 

oil daily wonôt necessarily have lower prices than one where it produces 5 million. After all, U.S. production was higher in 

2010 than in 2009, but oil prices were higher then, too. 

 

4. Source of production makes no difference in the price of oil 
 

Dr. Ivan Eland, senior fellow, ñNo War for Oil: US Dependency and the Middle East,ò 12ð21ð11, 

www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=3211, accessed 6-9-14. 

Shouldnôt the two parties pat themselves on the back? After all, under their stewardship, arenôt we reducing dependence on the 

terrorist nations and dictatorships of the Persian Gulf? Not really. Dependence on foreign oil is not the problem that 

conventional wisdom makes it out to be. As a corollary, all the wars we have fought over oilðfor example, two with Iraq and 

the threat of such with Iranðhave been largely unnecessary and immensely expensive. Of the less than half of U.S. petroleum 

consumed that is imported, about half of that comes from the Western Hemisphere. Only about 18 percent of imports originate 

from the Persian Gulf. But it would not matter much if the United States produced 100 percent of what it consumed or whether 

it all came from the Persian Gulf, because the price at the pump is determined by the worldwide oil market. If more oil is put 

on market from anywhere around the globe, the price will go down; similarly, if oil production is cut anywhere in the world 

and not offset by increases elsewhere, the price will go up. Thus, this American mini-boom will not likely make much of a 

difference in what the U.S. consumer pays for gasoline, diesel fuel, or heating oil. 

http://www.greenpeace.org/usa/en/news-and-blogs/news/offshore-drilling-it-s-not-t/


Paradigm Research 2014-15  CXðEnergy Negative 
 

10 

 

Oil/Gas Neg: Energy IndependenceðPrice Ans (General) [contôd] 
 

5. Production balancing from other countries limits any effect of U.S. production on prices 
 

Michael Levi, senior fellow, Council on Foreign Relations, ñWhy More U.S. Soil May Not Mean Cheaper Gas,ò 

BLOOMEBERG VIEW, 4ð16ð13, www.bloombergview.com/articles/2013-04-16/why-more-u-s-oil-may-not-mean-

cheaper-u-s-gas, accessed 4-14-14. 

That said, if the U.S. increases production while output from the rest of the world remains unchanged, total world supply will 

rise and prices will fall below what they otherwise would have been. How much so is tough to nail down, but if recent 

estimates from a team at the International Monetary Fund are right, a 5 million-barrel-a-day increase in oil supplies could cut 

prices in half. So why isnôt everyone predicting plummeting prices? Because when U.S. oil production rises, other countriesô 

output usually falls, with the net result being a much smaller increase in world supplies, and hence less effect on prices. Part of 

this is driven by markets: More U.S. oil means lower prices; lower prices render some oil projects economically unattractive; 

those either shut down or donôt reach production in the first place. This is compounded by an even more important dynamic: 

Many countries try to maximize their revenue from oil sales by restraining production and propping up prices. Saudi Arabia, 

for example, can often profit more by producing less oil. And if several of these ñstrategic producersò cooperate, the payoff 

from holding back output rises. This is the goal of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries. OPEC still produces 40 

percent of the worldôs oil, a figure that has moved up and down but hasnôt changed radically for decades. All of this affects the 

potential consequences of higher U.S. oil production. As U.S. output rises, so that prices are inclined to fall, some oil-exporting 

countries will prop them up by cutting back their own supplies. If a 5 million-barrel-a-day increase in U.S. crude output is met 

with a 4 million-barrel-a-day cut in supplies from other countries, the net impact on prices is reduced by a factor of five. 

 

6. Domestic production does not decrease oil prices 
 

Daniel J. Weiss, senior fellow, Center for American Progress Action Fund, Testimony before the House Subcommittee on 

Energy and power, 9ð13ð12, www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/green/report/2012/09/13/37822/the-american-energy-

initiative-a-focus-on-the-outlook-for-achieving-north-american-energy-independence-within-the-decade/, accessed 4-9-14. 

The Associated Press tested whether more U.S. drilling would lower gasoline prices when it conducted an exhaustive analysis 

of 36 years of monthly U.S. oil production and gasoline price data. AP found ñNo statistical correlation between how much oil 

comes out of U.S. wells and the price at the pump.ò  The Wall Street Journal noted that residents of essentially oil free 

Germany paid about the same for gasoline as we did in recent years. (minus taxes, of course.) Because more domestic oil 

production will have little impact on gasoline prices, ñNorth American energy independenceò proposals that expand drilling 

into previously protected places are unlikely to ease pain at the pump.  However, such proposals will increase carbon and other 

pollution because many oil and natural gas production techniques generate significant emissions. 

 

7. Domestic production simply will not lower prices 
 

Daniel J. Weiss, senior fellow, Center for American Progress Action Fund, Testimony before the House Subcommittee on 

Energy and power, 9ð13ð12, www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/green/report/2012/09/13/37822/the-american-energy-

initiative-a-focus-on-the-outlook-for-achieving-north-american-energy-independence-within-the-decade/, accessed 4-9-14. 

Whenever oil and gasoline price spikes occur, Big Oil and its political allies revive their demand for ñdrill, baby, drill.ò But 

because oil prices are set by the world market, more domestic drilling cannot really alter the price at the pump. Even oil 

independent nations such as Canada experienced high gasoline prices this year. The Wall Street Journal reiterated that there is 

little relationship between domestic oil production and gasoline prices: Producing a lot of oil doesnôt lower the price of 

gasoline in your country. According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration, Germans over the past three years have 

paid an average of $2.64 a gallon (excluding taxes), while Americans paid $2.69, even though the U.S. produced 5.4 million 

barrels of oil per day while Germany produced just 28,000. To test whether more U.S. drilling would lower gasoline prices, the 

Associated Press just completed an exhaustive analysis of 36 years of monthly U.S. oil production and gasoline price data. AP 

found that there is: é no statistical correlation between how much oil comes out of U.S. wells and the price at the pump. If 

more domestic oil drilling worked as politicians say, youôd now be paying about $2 a gallon for gasoline. Instead, youôre 

paying the highest prices ever for March. 



Paradigm Research 2014-15  CXðEnergy Negative 
 

11 

 

Oil/Gas Neg: Energy IndependenceðPrice Ans (General) [contôd] 
 

8. No long-term decrease in pricesðglobal demand is surging, will prop up prices 
 

Michael Levi, senior fellow, Council on Foreign Relations, ñWhy More U.S. Soil May Not Mean Cheaper Gas,ò 

BLOOMEBERG VIEW, 4ð16ð13, www.bloombergview.com/articles/2013-04-16/why-more-u-s-oil-may-not-mean-

cheaper-u-s-gas, accessed 4-14-14. 

To figure out how OPEC countries will respond to rising U.S. supplies, then, itôs important to ask whether the increase will be 

taken up by even-greater demand. Thatôs where China, India and the rest of the developing world come in. The International 

Energy Agency has projected that demand for oil from the developing world will rise to 41 million barrels a day by 2020, from 

32 million in 2008. Developed-world demand, meanwhile, is projected to fall by only a quarter as much. Other projections 

yield similar outcomes. The net result is a huge new market, particularly if little is done to curtail the worldôs thirst for oil. All 

this was at the front of my mind when I arrived at OPEC headquarters in Vienna on a cool spring day in 2012. OPECôs 

influence has waxed and waned, but with almost half of world oil production within its member countriesô borders, and a far 

higher fraction of the worldôs cheap crude, it still matters. Abdalla Salem el-Badri, a former Libyan oil minister, welcomed me. 

Trained at Florida Southern College, the onetime Esso Standard manager was by then 71 years old and serving his second term 

as secretary-general of OPEC. I asked him how he felt about the boom in U.S. oil and gas production and was a bit taken back 

by his reply. ñThis is really good,ò he said. Since Richard Nixonôs presidency, the U.S. has obsessed over its dependence on 

Middle Eastern oil, and now rising U.S. output could get OPEC off the hook. ñThey will blame us less,ò he predicted. He 

pointed to the U.S. presidential campaign, which at the time was just warming up. ñFifty percent of it is about energy!ò he said. 

I pressed el-Badri on whether OPEC could weather growth in U.S. supplies. ñYes,ò he said, ñfor us, it is important. But there is 

room for everybody.ò Heôs probably right. In the short run, itôs entirely possible that the world will overinvest in oil 

production, leading to a temporary price crash. Over the long haul, however, there seem to be few limits to the worldôs thirst 

for oil. And even though crude output is rising in the U.S. and Canada, it is declining in countries such as Norway and the U.K. 

Rapid production increases by producers such as Iraq and Venezuela could quickly alter the picture, as could a persistently 

weak Chinese economy, letting U.S. oil output tip the final balance. It would be unwise to bet on that, though. U.S. production 

may help keep a lid on prices, but will probably not do much beyond that in the long run. 
 

9. Domestic drilling wonôt lower pricesðwill just get exported 
 

Leah McGrath Goodman, journalist, ñWhen óDrill Baby Drillô Means ñExport Baby Exportô,ò CNN, 5ð23ð12, 

http://finance.fortune.cnn.com/2012/05/23/us-oil-exports/?iid=HP_River, accessed 6-9-14. 

Americans are frequently promised that more oil and gas drilling will translate into lower energy prices. In a pre-election 

advertising push this spring, American Petroleum Institute President and Chief Executive, Jack Gerard, said: "More domestic 

production is critical to putting downward pressure on gasoline prices ï supply matters." And so it does. But what happens 

when we start exporting those extra barrels? You don't need to be an economist to know the answer. When supplies are tight, 

prices stay propped up. A fresh infusion of supplies may send prices down, but when they're exported to consumers overseas 

willing to pay more for their energy, Americans never get to see the savings. A boom in natural gas drilling in the U.S. has, 

indeed, led to dramatically lower prices across the board as supplies hold near historic highs. Yet the most aggressive oil 

drilling in the country in nearly a decade has not produced the same result, even as crude oil inventories hit a 21-year high. 

While oil recently slipped below $100 a barrel ï a dip Wall Street has already branded as temporary ï it remains at the upper 

end of its historic range. The reason is simple, although our nation's politicians and business leaders have been coy about it. It 

comes down to our ability to export. Right now, the U.S. does not have sufficient exporting facilities to keep pace with the 

flood of natural gas. On the other hand, we have long had the ability to export record amounts of petroleum products, such as 

gasoline, jet fuel and heating oil ï and that's exactly what we've been doing. 
 

10. More domestic production wonôt lower pricesðset by global markets 
 

Leah McGrath Goodman, journalist, ñWhen óDrill Baby Drillô Means ñExport Baby Exportô,ò CNN, 5ð23ð12, 

http://finance.fortune.cnn.com/2012/05/23/us-oil-exports/?iid=HP_River, accessed 6-9-14. 

With Goldman Sachs predicting this week that the global balance between energy supply and demand will keep tightening, it is 

unlikely that demand for U.S. energy exports from buyers overseas such as China and India will cool down anytime soon. In 

fact, even if the nation's energy supplies are kept bottled up inside its borders the way natural gas is now, the U.S. Energy 

Information Administration suspects that instead of prices falling, refiners might just cut production. The upshot is that the 

boost in oil and gas drilling does indeed undergird our energy security by reducing our dependence on foreign oil and gas. But 

any extra slack is not likely to translate in reduced prices at the pump for Americans, as oil and gas drillers are just as keen to 

export our supplies as to drill them. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Energy IndependenceðPrice Ans (Offshore) 
 

1. Even if production meets the most optimistic levels, it will not move the needle on oil prices 
 

Jack Leibenluft, ñWhatôs the Deal with Offshore Drilling?ò SLATE, 8ð12ð08, 

www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/the_green_lantern/2008/08/whats_the_deal_with_offshore_drilling.html, accessed 

4-8-14. 

These criticisms are valid. But from the perspective of lowering gas prices, they don't really matter. Even the most optimistic 

estimates about offshore drillingðthe exact ones pushed by its strongest proponentsðpromise no relief at the pump now and 

only a small impact later. Start with the timeline: The EIA assumes that the current moratorium will remain in place until 2012, 

when the off-limits areas would finally be open for leasing. Then it would take another five years for the oil companies to find 

the best drilling sites and start up their commercial wells. We're likely to have that five-year gap before real production begins 

no matter when the moratorium endsðparticularly since there is a major shortage in the number of rigs available for drilling. 

In other words, we could all agree on the merits of offshore drilling tomorrow and it probably wouldn't increase the supply of 

oil until 2013 at the earliest. Now, let's imagine that higher oil prices make it profitable to drill more intensively offshore. 

These graphs (PDF) suggest that very high prices would effectively double the amount of "economically recoverable" oil 

offshore, as compared with what would be recoverable at $50 a barrel. That would give us 400,000 barrels a day. The most 

optimistic case for offshore drilling, from an oil industry group (PDF), predicts an eventual output of 1 million barrels a day. 

Even that high estimate probably won't have much of an effect on gas prices. Oil is traded on a global market, and adding 1 

million barrels per day would increase global production by slightly more than 1 percent. A standard model of oil markets 

suggests the 1 percent change would reduce gas prices by about 3 percent over the long termðassuming that OPEC or other oil 

producers don't cut their own supply in order to maximize profits. (For similar reasons, the EIA predicts (PDF) opening up the 

Arctic National Wildlife Refuge would lower oil prices by about $1.44 a barrel in the best-case scenario.) 

 

2. Increased offshore production will not lower oil prices 
 

Michael J. Conathan, Director of Ocean Policy, Center for American Progress, Testimony before the House Natural Resources 

Committee, Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð6ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

Increasing production will not lower gas prices. One of the issues Americans care about most fervently when it comes to oil 

production is the price of gasoline. But the fact is that increasing production will do nothing to lower prices at the pump. In 

2012 the Associated Press, or AP, tested the theory of whether more U.S. drilling would lower gasoline prices. It conducted an 

exhaustive analysis of 36 years of monthly U.S. oil production and gasoline price data. AP found ñ[n]o statistical correlation 

between how much oil comes out of U.S. wells and the price at the pump.ò As fundamental as the law of supply and demand 

might be to macroeconomic theory, the on-the-ground reality is that more drilling will not lower gas prices. The Energy 

Information Administration finds that even if we wave the green flag for our entire exclusive economic zone, it will do nothing 

more than reduce the cost of gasoline by two cents and not until 2030. Here is why: * As of 2012 U.S. oil production was at an 

eight-year high, and the most recent ñShort-Term Energy Outlookò from the Energy Information Administration projects 

production to continue growing at least through 2013 based on current activity. By the end of President Obamaôs recently 

issued five-year drilling plan, fully 75 percent of our undiscovered, technically recoverable offshore reserves will be open for 

drilling. All that additional activity has not brought down the price of gasoline at the pump. * If oil companies wanted to 

increase production, they could. In March 2011 the Department of the Interior released a report revealing that two-thirds of oil-

and-gas companiesô offshore leases and more than half of their onshore leases are not being produced. * Gasoline supply is 

ultimately constrained not by oil production but by refining capacity. More than half of the nationôs refineries are controlled by 

five companies, and in the spring of 2011 as gas prices surged close to $4 per gallon, the Los Angeles Times reported that 

domestic refineries were ñoperating at about 81 percent of their production capacity,ò and that exports of refined products such 

as gasoline were increasing because foreign buyers were ñwilling to pay a premium.ò Richard Newell, then-administrator of the 

Energy Information Administration, testified before the full House Natural Resources Committee in 2011 to explain that ñ[w]e 

do not project additional volumes of oil that could flow from greater access to oil resources on Federal lands to have a large 

impact on prices given the globally integrated nature of the world oil market.ò In other words, because the price of oil is set on 

a global market rather than a domestic market, opening up protected lands and waters to more drilling would not substantially 

affect oil prices.  

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf
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Oil/Gas Neg: Energy IndependenceðPrice Ans (Offshore) [contôd] 
 

3. Offshore production has only a minimal impact on pricesðglobal market 
 

Emily Gertz, ñCan Offshore Drilling Really Make the U.S. Oil Independent?ò SCIENTIFIC AMERICAN, 9ð12ð08, 

www.scientificamerican.com/article/can-offshore-drilling-make-us-independent/, accessed 4-8-14. 

So are promises of U.S. oil independence realðor rhetoric? The issue is not whether the U.S. can significantly reduce its 

reliance on oil imports with domestic, offshore oil, say both Kaufman and Nathan, but whether there is enough that is 

recoverable to significantly lower the price of a barrel of oil on the global market. Even by 2030, offshore drilling would not 

have a significant impact on oil prices, according to Martin, because oil prices are determined on the global market. "The 

amount of total production anticipatedðaround 200,000 barrels a dayðwould be less than 1 percent of the total projected 

international consumption." 

 

4. Offshore drilling will not lower oil prices  
 

Natural Resources Defense Council  (NRDC), ñProtecting Our Ocean and Coastal Economies: Avoid Unnecessary Risks from 

Offshore Drilling,ò OCEAN FACTS, 9ð09, www.nrdc.org/oceans/offshore/files/offshore.pdf, accessed 4-3-14. 

Increased Offshore Drilling Will Not Lower the Price of Oil According to the Department of Energyôs Energy Information 

Administration, drilling in areas previously closed to oil and gas drilling by Presidential and Congressional actions ñwould not 

have a significant impact on domestic crude oil and natural gas production ... before 2030 [the end of the analysis period].ò 

Even then, ñBecause oil prices are determined on the international market é any impact on average wellhead prices is 

expected to be insignificant.ò 

 

5. Offshore drilling will do nothing to decrease oil prices 
 

Cindy Zipf, executive director, Clean Ocean Action Inc., ñShould the U.S. Expand Offshore Oil Drilling?ò WALL STREET 

JOURNAL, 4ð14ð13, http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424127887324020504578398610851042612, accessed 4-

3-14. 

What would be our reward for knowingly taking these risks? Forget about lower gasoline prices. The U.S. Energy Information 

Administration estimates that if oil drilling was expanded in all the ocean areas of the lower 48 states, we would only see a 

three-cent reduction in the price of a gallon of gasoline by 2030. 

 

6. Offshore drilling will have no effect on oil prices 
 

Andrew Hoffman and Tom Lyon, Professors, University of Michigan, ñThe Simple Economics of Offshore Drilling,ò 

PERSPECTIVE: SUSTAINABILITY BLOG FROM THE ERB INSTITUTE, 8ð7ð08,  

http://webuser.bus.umich.edu/ajhoff/pub_professional/The%20Simple%20Economics%20of%20Offshore.pdf, accessed 4-12-

14. 

There is much talk today about offshore oil drilling as a way to lower gas prices and reduce the strains on American consumers. 

But, much like the gasoline tax holiday proposed in the spring, the public debate is full of lots of political gimmickry and little 

sound economics. Letôs consider the facts and be honest about the ultimate results of offshore drilling. It will not lower 

gasoline prices. It will transfer wealth from oil producers like Chavez, Putin and the Saudis to the oil companies that develop 

these offshore assets. This can have some benefits. It may help us reduce the flow of funds to terrorist organizations and it will 

certainly help investors in the oil companies that exploit our domestic oil resources. But American consumers will never see 

benefits at the pump.  Consider the simple economics of oil pricing. If Exxon-Mobil, Chevron, BP, Shell, Total or some other 

oil company is given the rights to drill oil off the coast of California or the Gulf of Mexico, does anyone really believe they will 

sell that oil at a discount to the American consumer? No, that oil will be sold at the prevailing price on global markets. Oil 

drilled in US waters is indistinguishable from Saudi or Russian oil of comparable quality. Oil prices are determined by global 

supply and demand, and there is a single market-clearing price for oil of a given quality. There simply is not enough domestic 

oil offshore to make a meaningful dent in oil prices. The U.S. Department of Energy issued a report on offshore drilling last 

year, which found that ñaccess to the Pacific, Atlantic, and eastern Gulf regions would not have a significant impact on 

domestic crude oil and natural gas production or prices before 2030. Leasing would begin no sooner than 2012, and production 

would not be expected to start before 2017.ò It concluded, ñBecause oil prices are determined on the international market, 

however, any impact on average wellhead prices is expected to be insignificant.ò  
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Oil/Gas Neg: Energy IndependenceðSecurity Ans 
 

1. Drilling  wonôt increase energy security 
 

Jordan Weissmann, associate editor, ñWhat We Talk About when We Talk About Energy Security,ò THE ATLANTIC, 5ð

22ð12, www.theatlantic.com/national/archive/2012/05/what-we-talk-about-when-we-talk-about-energy-security/257525/, 

accessed 6-9-14. 

The CBO believes that's the wrong way to frame the issue. Energy security, it says, is really about making sure the cost of 

power and fuel stays cheap, no matter what's going on in the world around us. The only way to ensure that is by diversifying 

the resources we use. Consider electricity prices, which have stayed relatively stable for decades. Why? Because our utilities 

use all sorts energy sources, including coal, natural gas, hydro-electric, and nuclear. If one of those resources is disrupted, we 

can move to another. Now compare that with gasoline, which has seen-sawed violently over the last several years along with 

the global price of oil. But wouldn't drilling more of our own crude protect us from those swings? No, it wouldn't. As the CBO 

notes, even countries that export oil still have to pay prices set on the world market for what they use at home. You don't get 

any special discounts for drilling it up locally.  The moral? Drilling for more oil might increase our energy "independence." But 

it won't make us more secure.   

 

2. óEnergy independenceô does nothing to weaken oil exporting states 
 

Dr. Ivan Eland, senior fellow, ñNo War for Oil: US Dependency and the Middle East,ò 12ð21ð11, 

www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=3211, accessed 6-9-14. 

But at least we donôt have to buy as much oil or petroleum products from Persian Gulf autocracies or terrorist-sponsoring 

nations, right? Maybe so, but it doesnôt reduce our imports from those nations that much. Also, if the United States is now a net 

exporter of petroleum products, shouldnôt we stanch this flow and buy from the Persian Gulf even less? No. Even if nations 

such as Iran and Saudi Arabia didnôt sell to the United States (come to think of it, the U.S. hasnôt bought oil from Iran in 

decades), they would simply sell to other, more than willing buyers. The rapidly growing countries in the developing worldð

such as China and Indiaðcare a lot less about the political nature of the countries supplying their oil than do the United States 

and Europe. So embargoes, boycotts, and efforts at becoming oil-independent have little effect. Supplies just reorder around 

obstacles in the world market. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Energy IndependenceðShocks Ans (Impact Defense) 
 

1. No state is capable of disrupting the U.S.ôs access to foreign oil supplies 
 

Charles L. Glaser, Professor, Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University, ñHow Oil Influences 

U.S. National Security,ò INTERNATIONAL SECURITY v. 38 n. 2, Fall 2013, pp. 112-146, p. 118, 

doi:10.1162/ISEC_a_00137. 

To understand this mechanism, we should envision access broadly, to include at least three different features of secure oil 

supply, each of which identities different military requirements and potential dangers for the defending state. The first is 

uninterrupted transport, which is probably the most common understanding of access. Concern about secure transport can take 

a variety of formsða state may need to protect its sea lines of communication (SLOCs), to defend choke points that make oil 

traffic relatively easy to disrupt, or to control territory across which oil is piped. During the Cold War, this set of concerns 

motivated U.S. planners to protect the United Statesô SLOCs with the Persian Gulf to ensure the steady flow of oil. This 

uninterrupted access would have been necessary to enable the United States to fight a long war against the Soviet Union in 

Europe. The United States does not currently face this type of danger, because there is no major power capable of severely 

interrupting its access to key supplies of oil. In contrast, China might face this type of danger, because its oil imports are 

vulnerable to disruption by the U.S. Navy; the question is whether there are realistic scenarios in which Chinaôs oil reserves 

would be depleted before a war would otherwise be terminated. 

 

2. Modest cutoffs would not threaten the U.S. economy or security 
 

Charles L. Glaser, Professor, Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University, ñHow Oil Influences 

U.S. National Security,ò INTERNATIONAL SECURITY v. 38 n. 2, Fall 2013, pp. 112-146, p. 142-143, 

doi:10.1162/ISEC_a_00137. 

Policies designed to increase U.S. energy security have focused on the implications of the disruption of Persian Gulf oil. The 

standard policy prescriptions include reducing U.S. oil consumptionðmost importantly, by increasing the efficiency of the 

transportation sector and taxing gasolineðand cushioning the U.S. economy from disruptionsðmost importantly, by 

maintaining and possibly expanding its strategic petroleum reserve. These policies will further reduce pressures for the United 

States to use force when faced with a severe disruption of the flow of global oil. For all but the most severe disruptions, 

however, these measures are better understood as investments in U.S. prosperity than in U.S. security. The impact on the U.S. 

economy of moderate cutoffs, for moderate periods, will not be large enough to warrant military intervention and therefore do 

not threaten U.S. security. 

 

3. The economic effects of an oil shock are overstated 
 

Charles L. Glaser, Professor, Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University, ñHow Oil Influences 

U.S. National Security,ò INTERNATIONAL SECURITY v. 38 n. 2, Fall 2013, pp. 112-146, p. 144, 

doi:10.1162/ISEC_a_00137. 

Drawing on these estimates, a recent study finds that a 10 percent reduction in the global supply of oil (which would amount to 

approximately 9 million barrels per day and is on the scale of a huge disruption of Persian Gulf oil) would result in a doubling 

of oil prices, which would, in turn, reduce U.S. GDP by between 1 and 5 percent. Given the current U.S. GDP, the estimates 

translate into reductions of between $150 and $750 billion. A recent study that compares the 1970sô oil shocks to later shocks 

finds that the impact of such shocks has decreased, among other reasons because of reductions in U.S. energy intensity, and 

therefore suggests that the impact of a future major disruption would lie toward the lower end of this range. Future reductions 

in energy intensity promise to further reduce the impact. 

 

4. The SPR limits the economic impact of any oil shock 
 

Charles L. Glaser, Professor, Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University, ñHow Oil Influences 

U.S. National Security,ò INTERNATIONAL SECURITY v. 38 n. 2, Fall 2013, pp. 112-146, p. 144-145, 

doi:10.1162/ISEC_a_00137. 

In addition, few plausible sustained oil disruptions would be nearly so large or prolonged. Moreover, because the United States 

could use its strategic petroleum reserve, in coordination with other major oil-importing countries, to replace most or all of the 

lost oil, the costs should be much smaller. Existing oil reserves should be able to offset even a massive cutoff of oil for many 

months, thereby greatly moderating price increases and in turn reductions in U.S. GDP. Estimates of the probability of such a 

cutoff are highly subjective, but the scenarios that could generate costs in this rangeðwhich likely include only those involving 

large cutoffs of Saudi oilðsuggest that the annual probability is low. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Energy IndependenceðShocks Ans (Solvency) 
 

1. Domestic production does not insulate us from international price shocks 
 

Trevor Houser and Shashank Mohan, Rhodium Group, FUELING UP: THE ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF AMERICAôS 

OIL AND GAS BOOM, 2014, Peterson Institute for International Economics: Washington DC, p. 61. 

Increased domestic oil and gas investment and production are a potent economic stimulus in the short and medium term, 

improve US terms of trade, and modestly expand long-term economic output. But how effective are they in safeguarding the 

US economy from future energy price spikes? Even if the United States becomes a net oil exporter in the years ahead, domestic 

crude oil and refined product prices will almost certainly continue to track international prices. Gasoline prices in Canada, a net 

oil exporter, closely follow gasoline prices in the United States and international crude oil prices (figure 4.10). This is because 

both crude oil and refined products are internationally traded commodities with generally low transportation costs relative to 

shipment value, which creates a strong commercial incentive to arbitrage regional price differences. 

 

2. Increased domestic production wonôt decrease shock risksðglobal product, price set globally 
 

Congressional Budget Office (CBO), ENERGY SECURITY IN THE UNITED STATES, 5ð12, p. 1. 

At times, policymakers have defined energy security in other ways. Some policymakers, for example, define energy security as 

having the flexibility to choose not to import oil from countries associated with terrorism or from countries that might seek to 

use their exports of oil to influence international affairs. That definition is often accompanied by a desire to rely on energy 

products from domestic sources or from countries that are unlikely to change the terms of their exports to the United States on 

the basis of its foreign policy decisions. Although there might be some benefits from increased domestic production, those 

benefits probably would not stem from an improvement in energy security as defined in this report. That is the case because 

competition within the marketplace ensures that all countries receive the same price for their energy products, after accounting 

for quality and transportation costs. Thus, even if the United States produced all of the oil it consumes (as Canada does), the 

nation would still be vulnerable to disruptions that cause oil prices to increase. Moreover, reducing imports of oil or other 

energy products from a particular country would probably not affect the income received by that country as long as other 

countries were willing to purchase those products. In global or regional markets, the price of energy depends on total 

consumption by all consumers within the same global or regional market. 

 

3. Increased domestic production wonôt insulate the U.S. from price volatility 
 

Massoud Hayoun, ñUS Economy to Remain Tied to Fluctuating Oil Prices: Report,ò AL JAZEERA AMERICA, 10ð14ð13, 

http://america.aljazeera.com/articles/2013/10/14/us-economy-to-remaintiedtofluctuatingoilpricesreport.html, accessed 5-31-14. 

Even amid the recent surge in oil production, the U.S. economy won't escape from ever-fluctuating international oil prices 

anytime soon, analysts reported Monday. Despite "improvements in its oil security, the United States would remain far from 

being truly insulated from the high and volatile oil prices characteristic of the global oil market," Securing America's Energy 

Future (SAFE), a nonpartisan group aiming to lessen America's dependence on oil, said in an Oil Security Index. While the 

U.S. is moving toward self-sufficiency, its oil consumption is the highest in the index at 1.7 gallons per capita each day. And it 

seems unlikely that the U.S. will meet its own energy needs in the short-term, despite the domestic production that could raise 

over the long-term by methods like hydraulic fracturing. Even if the U.S. produces the lion's share of its own energy, "there are 

other ways the U.S. will be connected to the global market," said Anthony Yuen, global energy strategist at Citigroup. "The 

U.S. is still going to be reliant on Canadian output."  

 

4. Additional domestic production wonôt protect against price shocks 
 

Congressional Budget Office (CBO), ENERGY SECURITY IN THE UNITED STATES, 5ð12, p. 25. 

Increase Domestic Oil Production. Policies designed to increase the domestic production of oil could lower world oil prices 

over the long run (though the effect would probably be small), but they would probably not reduce the vulnerability of U.S. 

households and businesses to disruptions in oil supplies. Such policies could include opening more of the Outer Continental 

Shelf or the Arctic to drilling, expediting regulatory approval of applications to drill, or reducing the fees charged to private 

firms (for example, the royalties paid to the government for each barrel of oil produced) when the government makes oil 

underlying federal lands available for extraction 



Paradigm Research 2014-15  CXðEnergy Negative 
 

17 

 

Oil/Gas Neg: Energy IndependenceðShocks Ans (Solvency) [contôd] 
 

5. Expanded domestic production will not address problems of oil price volatility  
 

Ron Minsk, Senior Vice President, Securing Americaôs Energy Future (SAFE), Sam P. Ori, Director of Policy, SAFE and 

Sabrina Howell, Senior Policy Analyst, SAFE, ñPlugging Cars into the Grid: Why the Government Should Make a Choice,ò 

ENERGY LAW JOURNAL v. 30, 2009, p. 349. 

Increasing domestic oil production can improve the U.S. trade deficit, reduce the magnitude of the wealth transfer, and increase 

reinvestment of oil revenue into the United States. All of those benefits represent legitimate reasons to maximize domestic oil 

production. Increased supply cannot, however, meaningfully reduce oil price volatility or the economic damage that volatility 

wreaks on U.S. households and businesses. If for no other reason, this is true simply because the United States does not possess 

enough oil to meaningfully alter the global supply-demand balance. U.S. proved reserves currently stand at just 30.5 billion 

barrels, or about 2.4 percent of the global total. 

 

6. Cannot use production to protect against shocksðunable to separate domestic market from the global  

 oil trade 
 

Congressional Budget Office (CBO), ENERGY SECURITY IN THE UNITED STATES, 5ð12, p. 7-8. 

Another benefit of a global market is that it spreads domestic disruptions in supply over a larger market, which reduces any 

resulting increase in U.S. prices when a disruption in U.S. production occurs. But one cost of such a global market is that U.S. 

consumers are affected by supply shocks that occur anywhere in the world. That drawback is significant in the case of oil, 

because oil is produced by many countries that, relative to the United States, are less stable and more susceptible to shocks. 

Attempts to isolate the United States from the global market for oil would almost certainly fail, because demand for oil in the 

United States exceeds domestic supply and because isolation would require a fundamentally different energy market, with 

restrictions on prices and exports that would probably not be feasible (see Box 1). Unless all imports and exports of oil were 

banned, any imports of oil from abroadðsuch as from Canada or Mexicoðwould still allow the world price to be transmitted 

through such countries to the United States. The United Statesô trading partners would choose to sell oil to the United States 

only when the U.S. price was higher than the world price (causing the U.S. price to fall toward the world price) and deliver it 

elsewhere when the U.S. price was lower than the world price (causing the U.S. price to rise toward the world price). Without 

such imports from abroad, demand for oil in the United States could be met only with prices sufficiently high to cause demand 

to fall to the level of domestic production. 

 

7. Price volatility remains likely 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 28. 

Continued volatility is likely to characterize global oil and gas markets in the future. This issue will be more acute for oil 

markets because of their integrated global nature and will have important bearing on unconventional production. Relatively 

high and volatile prices are the norm for both oil and gas markets globally ï the U.S. gas market is a striking current exception 

ï and are likely to persist. Even if the band of traded oil prices sinks lower over time, periodic disruptive events will spike 

prices and sustain anxiety in market behavior. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Energy IndependenceðStatus Quo solves 
 

1. Improved fuel economy standards are already lowering oil imports 
 

Daniel J. Weiss, senior fellow, Center for American Progress Action Fund, Testimony before the House Subcommittee on 

Energy and power, 9ð13ð12, www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/green/report/2012/09/13/37822/the-american-energy-

initiative-a-focus-on-the-outlook-for-achieving-north-american-energy-independence-within-the-decade/, accessed 4-9-14. 

There are clear benefits to importing less foreign oil. It enhances our national security to reduce dependence on oil from 

nationôs that are less friendly to us than Canada and Mexico. In addition, fewer imports help our balance of trade since oil 

imports make up half of the trade deficit. In addition, the dollars spent on foreign oil would be better put to work domestically. 

In 2011, for instance, the United States spent $371 billion on foreign oil. Once these funds are sent overseas, they are gone 

from our economy and produce no additional economic activity. Lower imports can boost economic growth. Since 2008, U.S. 

oil imports have fallen by 12 percent. Last year the Energy Information Administration noted: By the broadest measure, U.S. 

dependence on imported oil fell below the 50 percent mark last year for the first time since 1997. And this summer Energy 

Information Administration noted that there was a significant drop in oil consumption in 2011, and further reductions in 2012. 

Total [liquid fuels] consumption fell by 340 thousand bbl/d [barrels per day] (1.8 percent) last year. Motor gasoline 

consumption accounted for the bulk of that decline, shrinking by 260 thousand bbl/d (2.9 percent). In 2012, total consumption 

falls by a further 170 thousand bbl/d (0.9 percent). A major reason for this decline in imports is improved fuel economy. In 

2010, the Obama administration ï working with auto companies and workers ð finalized the first improvement in fuel 

economy standards in two decades, which took affect beginning in model year 2012. They are already reducing oil use. On 

September 6 the Energy Information Administration noted: The implied average fuel efficiency of the in-use light-duty vehicle 

fleet rose by roughly 1.1 percent in the first half of 2012 versus the comparable year-ago period. Efficiency gains likely reflect 

both increasingly stringent Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards that were implemented for light-duty trucks 

starting in model year 2008 and for passenger cars starting in model year 2011. 

 

2. Alternative fuel vehicles will cut imports 
 

Daniel J. Weiss, senior fellow, Center for American Progress Action Fund, Testimony before the House Subcommittee on 

Energy and power, 9ð13ð12, www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/green/report/2012/09/13/37822/the-american-energy-

initiative-a-focus-on-the-outlook-for-achieving-north-american-energy-independence-within-the-decade/, accessed 4-9-14. 

As part of the effort to reduce oil use, the Department of Energy invested in advances vehicles through the Advanced 

Technology Vehicle Manufacturing program and the Advanced Research Projects Agency-Energy (ARPA-E), both signed into 

law by President George W. Bush. The first program helps companies modify their manufacturing facilities to build more 

efficient cars. The latter program will help companies ñreduce costs and improve the performance of next generation [battery] 

storage technologies.ò Electric vehicles, such as the plug-in hybrid electric Chevrolet Volt, continue to grow in popularity. 

General Motors sold nearly twice as many Volts in the first eight months of 2012 compared to all of 2011. Publicly available 

recharging infrastructure would increase the desirability of these gasoline sipping vehicles. Without such infrastructure, 

demand growth is limited and some advanced battery companies have struggled recently. As with other emerging advanced 

technologies, driving market demand certainty for the product would help provide investors and companies with more 

confidence. Both the Senate and House plan to install public recharging stations for electric vehicles driven by legislators and 

their staff. Americans should have the same access to such recharging infrastructure. There is bipartisan legislation in Congress 

that would establish a ñrace to the topò for communities to receive federal investment to develop public recharging 

infrastructure. This would increase accessibility for drivers and therefore the attractiveness of these vehicles. The bills are 

sponsored by Sens. Lamar Alexander (R-TN) and Jeff Merkley (D-OR), and Reps. Judy Biggert (R-IL) and Ed Markey (D-

MA). 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Jobs Ans 
 

1. Production will not result in a jobs boom 
 

Cindy Zipf, Executive Director, Clean Ocean Action, Should the U.S. Expand Offshore Oil Drilling?ò WALL STREET 

JOURNAL, 4ð14ð13, http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424127887324020504578398610851042612, accessed 4-

14-14. 

What would be our reward for knowingly taking these risks? Forget about lower gasoline prices. The U.S. Energy Information 

Administration estimates that if oil drilling was expanded in all the ocean areas of the lower 48 states, we would only see a 

three-cent reduction in the price of a gallon of gasoline by 2030. The promise of oil jobs boosting local economies is a hollow 

one. History is replete with examples of energy companies coming into areas with supposedly struggling economies, claiming 

to be the solution. Once the extraction infrastructure is built or energy reservoirs are depleted, jobs vanish. This is beginning to 

play out in the Bakken oil fields in the Dakotas. Areas with already vibrant economies will also lose when the pollution 

footprint of expanded oil and gas drilling crowds out clean ocean uses. Investments in renewable energy, efficiency and 

conservation will produce lasting employment and a higher standard of living throughout the economy without incurring the 

same risks. Offshore drilling yields too little benefit at too great a cost to our coastal communities, their economies and the 

environment. Instead, we should be working to build a smarter energy future. 

 

2. Offshore drilling will do little to increase employment 
 

Cindy Zipf, executive director, Clean Ocean Action Inc., ñShould the U.S. Expand Offshore Oil Drilling?ò WALL STREET 

JOURNAL, 4ð14ð13, http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424127887324020504578398610851042612, accessed 4-

3-14. 

The promise of oil jobs boosting local economies is a hollow one. History is replete with examples of energy companies 

coming into areas with supposedly struggling economies, claiming to be the solution. Once the extraction infrastructure is built 

or energy reservoirs are depleted, jobs vanish. This is beginning to play out in the Bakken oil fields in the Dakotas. Areas with 

already vibrant economies will also lose when the pollution footprint of expanded oil and gas drilling crowds out clean ocean 

uses. Investments in renewable energy, efficiency and conservation will produce lasting employment and a higher standard of 

living throughout the economy without incurring the same risks. Offshore drilling yields too little benefit at too great a cost to 

our coastal communities, their economies and the environment. Instead, we should be working to build a smarter energy future. 

 

3. Jobs clearly go negativeðaff jobs are short-term, a clean environment is key to long-term job growth 
 

Sean Dixon, Coastal Policy Attorney, Clean Ocean Action, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dixontestimony06-11-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

The push to expand offshore oil drilling all too often puts the short term ahead of the long. As with any offshore fossil fuel 

project, most of the job benefits claimed by oil companies are short-term ï installing and constructing facilities and pipelines. 

One facility proposed for offshore New York, the Liberty LNG ñPort Ambroseò project, would only generate up to ten staff 

positions for the operation of the port ï four of which are contingent on LNG deliveries. The long-term, clean ocean economy 

jobs of the Atlantic coast, detailed above, can suffer immediately (through increased competition and cost for dock space, 

increased burdens on Coast Guard operations, and ecosystem impacts from seismic surveys), as well as in the future (through 

oil spills and leaks, tourism and recreation reductions, and multiple-use at-sea conflicts). 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Renewables Superior 
 

1. Renewables create more jobs than fossil fuelsðmore labor intensive, also create more local jobs 
 

Alan Nogee, Jeff Deyette & Steve Clemmer, Union of Concerned Scientists, ñThe Projected Impacts of a National Renewable 

Portfolio Standard,ò ELECTRICITY JOURNAL v. 20 n. 4, 5ð07, p. 33+, ASP. 

Renewable energy technologies tend to create more jobs than fossil fuel technologies because they are more labor-intensive. A 

large share of the expenditures for renewable energy is spent on manufacturing equipment, and installing and maintaining it. 

With biomass, money is also spent on fuel, but usually from sources that are within 50 miles of a biomass plant, because it is 

too expensive to transport it for long distances. Therefore, renewable energy facilities avoid the need to export cash to import 

fuel from other states, regions, or countries-keeping money circulating in the local economy, and creating more local jobs. 

Many of the new jobs would be located in rural areas where the renewable energy generating facilities would be sited. 

However, a national RPS can also benefit manufacturing states, even those with less abundant renewable resources, by 

providing them the opportunity to manufacture and assemble components for renewable energy facilities. Developing a strong 

manufacturing base can also create enormous export opportunities, given the rapidly growing commitment of the rest of the 

world to expand use of renewable energy. 

 

2. Fossil fuel sources are vulnerable to price fluctuationsðrenewables solve risk of price shocks 
 

Justin W. Curtis, ñMy Two Cents Per Kilowatt-Hour: Virginiaôs Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard,ò UNIVERSITY OF 

RICHMOND LAW REVIEW v. 42, 1ð08, p. 759-760. 

In addition to the well-known environmental benefits of renewable energy, there are lesser-known economic benefits. Natural 

gas, petroleum, and coal are tradable commodities. The prices of these fossil fuels can vary wildly. For instance, over the past 

twelve years, wholesale natural gas prices have been as low as $ 1 per million British thermal units ("BTUs") and as high as $ 

20  per million BTUs.  These price fluctuations have been driven in large part by unforeseen natural disasters, such as 

Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, which caused spikes in oil and natural gas prices.  An advantage of most renewable energy 

sources, such as wind and solar, is that they have no fuel source that must be purchased - although the sun and wind may be 

intermittent at times, they never go up in price. The primary determinant of the cost for energy from renewable power sources 

is the capital cost invested in the generation facilities, such as the wind turbines or solar arrays. Thus, the price of energy 

produced from renewable sources is generally stable and predictable. The predictability of renewable energy prices makes them 

ideal for hedging against fuel cost fluctuations in a diversified energy supply market. Including renewable power in the supply 

mix serves to dampen fuel price shocks that may be passed through to retail customers if the supply mix over-relies on any one 

fuel source. For instance, if the price of natural gas spiked, a customer who relied solely on natural gas-generated power in an 

unregulated market would see her electricity bills soar. A customer in the same market who purchased half of her energy from 

renewable energy sources would only see her bill increase by half as much as the first customer. 

 

3. Renewables investments generate far greater economic returns than similar public investments in fossil  

 fuels 
 

Kate Gordon, Vice President of Energy Policy, Center for American Progress Action Fund, Testimony before the House 

Committee on Natural Resources, 9ð8ð11, http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/gordontestimony09.08.11.pdf, 

accessed 5-5-14. 

Despite the demonstrated success of the renewable and efficient energy sectors, and the demonstrated risks of sticking to our 

current energy path, there are those who still believe we should turn our backs on the clean energy future and continue to 

support and subsidize the status quo. But recent data show that investments in new energy solutions are actually better for the 

economy than similar investments in fossil fuel industries. Offshore energy provides a good example: A 2010 study 

commissioned by Oceana analyzed the wind power potential of offshore wind on the Atlantic coast from Massachusetts to 

South Carolina. It found that between 133,000 and 212,000 jobs could be created if offshore wind power was fully exploited. 

This is ñmore than three times the jobs estimate from proposed future expansion of offshore oil and gas drilling,ò according to 

the report. This 3-to-1 ratio is consistent with studies conducted by the Political Economy Research Institute and the Center for 

American Progress, which found that clean energy investments create about 16.7 jobs for every $1 million in spending. 

Spending on fossil fuels, by contrast, generates just 5.3 jobs per $1 million in spending. The Oceana study also found that 

offshore wind power up and down the Atlantic coast could generate 30 percent more electricity than "economically recoverable 

offshore oil and gas in the same region" and would cost about $36 billion less than offshore oil and gas production combined.  
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Oil/Gas Neg: Solvency AnsðAtlantic Production Slow 
 

1. Drilling in the Atlantic would not begin until 2019ðeven affirmative sources agree 
 

Quest Offshore Resources, THE ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF INCREASING U.S. ACCESS TO OFFSHORE OIL AND 

NATURAL GAS RESOURCES IN THE ATLANTIC, Prepared for the American Petroleum Institute and the National Ocean 

Industries Association, 12ð13, p. 5. 

Drilling is the key activity both to discover oil and natural gas resources as well as to prepare them for production. Drilling 

activity in the Atlantic OCS would be expected to be robust upon the opening of the Atlantic OCS to offshore oil and gas 

exploration and production. Atlantic OCS drilling would be expected to begin in 2019, with an average of 30 wells drilled 

annually from 2017 to 2035 mostly in deepwater. In the last five years of the forecast (2031-2035) an average of 66 wells 

would be expected to be drilled annually as the number of active projects grows and the need for development wells increase. 

 

2. Production in the Atlantic wonôt begin until 9 years are the first leases are sold 
 

Quest Offshore Resources, THE ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF INCREASING U.S. ACCESS TO OFFSHORE OIL AND 

NATURAL GAS RESOURCES IN THE ATLANTIC, Prepared for the American Petroleum Institute and the National Ocean 

Industries Association, 12ð13, p. 37. 

This study projects that first oil and natural gas production in the Atlantic OCS would take place in 2026, nine years after the 

beginning of leasing in the area. Initial annual production would be just over 6 thousand barrels of oil equivalent per day 

(BOED) as the first projects come online at low initial levels of production; by the second year production is projected to 

increase to over 65 thousand BOED. Production is then projected to grow relatively consistently throughout the period, at a 

compound annual growth rate of over 40 percent per year from 2026 to 2035. Production is projected to reach 1.34 million 

BOED by 2035, with approximately 40 percent of production oil (550 thousand BOED), and 60 percent of the production 

natural gas (790 thousand BOED or 4.5 billion cubic feet per day). (Figure 16) 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Solvency AnsðIdle Leases 
 

1. Most leases are idle 
 

Daniel J. Weiss, senior fellow, Center for American Progress Action Fund, Testimony before the House Subcommittee on 

Energy and power, 9ð13ð12, www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/green/report/2012/09/13/37822/the-american-energy-

initiative-a-focus-on-the-outlook-for-achieving-north-american-energy-independence-within-the-decade/, accessed 4-9-14. 

Despite their demand to open fragile, previously protected places for oil and gas production, oil and gas companies are not 

developing many of the leases that they already hold. A huge portion of leases held for public lands and waters lack exploration 

or development plans according to Department of Interior data.  The department found that 56 percent of the leased acres 

onshore in the lower 48 states are not in production or exploration. The percentage is even larger offshore, where 72 percent of 

leased acres are dormant. This simply means that big oil companies currently hold the keys to vast amounts of publicly owned 

resources but have chosen not to develop them right now. As of the end of fiscal year 2011, there were more than 38 million 

onshore acres under lease, but the industry was only actively producing on just more than 12 million acres. The story holds true 

down the line, given that as of the end of fiscal year 2011, the industry was holding more than 7,000 authorized permits to drill  

with parcels that were unexplored or undeveloped. 

 

2. Most leases are inactive anywayðno need for new ones 
 

Kate Gordon, Vice President of Energy Policy, Center for American Progress Action Fund, Testimony before the House 

Committee on Natural Resources, 9ð8ð11, http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/gordontestimony09.08.11.pdf, 

accessed 5-5-14. 

Even those who support more domestic drilling have urged the oil and gas industry to look to where they already own offshore 

leases, rather than agitating to open more of our waters to increased drilling. According to a recent report issued by the 

Department of Interior, ñmore than 70 percent of the tens of millions of offshore acres under lease are inactive, neither 

producing nor currently subject to approved or pending exploration or development plans.ò Drilling under these leases would 

free up the new Bureau of Ocean Management, Regulation and Enforcement, or BOEMRE, from investing its already-strained 

resources in reviewing and permitting new leases. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Solvency AnsðProduction Limits  
 

1. Even optimistic projections show that the U.S. cannot substantially expand domestic production 
 

Ron Minsk, Senior Vice President, Securing Americaôs Energy Future (SAFE), Sam P. Ori, Director of Policy, SAFE and 

Sabrina Howell, Senior Policy Analyst, SAFE, ñPlugging Cars into the Grid: Why the Government Should Make a Choice,ò 

ENERGY LAW JOURNAL v. 30, 2009, p. 349-350. 

Admittedly, proved reserves do not present a complete picture of potential resources. Factoring undiscovered technically 

recoverable reserves (UTRR) - including those resources held off-limits on public lands, onshore and offshore - total U.S. 

reserves could be in excess of 160 billion barrels of oil. Including unconventional sources of liquid fuel such as oil shale and 

liquefied coal (CTL), the resource estimates spiral into the trillions of barrels. And yet each of these resource categories is beset 

by uncertainty. In the case of UTRR, much of the resource base is highly speculative and extremely costly. For example, 

UTRR figures commonly include offshore acreage adjacent to the East and West coasts that has not been surveyed in decades. 

Unconventional sources - like oil shale and CTL - come with capital costs as high as $ 1 billion for 10,000 barrels per day of 

capacity. This says nothing of the carbon intensity of these fuels, which can be up to double that of conventional petroleum 

unless carbon capture and storage is deployed. Based on these and other factors, the Department of Energy currently forecasts 

U.S. crude oil production to be 5.79 mbd in 2020 and 7.14 mbd in 2030. This rise of just 1.35 mbd is itself highly questionable 

given the steady decline in U.S. crude oil output over the past thirty years. Moreover, the entire forecasted increase derives 

from fields in the lower forty-eight contiguous states, which leads us to believe that DOE has assumed new production from the 

Atlantic and Pacific offshore regions, which, as mentioned, is highly speculative in nature. 

 

2. No need to drillðdemand is shrinking 
 

Cindy Zipf, Executive Director, Clean Ocean Action, Should the U.S. Expand Offshore Oil Drilling?ò WALL STREET 

JOURNAL, 4ð14ð13, http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424127887324020504578398610851042612, accessed 4-

14-14. 

According to the White House, U.S. demand for oil is at a 15-year low, and measures are in place to reduce it further by, for 

example, boosting fuel-economy standards for vehicles. The percentage of crude-oil consumption supplied by imports has 

declined, and if we stop exporting petroleum products like gasoline and heating oilðin 2011 the U.S. became a net exporter of 

petroleum products, sending 2.9 million barrels a day abroadðwe further reduce our need for crude imports. These are all 

signs that we can and will break our dependence on oil, and that we're heading in that direction. Clearly, we don't need to 

expand offshore drilling to meet our needs. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Solvency AnsðProduction Slow / Small 
 

1. Drilling will have zero impact on energy security, takes forever 
 

GREENPEACE, ñOffshore DrillingðItôs NOT the Answer to High Gas Prices at the Pump,ò 8ð4ð08, 

www.greenpeace.org/usa/en/news-and-blogs/news/offshore-drilling-it-s-not-t/, accessed 6-9-14. 

The United States burns 24 percent of the world's oil, yet we only have 3 percent of the world's oil reserves. Even if we drilled 

every drop of oil the U.S. has on shore or off its coasts, we will never be able to drill our way to lower oil prices or energy 

security. We simply burn more than we could ever drill. Offshore oil drilling is not a short-term fix. It would take at least a 

decade to bring new leases into production. And, it will be years before exploration could begin and years after that before 

production would start. If any effect were to be felt on gas prices (most likely only a few pennies per gallon), that effect is 

decades away. Offering up more of our coastline for drilling won't lower gas prices. Since President Bush took office in 2000, 

the number of wells in federally leased areas has increased exponentially, yet gas prices have doubled during that same time. 

Yet, this type of evidence is never mentioned in the media or by proponents for offshore drilling. Another reason that drilling 

for more oil in the U.S. won't result in lower gas prices is because oil prices are set on the global oil market. What this means is 

that all oil produced around the world is sold all at the same price. There is no guarantee that we would even be using the oil 

that was drilled here in the U.S. And, we certainly wouldn't get a discount just because we drilled for it on U.S. soil. We would 

pay the same rate as the rest of the world. 

 

2. OCS drilling would only have a minimal impact on oil production 
 

Jack Leibenluft, ñWhatôs the Deal with Offshore Drilling?ò SLATE, 8ð12ð08, 

www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/the_green_lantern/2008/08/whats_the_deal_with_offshore_drilling.html, accessed 

4-8-14. 

To understand what drilling on the OCS might yield, start with the report you heard about, a 2007 study by the federal agency 

assigned to compile statistics about the nation's oil usage, the Energy Information Administration. That report appears to 

deflate most of the arguments for drilling in the areas currently under a federal moratoriumðmostly off the coasts of California 

and Florida. Doing so would increase oil production only by 200,000 barrels of oil a day, or just about 1 percent of the 

country's daily consumption. Furthermore, that level of production won't kick in until 2017 and will never have any impact on 

oil prices. 

 

3. Opening all areas would not make a dent in U.S. oil imports 
 

Michael LeVine, Pacific Senior Counsel, Oceana, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, Subcommittee 

on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/levinetestimony06-11-13.pdf, 

accessed 5-5-14. 

Moreover, offshore drillingðparticularly in the Arctic Oceanðwill not substantially affect the price consumers pay for 

gasoline. Nor will it make us substantially less dependent on foreign sources of oil. The United States currently imports 

roughly 62% of our crude oil, most of it from Canada and Mexico. The Department of Energy estimates that even if we opened 

all offshore areas to drilling, the U.S. would still import about 58% of its oil supply. The United States simply does not have 

enough domestic oil to reduce its dependence on imports, much less to fulfill its demand. 

 

4. It will take at least a decade for seismic data to result in increased production 
 

Richie Miller , President, Spectrum Geo Inc., Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, Subcommittee on 

Energy & Mineral Resources, 6ð6ð13, http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/millertestimony06-06-13.pdf, 

accessed 5-5-14. 

Even though nearly half of the estimated OCS resources exist outside the Western and Central Gulf of Mexico, abundant 

resources in the Atlantic, Pacific, Alaska, and Eastern Gulf of Mexico are not available for new leasing. It takes years for oil 

and gas exploration to result in new production. Seismic data acquired today might result in actual energy to market in 10 to 20 

years. This is due to the many steps that need to take place.  

http://www.greenpeace.org/usa/en/news-and-blogs/news/offshore-drilling-it-s-not-t/
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Oil/Gas Neg: Solvency AnsðProduction Slow / Small [contôd] 
 

5. Drilling will be slowðequipment bottlenecks 
 

Emily Gertz, ñCan Offshore Drilling Really Make the U.S. Oil Independent?ò SCIENTIFIC AMERICAN, 9ð12ð08, 

www.scientificamerican.com/article/can-offshore-drilling-make-us-independent/, accessed 4-8-14. 

What's more, industry experts say no matter how much oil there may be offshore, only some of it will be "recoverable," that is, 

able to be removed at a cost that's cheap enough to guarantee oil companies enough profit on their investment. Current 

shortages of both oil rigs and skilled manpower to operate them could also bottleneck such efforts. According to Phyllis 

Martin, a senior EIA energy analyst, Atlantic and Pacific oil fields tend to be smaller on average than those in the Gulf of 

Mexico, but it is just as costly to drill them, making the economics of drilling these areas especially tough to justify. 

 

6. Any OCS production wonôt make any difference in oil dependence/prices 
 

Ted Danson, Board of Directors, Oceana, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 2ð11ð09, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dansontestimony02.11.09.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

B. Offshore Drilling Provides No Real Relief from High Gasoline Prices and Will Not Create Energy Independence. The U.S. 

Energy Information Agency has found that at peak production in 2025 increased drilling offshore would produce 220,000 

barrels a day, which would account for less than 1 percent of current energy demand in the United States. As the recent drop in 

oil prices demonstrates, global demand for oil drives the global price and since the market for oil is truly globalðoil from the 

United States is sold all over the world and increased demand from countries like China and India will have a greater effect on 

the price of oil than the availability of oil from the OCS. 

 

7. Oil production will be minimal  
 

Ted Danson, Board of Directors, Oceana, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 2ð11ð09, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dansontestimony02.11.09.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

Despite these risks to the oceans, it is hard to imagine why the perceived demand for expanded offshore drilling is so strong. 

The oil companies are asking Americans to take 100% of the risk for just a fraction of any benefits. In fact, even at peak 

production, the US. Energy Information Administration admits that increased offshore drilling would account for less than 1% 

of the current energy demand in the US. It would amount to merely pennies in savings at the gas pump.  
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Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðAtlantic Drilling  
 

- Obama has opened up the Atlantic seaboard for exploration 
 

Lindsay Abrams, journalist, ñChoosing Big Oil Over Whales,ò SALON, 7ð18ð14, 

www.salon.com/2014/07/18/choosing_big_oil_over_whales_obama_opens_east_coast_for_offshore_exploration/, accessed 7-

31-14. 

Federal waters off the East Coast are officially open for oil exploration, the Obama administration announced Friday, meaning 

energy companies can begin surveying the Eastern Seaboard, from the coast of Delaware down to Florida, in preparation for 

potential drilling. The most immediate concerns, to environmentalists, are the air guns and sonic sensors used to find the oil, 

which can harm endangered whales and other marine life, like fish and sea turtles. In its environmental impact study conducted 

ahead of the approval, the U.S. Bureau of Ocean Energy Management estimated that more than 138,000 sea creatures could 

potentially be harmed by the activity, including nine north Atlantic right whales. Only 500 of the whales remain worldwide. 

ñNo one has been allowed to test anything like this on right whales,ò Scott Kraus, a right whale expert at the John H. Prescott 

Marine Laboratory in Boston, told the Associated Press. By approving the use of sonic canons, he said, the administration ñhas 

authorized a giant experiment on right whales that this country would never allow researchers to do.ò 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðChemical Industry / Climate Benefits 
 

1. Chemical sector is already benefiting from shale production 
 

Trevor Houser and Shashank Mohan, Rhodium Group, FUELING UP: THE ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF AMERICAôS 

OIL AND GAS BOOM, 2014, Peterson Institute for International Economics: Washington DC, p. 88. 

Analysts have grown more confident of the durability of the current shale gas boom, and as a result, the US chemical industry 

is considering investment in an additional 8 million to 10 million tons of ethylene capacity in the years ahead. That would 

expand US ethylene capacity by 30 to 38 percent (International E Chem 2012, Collins et al. 2012, Morse et al. 2012). Many of 

these projects are de-bottlenecking operations or brownfield expansions, but several greenfield projects have been announced 

as well. It is unlikely that all of these plants will be built, and several already have been delayed (Juvekar and Khan 2012, 

Collins et al. 2012). But the US petrochemical industry is well positioned to expand thanks to the domestic oil and gas boom. 

Fertilizer production, which relies on natural gas as a primary feedstock, is also expanding, as is output of other chemical 

products. 

 

2. Shale gas already increases U.S. leverage in climate talksðcuts our emissions 
 

Robert D. Blackwill, senior fellow, Council on Foreign Relations and Meghan OôSullivan, Professor, Practice of International 

Affairs, JFK School of Government, Harvard University, ñAmericaôs Energy Edge,ò FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 93 n. 2, 

March/April 2014, Ebsco. 

Finally, the shale gas revolution can enhance U.S. leadership on climate change. Natural gas emits up to 40 percent less carbon 

than coal, and the United States is now meeting its climate goals not thanks to bold decision-making in Washington but simply 

because the economics of gas have proved so much more favorable than those of coal. The resulting downward trend in U.S. 

carbon emissions has given Washington greater credibility in climate talks than it once had; the U.S. government should use it 

to assume a more forceful stance toward countries that have resisted reining in their emissions. The spread of shale technology 

across the globe will be good news for the climate in other ways. Some environmentalists fear that the widespread replacement 

of coal with gas, while reducing emissions in the short term, will lessen the pressure for more far-reaching reforms. But even 

though shifting from coal to gas would not solve the problem of greenhouse gas emissions, it could buy enough time for the 

next generation of technological and policy innovations to take hold, and these innovations could cut emissions even more 

dramatically. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðEconomic Benefits 
 

1. Cheap gas already boosts the U.S. economy 
 

Robert A. Hefner III, CEO, GHK Companies, ñThe United States of Gas,ò FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 93 n. 3, 5ð14, Ebsco. 

Cheap and abundant natural gas adds to the country's geopolitical capital in a more direct way: it significantly strengthens the 

U.S. economy. Americans pay a fraction of the price for natural gas that the rest of the world's consumers do, saving as much 

as $300 billion annually compared with consumers in China and Europe. Already, the development of the United States' 

enormous shale oil and gas reserves has boosted U.S. GDP by as much as one percent. In fact, without the growing oil and gas 

revolution, the U.S. economy would likely have slipped back into recession and added hundreds of thousands of fewer jobs. 

Today, most of the states enjoying the shale boom have lower levels of joblessness than the national average: thanks to drilling 

in the Bakken formation, for example, North Dakota's unemployment rate is only 2.6 percent, the lowest in the country. The 

United States' growing economic advantage could last until the middle of this century or beyond. 

 

2. The shale boom is already boosting the U.S. economy 
 

Trevor Houser and Shashank Mohan, Rhodium Group, FUELING UP: THE ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF AMERICAôS 

OIL AND GAS BOOM, 2014, Peterson Institute for International Economics: Washington DC, p. 143. 

From an economic standpoint, the boom could not come at a better time. With unemployment still near 8 percent at the time of 

publication, a surge in oil and natural gas investment provides a welcome near-term economic boost, as does the resulting 

reduction in energy prices. The boom is like a stimulus package that combines tax cuts with infrastructure spending. We 

estimate the shale gas and tight oil revolution could increase annual GDP growth by as much as 0.2 percent on average between 

2013 and 2020, boosting economic output by a cumulative 2.1 percent over that period. That is higher than the estimated effect 

of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act between 2008 and 2013. 

 

3. The current boom is already enough to bolster the U.S. economy 
 

Mark P. Mills, senior fellow, Manhattan Institute, ñWhere the Jobs Are: Small Businesses Unleash Energy Employment 

Boom,ò POWER & GROWTH INITIATIVE REPORT n. 4, Manhattan Institute, 2ð14, www.manhattan-

institute.org/html/pgi_04.htm#.U2fltPldXD5, accessed 4-8-14. 

After decades of handwringing over the seemingly inexorable decline in U.S. energy production, the entire political, policy, 

and physical ecosystem of oil & gas has been turned upside-down. And all this new production did not arise from government 

programs, stimulus, or from new discoveries; the new production comes from hydrocarbon-dense shale fields that the U.S. 

Geological Survey mapped out a century ago, now unlocked by the modern era of smart drilling, a technological ecosystem 

invented in America. Smart drilling is a combination of hydraulic fracturing (ñfrackingò) with information technology sensing 

and control, with steerable horizontal drilling to follow the richest seams to release tightly bound oil and gas. While the long-

term geopolitical, structural, and trade implications have yet to play out, there have already been short-term impacts. The 

overall impact of growth in output from Americaôs hydrocarbon fields is contributing $300ï$400 billion a year to the U.S. 

economy. The single most important consequence of this hydrocarbon boom has been the far-reaching creation of jobs rippling 

through an economy where overall employment recovery is otherwise still slow. 

 

4. Current production will stimulate the economy 
 

Trevor Houser and Shashank Mohan, Rhodium Group, FUELING UP: THE ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF AMERICAôS 

OIL AND GAS BOOM, 2014, Peterson Institute for International Economics: Washington DC, p. 49-50. 

But, when the economy is operating below full employment, these equilibrium effects are less pronounced. And in the IHS 

Global Insight model used in this analysis, the economy does not return to full employment in the pre-shale scenario for several 

years. Against this backdrop, the current oil and gas boom acts as a relatively potent economic stimulus, combining upstream 

investment (akin to infrastructure spending) with energy cost savings (akin to tax cuts). In our analysis, US GDP is between 0.6 

percent (conservative) and 2.1 percent (optimistic) higher on average between 2013 and 2020 due to the oil and gas boom 

(table 4.3). 2 That is an increase in the average annual growth rate of 0.09 to 0.19 percent. Total employment is between 0.5 

and 1.8 percent higher, an addition of 0.8 million to 2.5 million jobs, thanks to a combination of higher overall output and a 

shift in the composition of economic output in a more labor-intensive direction. That takes the average unemployment rate 

between 2013 and 2020 down by 0.6 percent in the optimistic case. 



Paradigm Research 2014-15  CXðEnergy Negative 
 

29 

 

Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðEconomic Benefits [contôd] 
 

5. Status quo shale production is sufficient to boost the U.S. economy and manufacturing 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 6. 

The unconventional energy boom is also helping to jumpstart the broader U.S. economy. Prolific natural gas supplies have 

reduced electric power costs and are fueling a renaissance in industrial manufacturing of energy-intensive goods. Meanwhile, 

new domestic oil supplies have supported a surge in the refining sector, and the United States is now a net exporter of refined 

petroleum products for the first time in over 60 years. 

 

6. Unconventional production has already boosted the economy 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 12. 

The increase in U.S. oil and gas supplies has brought major economic benefits to the United States. Unconventional energy 

production and the energy-intensive industries that benefitted from this boom supported 2.1 million jobs in 2012, and 

government revenue from these activities increased by $74 billion in that year. The boom has revitalized many rural and 

economically depressed regions and contributed to a drop in the trade deficit to $534.7 billion in 2012, down by $164.4 billion 

over the past five years. Estimates from IHS and McKinsey and Company suggest that the unconventional boom could boost 

the U.S. gross domestic product by an impressive $380 billion to $690 billion annually and create up to 1.7 million permanent 

jobs by 2020. 

 

7. Gas production has already increased our competiveness 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 12-13. 

The energy boom also brings a substantial increase in global economic competitiveness for energy-intensive industries and 

manufacturing in the United States, particularly for gas-intensive industries, such as petrochemicals, fertilizers and certain 

industrial manufacturing businesses. This force is contributing significantly to what President Barack Obama has called ña 

renaissance of American manufacturingò and may, in the view of the IEA, offer energy-intensive firms in the United States a 

cost advantage of 5 percent to 25 percent over rivals in other developed countries, particularly Europe. The head of the Italian 

energy company Eni suggests that ñthe U.S. will become a formidable industrial power in the near future.ò The unconventional 

boom has also given the U.S. refined-product sector a competitive global edge, particularly over Europe. Shale oil produces 

plentiful light grades of oil, which, when refined, deliver greater gasoline and diesel supplies than do heavier grades of crude. 

The new shale oil produced in the United States is refined into more gasoline and diesel at home, which reduces the need to 

import these products from abroad. Also, U.S. refineries configured to handle heavier, imported crude from Canada, Mexico 

and Venezuela are sending more of their refined products abroad because domestic refined product needs are increasingly met 

by oil drilled and refined at home. After more than 60 years as a net importer, the United States became a net exporter of 

refined products in 2011,28 and exports, along with demand for the ships to transport them, are surging. For the global 

economy broadly, the U.S. unconventional energy boom is beneficial. It has dampened the impact of oil price spikes and 

provided more affordable oil for struggling economies. Slow recovery in many regions would likely have been even slower 

without the added supplies from the United States. These supplies also made the sanctions placed on Libya, Iran and Syria over 

the past several years less expensive and more palatable, particularly for major Asian consumers of Iranian oil. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðEnergy Independence 
 

1. Domestic production is surgingðwe are on the verge of energy independence now 
 

Mark P. Mills, senior fellow, Manhattan Institute, ñThe Case for Exports: Americaôs Hydrocarbon Industry Can Revive the 

Economy and Eliminate the Trade Deficit,ò POWER & GROWTH INITIATIVE REPORT n. 3, Manhattan Institute, 5ð3ð

13, http://www.manhattan-institute.org/html/pgi_03.htm#.U2fkpfldXD4, accessed 4-8-14. 

In 2006, the decline in natural gas production ended. Output began to grow rapidly and soon surpassed its 1973 peak. The U.S. 

is on track to shortly overtake Saudi Arabia as the world's largest producer of oil. This reversal of fortune caught policymakers 

by surprise, and they are struggling to reorient themselves to a world entirely unlike the one envisioned just seven years ago. 

It's a world in which America, so accustomed to fretting about the amount of oil and gas it consumes, can focus instead on the 

benefits of all the oil and gas it produces. Even the experts are struggling to keep pace with the new reality. Last year, for 

example, the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) offered a forecast for total U.S. oil production in 2022. The United 

States will, in fact, reach that total by the end of this year. The best industry estimates now foresee domestic oil production 

jumping another 70 percent within the decade. The long-sought goal of "energy independence" is at hand. 

 

2. Energy independence nowðno need to expand offshore drilling 
 

Cindy Zipf, executive director, Clean Ocean Action Inc., ñShould the U.S. Expand Offshore Oil Drilling?ò WALL STREET 

JOURNAL, 4ð14ð13, http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424127887324020504578398610851042612, accessed 4-

3-14. 

According to the White House, U.S. demand for oil is at a 15-year low, and measures are in place to reduce it further by, for 

example, boosting fuel-economy standards for vehicles. The percentage of crude-oil consumption supplied by imports has 

declined, and if we stop exporting petroleum products like gasoline and heating oilðin 2011 the U.S. became a net exporter of 

petroleum products, sending 2.9 million barrels a day abroadðwe further reduce our need for crude imports. These are all 

signs that we can and will break our dependence on oil, and that we're heading in that direction. Clearly, we don't need to 

expand offshore drilling to meet our needs. 

 

3. The status quo will already substantially cut oil imports 
 

Energy Security Leadership Council, A NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR ENERGY SECURITY: HARNESSING AMERICAN 

RESOURCES AND INNOVATION, Securing Americaôs Future Energy (SAFE), 2013, p. 20. 

While these developments are impressive, they arguably pale in comparison to expected future trends in energy production and 

consumption. Based on current assessments of U.S. oil and natural gas resources, the nation is on pace to achieve a striking 

level of domestic oil and natural gas production within the next decade. Current Department of Energy (DOE) projections 

suggest that the United States could be a net exporter of natural gas as soon as 2020. And while expectations regarding 

petroleum production currently reflect a considerable range of scenarios, DOEôs most recent projections show net oil imports 

equal to roughly one-third of consumption by 2020. This number may even prove conservative. 

 

4. Energy imports are dropping rapidly, will continue to do so 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 11. 

The trajectory of U.S. imports is just as impressive. 10 In 2008, the United States imported over 65 percent of its oil and 17 

percent of its gas and was planning to build substantial liquefied natural gas (LNG) import capacity to meet domestic gas 

needs. Today, oil and gas net imports have dropped dramatically, decreasing over the past five years by 44 percent for oil and 

58 percent for gas. In October 2013, net oil imports reached their lowest point in the shale era. Terminals originally built for 

receiving LNG are undergoing conversion to accommodate export activity, with a provisional permitted capacity of 7 billion 

cubic feet per day, and more LNG export projects are lining up to try and gain a market toehold. Looking forward, net energy 

imports may fall to 4 percent by 2040 (in comparison to 16 percent in 2012 and 30 percent in 2005), according to the U.S. 

Energy Information Administration (EIA). The International Energy Agency (IEA) estimates that the United States could 

ñmeet all of its energy needs from domestic sources by 2035.ò And BP projects that the nation will be ñnearly self-sufficientò 

by 2030. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðGas Supplies 
 

1. U.S. shale gas production is already highðhas lowered prices, checked against price volatility 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 8. 

One of the most profound effects of the shale boom has been its role in bringing down prices over the past several years. New 

volumes of energy resources from the United States have fundamentally changed energy markets, pricing and forecasts. In the 

United States, domestic natural gas prices have fallen sharply from historical levels. In international oil markets, U.S. shale 

production has helped to hold down prices, resulting in a decreased likelihood of dramatic price spikes. 

 

2. Oil and gas production are increasing rapidly, will continue to do so for years 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 11. 

In the past five years, the production of U.S. oil rose from 5.0 million barrels per day to 7.5 million barrels per day, an increase 

of 50 percent (see figure 2).5 The United States is projected to surpass Saudi Arabia as the worldôs biggest oil producer in 

2015. For natural gas, production has flooded the domestic market, with growth from 57.7 billion cubic feet per day to 70.2 

billion cubic feet per day over the past five years, an increase of 22 percent. The United States could produce more gas than it 

consumes by 20178 and could increase its crude production to rank as the worldôs largest oil producer from 2015 to at least 

2030. 

 

3. The hydrocarbon sector is already booming 
 

Mark P. Mills , Senior Fellow, Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Testimony before the House Committee on Energy & 

Commerce, Energy & Power Subcommittee, 10ð29ð13, http://docs.house.gov/meetings/IF/IF03/20131029/101435/HHRG-

113-IF03-Wstate-MillsM -20131029.pdf, accessed 4-28-14. 

This is a total reversal of fortunes from a continent condemned to energy dependence to one awash in production. It is 

epitomized by the literal physical reversals in the direction of flows in oil and gas pipelines that now carry fuel from the 

heartland to the coasts, instead of vice versa. We have also seen the mission of liquid natural gas terminals reverse from import 

to export, a reversal in refineries from retirements to expansions, a reversal in shipyard construction, and reversal in a dozen-

plus states from shrinking to expanding tax receipts and jobs. The hydrocarbon sector is the single most dramatically expanding 

part of the entire U.S. economy and has been a shining light of growth and high-value full-time job creation ï growth that has 

come without federal stimulus or new subsidies or preferences. This stands in stark contrast to slow or stagnant growth across 

nearly every sector of the economy reflected in the extraordinarily slow recovery in jobs and especially for well-paid middle-

class full-time jobs. 

 

4. Domestic oil and gas production are surging 
 

Meghan OôSullivan, Professor, JFK School of Government, Harvard University, ñôEnergy Independenceô Alone Wonôt Boost 

U.S. Power,ò BLOOMBERG VIEW, 2ð14ð13, www.bloombergview.com/articles/2013-02-14/-energy-independence-alone-

won-t-boost-u-s-power, accessed 4-14-14. 

Controlling our energy future means more than just producing a greater amount of our own energy. It also means harnessing 

this energy renaissance to meet our global geopolitical needs. Weôve begun to reap the many economic benefits this boom 

brings -- such as easing the trade deficit and lowering carbon emissions. But we have only started to appreciate how this energy 

renaissance affects our larger strategic environment. And, not surprisingly, many readers of the tea leaves have confused reality 

with desire, by hoping more energy at home will mean keeping out of the volatile politics and economics of the Middle East. 

First, the facts. A tremendous increase in the production of shale gas means the U.S. no longer anticipates decades of growing 

natural gas imports, but has the capacity to meets its own needs for decades and possibly even to export. Increases in oil 

production in the U.S. and Canada have been equally surprisingly; many analysts, in the words of a Citigroup Inc. report this 

week, anticipate ñNorth American energy independenceò by 2020. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðInvestment Benefits 
 

1. Massive investment in hydrocarbon production is inevitable in the status quo 
 

Mark P. Mills , senior fellow, Manhattan Institute, ñThe Case for Exports: Americaôs Hydrocarbon Industry Can Revive the 

Economy and Eliminate the Trade Deficit,ò POWER & GROWTH INITIATIVE REPORT n. 3, Manhattan Institute, 5ð3ð

13, http://www.manhattan-institute.org/html/pgi_03.htm#.U2fkpfldXD4, accessed 4-8-14. 

Over the coming decade, private investment in the American energy renaissance is projected to grow to a cumulative $5 

trillionðwithout subsidy or taxpayer assistance. In the past four years alone, $150 billion of foreign direct investment has been 

made in America's hydrocarbon domains. No government stimulus program or infrastructure investment could hope to 

compare with this level of private activity. 

 

2. Total hydrocarbon investment will total $5T with or without t he plan 
 

Mark P. Mills, senior fellow, Manhattan Institute, ñThe Case for Exports: Americaôs Hydrocarbon Industry Can Revive the 

Economy and Eliminate the Trade Deficit,ò POWER & GROWTH INITIATIVE REPORT n. 3, Manhattan Institute, 5ð3ð

13, http://www.manhattan-institute.org/html/pgi_03.htm#.U2fkpfldXD4, accessed 4-8-14. 

A critical U.S. advantage can be found in the nature of private markets. American citizens have unique private rights relating to 

minerals below their land and have the freedom to profit from selling those rights, creating incentives and aligning interests. 

Then there is North America's enormous privately financed industrial infrastructure, which captures, transports, and processes 

what smart drilling has unleashed. This infrastructure is the world's largest and most flexible, integrating the entire supply 

chain from materials (chemicals, sand, water, water treatment) to hardware (rail, pipelines, trucks, pumps, refineries) required 

for safely and economically procuring, producing, managing, moving, and converting billions of tons of natural resources every 

year. That infrastructure is being rapidly expanded. The torrid investment dynamic is likely to prevail for years to come and has 

attracted $150 billion of foreign direct investment into the American energy renaissance over the past four years. That 

investment is already providing a tremendous boost to the economy. Over the coming decade, such investments, domestic and 

foreign, are projected to grow to a cumulative $5 trillionðwithout subsidy or taxpayer assistance. No government stimulus 

program or infrastructure investment could hope to come close to the magnitude or effect of this much private activity. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðLeadership Benefits 
 

1. Shale production bolsters U.S. leadership and global status 
 

Robert D. Blackwill, senior fellow, Council on Foreign Relations and Meghan OôSullivan, Professor, Practice of International 

Affairs, JFK School of Government, Harvard University, ñAmericaôs Energy Edge,ò FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 93 n. 2, 

March/April 2014, Ebsco. 

The North American energy revolution is here, it is big, and it will only increase in importance as the United States comes 

close to becoming a net energy exporter, which is set to happen around 2020. The resulting shift in global energy supplies will 

benefit consuming countries and erode the power of traditional producers. These developments could also undercut OPEC'S 

traditional role as the manager of global energy prices, perhaps to the extent that energy prices plummet. Such a disturbance 

could, in turn, cascade through all countries that depend on hydrocarbons for their public finances. Even without such a 

dramatic drop in prices, the global flow of energy will continue to be transformed -- and, with it, economic and geopolitical 

relationships. The United States, meanwhile, will be uniquely positioned to profit from the shift and seize new opportunities. 

The energy boom will add fuel to the country's economic revitalization, and the reduction of its dependence on energy imports 

will give it some measure of greater diplomatic freedom and influence. The energy boom will not solve all the challenges 

facing U.S. policymakers: Washington still must manage the aftermath of more than a decade of war in Afghanistan and Iraq, 

its own fiscal profligacy, hyperpartisanship along the Potomac, the erosion of trust among many allies in the wake of 

revelations about U.S. surveillance, and the rise of China. That said, the huge boom in U.S. oil and gas production, combined 

with the country's other enduring sources of military, economic, and cultural strength, should enhance U.S. global leadership in 

the years to come -- but only if Washington protects the sources of this newfound strength at home and takes advantage of new 

opportunities to protect its enduring interests abroad. 

 

2. The shale revolution is already increasing U.S. geopolitical leverage 
 

Robert D. Blackwill, senior fellow, Council on Foreign Relations and Meghan OôSullivan, Professor, Practice of International 

Affairs, JFK School of Government, Harvard University, ñAmericaôs Energy Edge,ò FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 93 n. 2, 

March/April 2014, Ebsco. 

The American energy revolution does not just have commercial implications; it also has wide-reaching geopolitical 

consequences. Global energy trade maps are already being redrawn as U.S. imports continue to decline and exporters find new 

markets. Most West African oil, for example, now flows to Asia rather than to the United States. And as U.S. production 

continues to increase, it will put downward pressure on global oil and gas prices, thereby diminishing the geopolitical leverage 

that some energy suppliers have wielded for decades. Most energy-producing states that lack diversified economies, such as 

Russia and the Gulf monarchies, will lose out, whereas energy consumers, such as China, India, and other Asian states, stand to 

gain. The biggest benefits, however, will accrue to the United States. Ever since 1971, when U.S. oil production peaked, energy 

has been construed as a strategic liability for the country, with its ever-growing thirst for reasonably priced fossil fuels 

sometimes necessitating incongruous alliances and complex obligations abroad. But that logic has been upended, and the newly 

unlocked energy is set to boost the U.S. economy and grant Washington newfound leverage around the world. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðManufacturing Benefits 
 

1. Current gas production is boosting the economy, spurring a manufacturing renaissance 
 

Robert A. Hefner III, CEO, GHK Companies, ñThe United States of Gas,ò FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 93 n. 3, 5ð14, Ebsco. 

Less than a decade ago, the future of American energy looked bleak. Domestic production of both oil and gas was dwindling, and big 

U.S. energy companies, believing their fortunes lay offshore, had long since turned away from the mainland. But then something 

remarkable occurred: a surge of innovation allowed companies to extract vast quantities of natural gas trapped in once-inaccessible 

deposits of shale. The resulting abundance drove down U.S. gas prices to about one-third of the global average. Natural gas has been a 

godsend for the United States. Already, gas has spurred a manufacturing renaissance, with investors spending and planning hundreds 

of billions of dollars on new facilities such as chemical, steel, and aluminum plants. The shale boom has created hundreds of 

thousands of new high-paying, middle-class jobs, and now, more than one million Americans work in the oil and gas industry -- an 

increase of roughly 40 percent between 2007 and 2012. Moreover, because natural gas currently supplies about 25 percent of the total 

energy consumed in the United States (a figure that is rapidly growing), the boom is saving U.S. consumers hundreds of billions of 

dollars a year. Combined with the other benefits, those savings have given the United States a long-term economic advantage over its 

competitors and helped the country recover from the Great Recession. 

 

2. Cheap gas already affords the U.S. a huge competitive advantage in energy-intensive industries 
 

Robert D. Blackwill, senior fellow, Council on Foreign Relations and Meghan OôSullivan, Professor, Practice of International 

Affairs, JFK School of Government, Harvard University, ñAmericaôs Energy Edge,ò FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 93 n. 2, 

March/April 2014, Ebsco. 

The biggest beneficiary of the North American energy boom, of course, will be the United States. The most immediate effect will be 

the continued creation of new jobs and wealth in the energy sector. But beyond that, since U.S. gas is among the cheapest in the world, 

U.S. industries that rely primarily on gas for feedstock, such as petrochemicals and steel, will continue to see their competitive 

advantages grow. The energy boom is also providing an economic fillip by fueling investments in U.S. infrastructure, construction, 

and services. The McKinsey Global Institute estimates that by 2020, unconventional oil and gas production could boost the United 

States' annual GDP by between two and four percent, or roughly $380-$690 billion, and create up to 1.7 million new permanent jobs. 

Furthermore, since energy imports account for roughly half of the more than $720 billion U.S. trade deficit, declining energy imports 

are already leading to a more favorable U.S. trade balance. 

 

3. Shale production is already increasing manufacturing competitiveness 
 

Trevor Houser and Shashank Mohan, Rhodium Group, FUELING UP: THE ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF AMERICAôS 

OIL AND GAS BOOM, 2014, Peterson Institute for International Economics: Washington DC, p. 86. 

Energy, like labor and capital, is a cost of production for most businesses. By lowering natural gas and electricity prices, the shale 

boom has already reduced costs for some manufacturing industries and made them more internationally competitive. In 2005 the 

average price industrial consumers paid for natural gas in the United States was higher than in China, on par with Europe, and only 20 

percent lower than Japan. By 2011 US industrial consumers were paying less than half as much as their counterparts in Europe and 

China, and a quarter as much as industrial consumers in Japan. Electricity prices have fallen in the United States as well, while they 

have increased in most other parts of the world. 

 

4. Surging production is solidifying the U.S. economy, leading to a manufacturing boom 
 

Ron Insana, journalist and author, ñUS Economy Poised to Become Worldôs only Superpower,ò CNBC, 3ð12ð14, 

www.cnbc.com/id/101488314, accessed 4-26-14. 

The energy revolution is making the U.S. economy energy self-sufficient and bringing down the cost of manufacturing so much that 

U.S. companies are bringing jobs back home and enticing foreign firms, particularly, auto, chemical and petrochemical companies to 

come here to benefit from cheaper energy costs and a more competitive, flexible and educated American work force. The U.S. is now 

the largest producer of natural gas in the world, thanks to fracking and horizontal drilling technologies. In 2020, the U.S. is projected 

to overtake Saudi Arabia and Russia as the world's largest producer of crude oil and will likely be a net exporter of both crude and 

refined energy products, turning our current trade and balance of payments deficits into surpluses. (The situation in Ukraine will likely 

hasten approval of new licenses to export liquified natural gas (LNG) and even crude oil itself.) Over 600,000 jobs have been created 

in the sector, with many more to come. For the first time in over six decades, the U.S. is a net exporter of refined energy products 

already. That energy revolution, the nation's second in about 150 years, is leading to radical changes in the manufacturing platform 

that globalization gutted in the last 40 years. With 3.8 million open jobs in the U.S., many in advanced manufacturing, the U.S. middle 

class may be re-built, as high-paying, high value-added jobs are there for the taking, especially for those worker who have the 

requisite software and robotics training necessary on today's factory floor. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðOffshore Oil 
 

1. Offshore oil production is already boomingðno need for the plan 
 

Michael J. Conathan, Director of Ocean Policy, Center for American Progress, Testimony before the House Natural Resources 

Committee, Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð6ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

Production in offshore waters is currently outpacing production under the Bush administration There has been quite a bit of 

rhetoric from the oil industry about the decline of oil production from federal lands and waters under the Obama 

administration. These claims are disproven by the data from the Energy Information Administration as analyzed by the 

Congressional Research Service. Oil production from federally owned places was higher in every one of the past four years 

compared to 2008 when oil hit a record-high price of $142.50 per barrel. 

 

2. We already obtain significant quantities of oil and gas from the OCS 
 

Todd J. Griset, attorney, ñHarnessing the Oceanôs Power: Opportunities in Renewable Energy Resources,ò OCEAN AND 

COASTAL LAW JOURNAL v. 16, 2011, p. 395-396. 

The Deepwater Horizon oil spill of 2010 brought a renewed focus on finding the least environmentally harmful and most cost-

effective solutions to our society's energy needs. Seventy-one percent of the  Earth's surface is covered by its oceans.  In the 

last century, much attention has been focused on submarine hydrocarbon deposits, such as the extensive natural gas and oil 

reserves situated under the outer continental shelf (OCS). "The OCS is a significant source of oil and gas for the Nation's 

energy supply," with leases for 43 million acres of the OCS providing 15 percent of America's domestic natural gas production 

and 27 percent of America's domestic oil production.  

 

3. Most undiscovered oil is in areas that are already open to drillingðGulf of Mexico, Alaska 
 

Tyler Priest, Associate Professor, History and Geography, University of Iowa, ñShould the U.S. Expand Offshore Oil 

Drilling?ò WALL STREET JOURNAL, 4ð14ð13, 

http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424127887324020504578398610851042612, accessed 4-14-14. 

It isn't necessary to drill along the entire outer continental shelf. Indeed, coastal states outside the Gulf of Mexico have 

effectively shut down leasing and drilling along the Pacific and Atlantic coasts. Only about 15% of the nation's territorial 

waters are open to oil and gas exploration. The federal Bureau of Ocean Energy Management predicts most of the undiscovered 

oil on the outer shelf will be found in the Gulf of Mexico and off the Alaskan coast. 

 

 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf
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Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðOil Supplies 
 

1. Domestic U.S. oil production is already increasing 
 

Energy Security Leadership Council, A NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR ENERGY SECURITY: HARNESSING AMERICAN 

RESOURCES AND INNOVATION, Securing Americaôs Future Energy (SAFE), 2013, p. 20. 

Yet, the most dramatic changes in the U.S. energy system pertain to petroleum fuels. Spurred by a period of high crude oil 

prices and enabled by the same technological advancements that unlocked shale gas, the domestic oil industry has tapped into 

substantial new petroleum resources collectively referred to as light, tight oil. As a result of newly prolific fields in Texas, 

North Dakota, Colorado, and elsewhere, U.S. production of crude oil has increased by more than 1.3 mbd in just four years. In 

fact, U.S. oil production grew faster than that of any other country between 2008 and 2012. Combined with production growth 

in Canada, Brazil, and Mexico, rising U.S. output has made the Western Hemisphere the most important source of new oil 

supplies, something that would have seemed unthinkable as recently as the turn of the last century. Rising liquid fuel 

production is already benefitting the nation in important ways. Net U.S. imports of crude oil and refined petroleum products 

accounted for just 41 percent of U.S. liquid fuel consumption in 2012, dramatically lower than the historical high of more than 

60 percent in 2005. In the years between 2008 and 2012, a period during which net imports declined by 3.5 mbd, domestic 

liquids production increased by 2.2 mbd, excluding refinery processing gain. Put another way, assuming each barrel of 

increased domestic liquid fuel production displaced a barrel of imported oil, surging U.S. output accounted for nearly two-

thirds of the recent decline in oil imports, saving the American economy $78.6 billion in foregone import expenditures in 2012 

alone. 

 

2. Shale oil is being produced round the country 
 

Trevor Houser and Shashank Mohan, Rhodium Group, FUELING UP: THE ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF AMERICAôS 

OIL AND GAS BOOM, 2014, Peterson Institute for International Economics: Washington DC, p. 20-22. 

Tight oil, as the new Bakken output is called, is being produced in other parts of the country as well. Production in the Eagle 

Ford, Spraberry, and other plays in Texas and New Mexico added roughly 1 million barrels per day to total US oil output 

between 2008 and 2012. Production is ramping up in Wyoming, Colorado, Oklahoma, and Kansas. Promising basins are being 

explored in the East, such as the Utica Shale under Ohio and Pennsylvania. There is further exploration of the massive 

Monterey Formation in southern California. Thanks primarily to this surge in tight oil production, US crude output has reversed 

its decades-long decline, growing by 1.5 million barrels per day between 2008 and 2012 (figure 3.5). 

 

3. U.S. production is surgingðwill top the world by 2015 
 

Mark P. Mills, senior fellow, Manhattan Institute, ñWhere the Jobs Are: Small Businesses Unleash Energy Employment 

Boom,ò POWER & GROWTH INITIATIVE REPORT n. 4, Manhattan Institute, 2ð14, www.manhattan-

institute.org/html/pgi_04.htm#.U2fltPldXD5, accessed 4-8-14. 

The United States is now the worldôs largest and fastest-growing producer of hydrocarbons. It has surpassed Saudi Arabia in 

combined oil and natural gas liquids output and has now surpassed Russia, formerly the top producer, in natural gas. The 

International Energy Agency (IEA) predicts that the U.S. will produce more petroleum than either Saudi Arabia or Russia by 

2015. 

 

4. Domestic oil production is increasingðenhanced oil recovery tech 
 

Trevor Houser and Shashank Mohan, Rhodium Group, FUELING UP: THE ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF AMERICAôS 

OIL AND GAS BOOM, 2014, Peterson Institute for International Economics: Washington DC, p. 22. 

The Bakken and other tight oil plays are not the only places where US crude output is growing. Companies are employing 

enhanced oil recovery techniques to increase the amount of oil produced from conventional fields, including carbon dioxide 

(CO 2 ) injection, which displaces oil from a well and increases production. This carries environmental as well as energy 

supply benefits, as the CO 2 is sequestered rather than released into the atmosphere, thus lowering greenhouse gas 

concentrations. Processes such as this, which improve a reservoirôs or a wellôs estimated ultimate recovery, have been 

instrumental in oil and gas reserve growth in the past.  
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Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðOPEC / Price Benefits 
 

1. Shale production will now break OPECôs lock on priceðwill spur a substantial reduction in oil prices 
 

Robert D. Blackwill, senior fellow, Council on Foreign Relations and Meghan OôSullivan, Professor, Practice of International 

Affairs, JFK School of Government, Harvard University, ñAmericaôs Energy Edge,ò FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 93 n. 2, 

March/April 2014, Ebsco. 

The most dramatic possible geopolitical consequence of the North American energy boom is that the increase in U.S. and 

Canadian oil production could disrupt the global price of oil -- which could fall by 20 percent or more. Today, the price of oil is 

determined largely by the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries, which regulates production levels among its 

member states. When there are unexpected production disruptions, OPEC countries (primarily Saudi Arabia) try to stabilize 

prices by ramping up their production, which reduces the global amount of spare production capacity. When spare capacity 

falls below two million barrels per day, the market gets jittery, and oil prices tend to spike upward. When the market sees spare 

capacity rise above roughly six million barrels a day, prices tend to fall. For the past five years or so, OPEC'S members have 

attempted to balance the need to fill their public coffers with the need to supply enough oil to keep the global economy 

humming, and they have managed to keep the price of oil at around $90 to $110 per barrel. As additional North American oil 

floods the market, OPEC'S ability to control prices will be challenged. According to projections from the U.S. Energy 

Information Administration, between 2012 and 2020, the United States is expected to produce more than three million barrels 

of new petroleum and other liquid fuels each day, mainly from light tight oil. These new volumes, plus new supplies coming on 

line from Iraq and elsewhere, could cause a glut in supply, which would push prices down -- especially as global oil demand 

shrinks due to improved efficiency or slower economic growth. In that event, OPEC could have a hard time maintaining 

discipline among its members, few of which are willing to curb their oil production in the face of burgeoning social demands 

and political uncertainty. Persistently lower prices would create shortfalls in the revenues they need to fund their expenditures. 

 

2. The shale revolution will break OPECôs influence 
 

Edward L. Morse, Global Head, Commodities Research, Citi, ñWelcome to the Revolution,ò FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 93 n. 3, 

5ð14, Ebsco. 

In the geopolitics of energy, there are always winners and losers. OPEC will be among the latter, as the United States moves 

from having had a net hydrocarbon trade deficit of some nine million barrels per day in 2007, to having one of under six 

million barrels today, to enjoying a net positive position by 2020. Lost market share and lower prices could pose a devastating 

challenge to oil producers dependent on exports for government revenue. Growing populations and declining per capita 

incomes are already playing a central role in triggering domestic upheaval in Iraq, Libya, Nigeria, and Venezuela, and in that 

regard, the years ahead do not look promising for those countries. At the same time, the U.S. economy might actually start 

approaching energy independence. And the shale revolution should also lead to the prevalence of market forces in international 

energy pricing, putting an end to OPEC'S 40-year dominance, during which producers were able to band together to raise 

prices well above production costs, with negative consequences for the world economy. When it comes to oil and natural gas, 

we now know that though much is taken, much abides -- and the shale revolution is only just getting started. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðPrice Shocks 
 

1. Shale gas already insulates us from gas price fluctuations 
 

Robert A. Hefner III, CEO, GHK Companies, ñThe United States of Gas,ò FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 93 n. 3, 5ð14, Ebsco. 

The bottom line is that thanks to the shale revolution, the United States has already insulated itself from unpredictable 

fluctuations in global natural gas prices and is coming close to doing so in terms of oil prices. Domestic oil shortages due to 

foreign natural disasters or political disruptions could someday become a thing of the past, particularly if natural gas starts 

fueling U.S. cars and trucks. Growing energy independence will give Washington a leg up on its competitors. Should the flow 

of oil be threatened by some event in the Middle East, such as the fall of the Saudi regime, the United States will be able to 

weather the storm better than any other large economy. 

 

2. Status quo shale production shields the U.S. against oil price spikes 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 5. 

The application of sophisticated, ñunconventionalò oil and gas extractive technology to shale rock formations over the past five 

years has precipitated a dramatic increase in U.S. energy production. A glut of gas has flooded the U.S. market and caused 

prices to plummet from historical levels. Unconventional oil production, moreover, led to the largest annual production 

increase in U.S. history in 2012 and substantially reduced the need for oil imports. Internationally, new U.S. oil supplies have 

helped to cap the price spikes caused by severe global supply disruptions and to moderate oil prices for consumers. 

 

3. No gas price volatilityðmarket forces will ensure that production meets demand 
 

Robert A. Hefner III, CEO, GHK Companies, ñThe United States of Gas,ò FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 93 n. 3, 5ð14, Ebsco. 

The shale revolution has its naysayers, who point to the cyclical nature of natural gas prices in the past to argue that future price 

spikes could render the fuel unreliable and costly. But past volatility resulted from stringent government price controls 

followed by a complex process of deregulation and from the high risk involved in exploring for pockets of conventional natural 

gas. In other words, prices were subject to both the vagaries of national policy and the complexities of subsurface geology. 

Neither of those problems exists today, since price controls were abandoned long ago and U.S. companies now know exactly 

where vast quantities of accessible natural gas lie, and so the extraction of gas is a reliable manufacturing process rather than a 

crapshoot. The future price of natural gas will be determined not so much by the size of the supplies of gas found, as was the 

case with conventional natural gas, as by the manufacturing cost of extraction. Prices, therefore, should stay steady in the long 

run, possibly even for the next half century. They may even fall as the industry continues to lower costs and improve 

productivity at the wellhead. Additional innovation downstream -- in the transportation, distribution, and consumption sectors -

- has not yet even truly begun. When it does, efficiency gains will generate billions of dollars more in consumer savings. 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Status Quo SolvesðTrade Benefits 
 

1. U.S. hydrocarbon exports will surgeðerase the trade deficit in oil 
 

Edward L. Morse, Global Head, Commodities Research, Citi, ñWelcome to the Revolution,ò FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 93 n. 3, 

5ð14, Ebsco. 

A few years ago, hydrocarbon exports from the United States were negligible. But by the start of 2013, oil, natural gas, and 

petrochemicals had become the single largest category of U.S. exports, surpassing agricultural products, transportation 

equipment, and capital goods. The shift in the U.S. trade balance for petroleum products has been stunning. In 2008, the United 

States was a net importer of petroleum products, taking in about two million barrels per day; by the end of 2013, it was a net 

exporter, with an outflow of more than two million barrels per day. By the end of 2014, the United States should overtake 

Russia as the largest exporter of diesel, jet fuel, and other energy products, and by 2015, it should overtake Saudi Arabia as the 

largest exporter of petrochemical feedstocks. The U.S. trade balance for oil, which in 2011 was -$354 billion, should flip to 

+$5 billion by 2020. By then, the United States will be a net exporter of natural gas, on a scale potentially rivaling both Qatar 

and Russia, and the consequences will be enormous. The U.S. gas trade balance should shift from -$8 billion in 2013 to +$14 

billion by 2020. U.S. pipeline exports to Mexico and eastern Canada are likely to grow by 400 percent, to eight billion cubic 

feet per day, by 2018, and perhaps to ten billion by 2020. U.S. exports of liquefied natural gas (LNG) look likely to reach nine 

billion cubic feet per day by 2020. 

 

2. The trade deficit is going to fall with domestic production 
 

Trevor Houser and Shashank Mohan, Rhodium Group, FUELING UP: THE ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF AMERICAôS 

OIL AND GAS BOOM, 2014, Peterson Institute for International Economics: Washington DC, p. 32. 

Both government and private sector forecasts expect the US energy trade deficit to fall in the years ahead, and many expect it 

to fall substantially. Supply affects price and price affects demand, so integrated modeling is required for a robust projection of 

the US energy trade balance. Taking this approach, the EIA revised its projection of US dependence on imported energy in 

2030 downward from 33 percent in the 2006 outlook and to 11 percent in 2013 edition (figure 3.10). The IEA projects a 4 

percent energy trade deficit that year. In BPôs outlook, US dependence on imported energy falls to 1 percent by 2030. 

ExxonMobil expects higher natural gas imports in the future than the EIA, IEA, or BP, so overall energy import dependency 

only falls to 16 percent (figure 3.11). 
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Oil/Gas Neg: Trade Deficit Ans 
 

1. Any trade deficit arguments are overstatedðoffset by other imports 
 

Robert Z. Lawrence, Professor, JFK School of Government, Harvard University, ñImplications of Reduced Oil Imports for the 

U.S. Trade Deficit,ò ENERGY REPORT, Council on Foreign Relations, 1ð14, p. 2. 

Absent other changes in the economy, I show in this paper that a decline in net imports of oil and energy- intensive 

manufactured goods is likely to be offset by greater net imports in other goods and services. In the long run, the changes in oil 

and non-oil trade balances could well cancel each other, leading to little or no change in the overall U.S. trade deficit. In the 

short run, though, the conventional wisdom could have greater validity, since the offsetting effects are likely to be smaller, 

leading to a decline in the overall U.S. trade deficit. Moreover, as U.S. oil imports fall, sudden changes in the price of oil are 

likely to have less of an effect on the U.S. trade deficit than they have had historically, making the U.S. trade deficit less 

volatile. Ultimately, though rising U.S. oil production will yield broader economic gains, its benefits for the long-term U.S. 

trade deficit have been overstated. 

 

2. Increased domestic production will have little meaningful impact on the trade deficit 
 

Robert Z. Lawrence, Professor, JFK School of Government, Harvard University, ñImplications of Reduced Oil Imports for the 

U.S. Trade Deficit,ò ENERGY REPORT, Council on Foreign Relations, 1ð14, p. 11. 

Since the channels by which smaller oil trade balances could raise national saving and reduce national investment in the long 

run are weak, they are unlikely to have an important long-term effect on the United Statesô net overall foreign borrowing. For 

oil self-sufficiency to be fully reflected in reductions in the U.S. current account deficit in the long run, even under the 

assumption that self-sufficiency does not raise national investment, it would have to increase U.S. national saving by almost 20 

percent. The effects on the trade balance could be larger in the short term, since the additional income generated by self-

sufficiency could increase national saving: they could initially range somewhere between twenty and eighty cents for each 

dollar reduction in the oil trade deficit. But even in this case the effects would be temporary. Moreover, if the development of 

U.S. oil reserves actually requires more investment, the overall trade deficit could worsen in the short run. Since the long-run 

response in the current balance is likely to be small, oil self-sufficiency is more likely to result in a stronger dollar and larger 

trade deficits in other goods and services. By producing its own oil, the United States will have become more competitiveðbut 

rather than a smaller trade deficit, the effect would be felt through a stronger real exchange rate associated with any given trade 

balance. This theoretical reasoning is supported by empirical research based on responses to changing oil trade in other 

countries, which show relatively small responses in long-run current account balances to changes in oil trade balances. The 

implications of this reasoning are especially important for those concerned about the U.S. current account deficit and its 

geopolitical implications. The way to achieve a smaller deficit is to adopt measures that raise the national saving rate, rather 

than increasing the production or reducing the consumption of oil. While such measures may bring other benefits, without other 

changes in U.S. macroeconomic behavior, they should not be expected to have a major effect on the current account in the long 

run. Finally, though this paper has focused on oil, the reasoning behind it actually has far broader application. It is often 

claimed that improvements in U.S. competitiveness brought about through enhanced productivity growth or new product 

innovation could reduce the current account deficit. Others have argued that the solution lies in inducing a weaker U.S. dollar 

or implementing tougher U.S. trade policies. But unless at the same time such developments raise U.S. national saving relative 

to investment, they will induce other responses that could leave the current account unchanged. 
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðGeneral 
 

1. Offshore drilling threatens coastal economies and environmentsðleaks, spills, noise pollution, habitat  

 destruction 
 

GREENPEACE, ñOffshore DrillingðItôs NOT the Answer to High Gas Prices at the Pump,ò 8ð4ð08, 

www.greenpeace.org/usa/en/news-and-blogs/news/offshore-drilling-it-s-not-t/, accessed 6-9-14. 

If the moratorium is lifted, our oceans and the species that call them home will suffer. An increase in offshore drilling will put 

more of this country's beaches, fish, and marine mammals at risk, as both the exploration and the drilling for oil increase the 

threat to our valuable coastlines. Tourism along our beaches and coastal communities is vital to our economy. Seismic testing 

to locate oil creates decibel levels of 260 - twice as loud as an ambulance. Exposure to these levels of noise can cause 

disorientation, beaching, and brain hemorrhaging in whales and dolphins. Drilling for oil results in routine releases of toxic 

drilling muds, excavation materials, production waters, and contaminants such as mercury lead, cadmium and radioactive 

substances such as radium. Offshore oil drilling also comes with tanker, boat and barge traffic and other industrial activity and 

noise that disturb wildlife. And all offshore oil drilling requires an onshore network of pipelines, roads, refineries, docks and 

other infrastructure that release pollutants into the air and water, as well as destroy coastal habitat.  Plus, offshore drilling 

creates an increased risk of oil spills close to our beaches and coastlines. One of the biggest myths told by political candidates 

(the oil industry and their allies in Congress) is that hurricanes Katrina and Rita caused no significant oil spills in the Gulf of 

Mexico. Nothing could be further from the truth. Katrina and Rita trashed drilling platforms, ruptured pipelines and yanked 2-

million-gallon storage tanks off their foundations. More than 9 million gallons of oil spilled as a result of those two storms. 

Compare that amount with the 11 million gallons of oil spilled by the infamous Exxon Valdez when it ran aground in Prince 

William Sound Alaska in 1989. The Minerals Management Service (MMS), the federal agency that regulates offshore drilling, 

reported that hurricanes Katrina and Rita destroyed 113 oil platforms and damaged 457 pipelines.  Supercharged storms like 

Katrina and Rita will continue to pummel coastal areas and oil infrastructure as global warming continues, meaning more oil 

spills are inevitable. 

 

2. Drilling causes significant environmental problems aside from spill risks 
 

Natural Resources Defense Council  (NRDC), ñProtecting Our Ocean and Coastal Economies: Avoid Unnecessary Risks from 

Offshore Drilling,ò OCEAN FACTS, 9ð09, www.nrdc.org/oceans/offshore/files/offshore.pdf, accessed 4-3-14. 

In addition to environmental damage from oil spills, the routine operations associated with offshore drilling produce many 

toxic wastes and other forms of pollution. For example, each drill well generates tens of thousands of gallons of waste drilling 

muds (materials used to lubricate drill bits and maintain pressure) and cuttings. Drilling muds contain toxic metals such as 

mercury, lead, and cadmium that may bioaccumulate and biomagnify in marine organisms, including in our seafood supply. 

The water that is brought up from a given well along with oil and gas, referred to as ñproduced water,ò contains its own toxic 

brew of benzene, arsenic, lead, toluene, and varying amounts of radioactive pollutants. Each oil platform can discharge 

hundreds of thousands of gallons of this produced water daily, contaminating both local waters and those down current from 

the discharge. An average oil and gas exploration well spews roughly 50 tons of nitrogen oxides, 13 tons of carbon monoxide, 

6 tons of sulfur oxides, and 5 tons of volatile organic chemicals. 

 

3. New offshore drilling risks permanent damage to ocean environment 
 

Natural Resources Defense Council  (NRDC), ñProtecting Our Ocean and Coastal Economies: Avoid Unnecessary Risks from 

Offshore Drilling,ò OCEAN FACTS, 9ð09, www.nrdc.org/oceans/offshore/files/offshore.pdf, accessed 4-3-14. 

Healthy oceans are critically important to marine life and to coastal communities whose economies rely on tourism and fishing. 

Opening up new offshore areas to drilling risks permanent damage to our oceans and beaches without reducing our dependence 

on oil. When oil spills occur they can bring catastrophic harm to marine life and devastating losses for local businesses. Even 

routine exploration and drilling activities bring harm to many marine species. The Administration and Congress must work 

together to assess the environmental impacts of offshore drilling before making key decisions about offshore oil and gas 

activities in new areas or Alaska. 

http://www.greenpeace.org/usa/en/news-and-blogs/news/offshore-drilling-it-s-not-t/
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðGeneral [contôd] 
 

4. Offshore drilling threatens the environment and other industries 
 

Cindy Zipf, executive director, Clean Ocean Action Inc., ñShould the U.S. Expand Offshore Oil Drilling?ò WALL STREET 

JOURNAL, 4ð14ð13, http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424127887324020504578398610851042612, accessed 4-

3-14. 

Expanded offshore drilling for oil in the U.S. would be an unnecessary, harmful step in the wrong direction. Recent trends in 

U.S. energy consumption and production suggest we don't need to find more oil offshore. Our investment dollars and energies 

are better spent on renewable energy, conservation and efficiencies such as improved mass transit, smart grids and clean-

emission vehiclesðan approach that creates jobs, doesn't damage the environment and addresses fossil-fuel-driven climate 

change. Along the Atlantic, Pacific, Alaskan and Gulf coasts, entire state budgets are built on revenues from clean-ocean 

economies. Fishing, boating, beach-going, surfing and tourism businesses rely on clean, healthy ecosystems. These businesses 

bring billions of dollars to coastal economies and provide jobs for millions of people. In light of recent superstorms and 

increasingly hostile ocean conditions, driven by climate change, shore-based economies are under enough stress without the 

added burdens imposed by offshore drilling. 
 

5. Drilling hurts the environmentðboth exploration, production, and spill risks 
 

Cindy Zipf, executive director, Clean Ocean Action Inc., ñShould the U.S. Expand Offshore Oil Drilling?ò WALL STREET 

JOURNAL, 4ð14ð13, http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424127887324020504578398610851042612, accessed 4-

3-14. 

In addition, more drilling would mean more damage to the environment. Seismic surveysðthe piercing sound waves used to 

pinpoint oil depositsðtravel thousands of miles, interfering with marine mammal reproduction, migration and communication, 

and causing localized reductions in fishery catches. Also, offshore oil facilities (pipelines, rigs, wellheads) generate significant 

air and water pollution. Perhaps most significant, there is the ever-present risk of oil spills. Despite claims of safety 

improvements over the years, any rig, tanker or pipeline can become a disasterðregardless of the precautions taken. After 

thousands of rig and pipeline spills, fires and leaks onshore and off, as well as recent problems with operations in the Arctic, 

everyone can reasonably expect that expanded ocean drilling will involve significant environmental harm and the heavy 

economic toll that comes with it. 
 

6. Drilling harms the environmentðwhales, increased CO2 emissions 
 

Elizabeth Kuhr, ñTo Drill or Not to DrillðDebate Over Offshore Testing and Drilling in the Atlantic,ò TIME, 1ð14ð14, 

http://time.com/3249/to-drill -or-not-to-drill -debate-over-offshore-testing-and-drilling-in-the-atlantic/, accessed 4-8-14. 

There are a multitude of potential environmental hazards. BOEM lists factors such as noise, drilling debris, sea bottom 

disturbance, air emissions, explosives and oil spills caused by oceanic testing and drilling, all of which can impact the planetôs 

environment, aquatic life and people living near the coast. Even seismic testing without drilling has its negatives. Testing poses 

a threat to the hearing, and therefore survival, of 361 endangered right whales still living in the Atlantic, according to Glen 

Besea, director of Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club. Besea also worries that drilling for more oil will only increase the 

American appetite for fuels, leading to more carbon emissions and more global warming. ñAt a time when weôre facing sea 

level rise and severe storms such as Hurricane Sandy, why would we be looking to expand our carbon pollution emission by 

drilling for gas?ò asked Besea, noting that some companies have ceased inland drilling because of oilôs unprofitable excess in 

the national market. 
 

7. Offshore drilling causes significant pollution problemsðboth from spills and ónormalô production 
 

Cindy Zipf, Executive Director, Clean Ocean Action, Should the U.S. Expand Offshore Oil Drilling?ò WALL STREET 

JOURNAL, 4ð14ð13, http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424127887324020504578398610851042612, accessed 4-

14-14. 

In addition, more drilling would mean more damage to the environment. Seismic surveysðthe piercing sound waves used to 

pinpoint oil depositsðtravel thousands of miles, interfering with marine mammal reproduction, migration and communication, 

and causing localized reductions in fishery catches. Also, offshore oil facilities (pipelines, rigs, wellheads) generate significant 

air and water pollution. Perhaps most significant, there is the ever-present risk of oil spills. Despite claims of safety 

improvements over the years, any rig, tanker or pipeline can become a disasterðregardless of the precautions taken. After 

thousands of rig and pipeline spills, fires and leaks onshore and off, as well as recent problems with operations in the Arctic, 

everyone can reasonably expect that expanded ocean drilling will involve significant environmental harm and the heavy 

economic toll that comes with it. 
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðAtlantic  
 

1. We should not drill in the Atlanticðclean energy generates far more jobs 
 

Sean Dixon, Coastal Policy Attorney, Clean Ocean Action, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dixontestimony06-11-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

Only a few weeks ago, on May 24, 2013, six representatives of Atlantic Ocean states, representing coastal districts (and the 

existing businesses, people, economies and ecologies therein), as well as inland districts whose residents no doubt rely on a 

clean coast for state-wide economic benefit and for tourism, recreation, and employment, sent a letter to Secretary Jewell 

cautioning her on expansion of oil and gas operations into the Atlantic: ñOCS drilling is, in fact, quite controversial in our 

states because of its potential adverse impacts both on the environment and on our coastal communities and the tourism 

economy on which they depend.ò The Congressmen continued, noting that ñthe risks of drilling in this sensitive region 

outweigh the benefits.ò Indeed, the Congressmen urge the Secretary to turn away from offshore drilling and ñtowards a clean 

energy economy.ò This ideal is backed up by economic fact: three times as many jobs are created by clean energy investments 

than with continued investments in reliance on fossil fuels. 

 

2. An oil-free ecosystem is vital to every other use of the Atlanticðshould not drill  
 

Sean Dixon, Coastal Policy Attorney, Clean Ocean Action, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dixontestimony06-11-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

This timeframe dichotomy is playing out in the world of energy policy as well. ñWhile the United States may be a net importer 

of crude oil, we are a net exporter of petroleum products, coal, and soon, liquefied natural gas. Given that nonrenewable energy 

resources like oil, gas, and coal are, by definition, not infinite, the issue is not just how we produce energy domestically, but 

what we do with that energy once it comes to market.ò As with jobs, the national discourse over oil production rarely presents 

the long-term, other-industry issues pertinent to informed decisionmaking. Oil companies extract U.S. domestic public 

resources for shipment to the top buyer (whether that is overseas or not), solicit contractors who are the bottom bidders, and 

have a clear set of economic and energy policy priorities driven to maximize dividends, not the long term diverse economic 

vibrancy of coastal communities. As has been stated time and time again by elected officials, coastal citizens, and, most 

recently the Mid Atlantic Fishery Management Council, the long-term vitality of the existing uses and users of the Atlantic 

Ocean depends on an oil-free ecosystem. In the midst of an economic crisis, and in the wake of a devastating few years of 

Atlantic Ocean hurricanes, employers on fishing boats, boardwalks, and beaches are just beginning to restore the industries that 

took generations to build. 

 

3. The Atlantic coast is far too valuable to drillðrisks a disaster 
 

Sean Dixon, Coastal Policy Attorney, Clean Ocean Action, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dixontestimony06-11-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

The Atlantic Coast has been home to centuries of fishing, tourism and trade; the people that live along the nationôs densest 

coastline continue those traditions. From the recreational fisheries of Florida to the commercial fisheries of Maine, the crabbing 

in the Chesapeake to the sailing in Long Island Sound, these clean ocean economies drive our coastal communities, our coastal 

states, and our nation. Billions of dollars and millions of jobs are built within a delicately balanced ecosystem, each relying on 

the other, and each relying on a clean ecosystem. The Offshore Energy and Jobs Act of 2013 will threaten this balance, 

immediately and with long-lasting impact. Over the long history of the New York/New Jersey region, we have learned that the 

ocean does not mix with toxins, medical waste, or acid waste ï at least not if the goal for the region is one of robust fisheries 

and packed beaches. In the wake of Hurricanes Rita and Katrina, and the BP Deepwater Horizon oil disaster, we re-learned the 

lesson that oil and water do not mix. Instead of turning our back on history, we should turn towards those ocean uses that can 

have clean, productive futures, help those that are still struggling after Hurricane Sandy, and move forward with a clean ocean 

future. Oil and gas moves with water and wind and is not contained by political boundaries. When the oil well blows, or oil 

spills from a pipe or platform, or leaks from a tanker ï oil spreads rapidly and contaminates everything in its way whether itôs 

marine life, coastal wetlands, the seafloor, or beaches. We continue to learn about the long term ecological impact from the BP 

oil disaster. The myriad other impacts generated by expanded offshore OCS activities, from seismic surveys to non-point 

source pollution and air emissions, are similarly unconstrained by political boundaries. 



Paradigm Research 2014-15  CXðEnergy Negative 
 

44 

 

Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðAtlantic  [contôd] 
 

4. A clean ocean environment is vital to the NY/NJ economy 
 

Sean Dixon, Coastal Policy Attorney, Clean Ocean Action, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dixontestimony06-11-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

Senator Robert Menendez joined his colleague in declaring that the Jersey Shore ñis far too precious and important to allow oil-

crazed speculators to set-up shop along our coast.ò According to a New Jersey Department of Tourism study, about 60 percent 

of New Jerseyôs $35.5 billion tourism industry is generated at the shore. Across the greater New York/New Jersey region, the 

economic value of the clean ocean economy is unquestionable: * The Port of New York and New Jersey, largest in the 

Atlantic, lies at the top of the Mid-Atlantic and saw over $208 billion in cargo, over 5.5 million cargo containers, and over 86 

million tons of goods move into and out of the Port. * The Port Authority, which manages the Port, estimates that the Portôs 

economic impact supports over 279,000 jobs in the region. * In New York State, the ñrecreational fishing industry generated 

$369 million in sales, contributed $212 million to gross state product, and supported 3,000 jobs across the broader state 

economyò in 2011. Commercially, New Yorkôs 2011 fisheries ñgenerated $5 billion in sales, contributed $1.8 billion to gross 

state product, and supported 42,000 jobs across the broader economy.ò * In New Jersey, in 2011, ñthe commercial fishing 

industry generated $6.6 billion in sales, contributed $2.4 billion to gross state product and supported 44,000 jobs across the 

broader state economyò while recreational fisheries ñgenerated $1.7 billion in sales, contributed $871 million to gross state 

product and supported 10,000 jobs.ò The NY/NJ Port and fisheries impacts, therefore, contributed (during a recession) over 

$220 billion in sales and cargo while supporting over 300,000 jobs.  

 

5. A healthy ocean is vital to the state economiesðshould not take the risk 
 

Sean Dixon, Coastal Policy Attorney, Clean Ocean Action, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dixontestimony06-11-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

States across the Atlantic coast have similar statistics and their economists would tell similar stories. For example, this 

committee heard testimony last week of a recent analysis showing Virginiaôs 2011 tourism industry supports more than 

200,000 jobs, yielding an economic impact of more than $20 billion, and data from Florida showing that the tourism, wildlife, 

fisheries, ports, and defense-related industries generate more than $175 billion in economic benefits and over 2.2 million jobs 

annually. These industries are not simply elements of the coastal economy ï they are the drivers of the coastal economy. Yet, 

we are here today to speak to the expansion of oil and gas operations ï operations which, in the Atlantic Ocean, would threaten 

these keystone elements of the coastal economy while only yielding U.S. consumers a three-cent ($0.03) reduction in the ñprice 

at the pumpò 10-15 years from now. 
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðSeismic Mapping 
 

1. Even exploration activities hurt marine life 
 

Natural Resources Defense Council  (NRDC), ñProtecting Our Ocean and Coastal Economies: Avoid Unnecessary Risks from 

Offshore Drilling,ò OCEAN FACTS, 9ð09, www.nrdc.org/oceans/offshore/files/offshore.pdf, accessed 4-3-14. 

Seismic surveys designed to estimate the size of an oil and gas reserve generate their own environmental problems. To carry out such 

surveys, ships tow multiple airgun arrays that emit thousands of high-decibel explosive impulses to map the seafloor. The auditory 

assault from seismic surveys has been found to damage or kill fish eggs and larvae and to impair the hearing and health of fish, 

making them vulnerable to predators and leaving them unable to locate prey or mates or communicate with each other. These 

disturbances disrupt and displace important migratory patterns, pushing marine life away from suitable habitats like nurseries and 

foraging, mating, spawning, and migratory corridors. In addition, seismic surveys have been implicated in whale beaching and 

stranding incidents. 
 

2. Seismic surveys will devastate coastal economies 
 

Sean Dixon, Coastal Policy Attorney, Clean Ocean Action, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, Subcommittee 

on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dixontestimony06-11-13.pdf, accessed 

5-5-14. 

On March 30, 2012, the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) issued a Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact 

Statement (Draft PEIS) for geological and geophysical exploration on the Atlantic Ocean Outer Continental Shelf.  According to 

BOEM, these surveys, to be conducted ñin Federal waters of the Mid- and South Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) and adjacent 

State waters,ò are needed ñto make informed business decisions regarding oil and gas reservesò and for other purported goals. This 

past January, in a letter to President Barack Obama, the late Senator Lautenberg was joined by seven of his coastal colleagues in 

decrying these proposed surveys, warning that the proposed seismic testing will ñhurt our coastal communities and the marine 

resources that drive our coastal economy.ò The Senators, representing the citizens of California, Maryland, New Jersey, Rhode Island, 

Vermont, and Washington, took issue with the currently pending seismic proposals for three reasons. First, the most obvious: seismic 

surveys are only necessary for oil and gas drilling. ñSeismic airgun testing is used to explore for offshore oil and gas resources. 

Allowing this activity in the Atlantic Ocean is clearly a step towards permitting dangerous offshore drilling. é Even those the 

proposed seismic testing would only span from Delaware to the middle of Florida, a significant oil spill in the Atlantic Ocean would 

harméfisheries, and sea life all along the Atlantic Coast. In particular, it would decimate the regionôs robust tourism economy, which 

relies on clean and safe beaches.ò 
 

3. Seismic surveys will devastate marine mammals 
 

Sean Dixon, Coastal Policy Attorney, Clean Ocean Action, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, Subcommittee 

on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dixontestimony06-11-13.pdf, accessed 

5-5-14. 

Second, the Senators warned of the direct, known, and significant impact these surveys will have on marine mammals ï many of 

which are critically endangered yet still support significant tourism economies and are keystone species in their coastal habitats. 

ñThese loud airgun blasts can be heard for hundreds of miles in the ocean and, as a result, can drive whales to abandon their habitats, 

go silent, and cease foraging over vast areas. At shorter distances, it can cause permanent hearing loss, injury, and even death for 

whales, dolphins, and fish. According to the Department of the Interiorôs (DOI) own estimates, seismic testing would injure up to 

138,500 marine mammals, and disrupt marine mammal feeding, calving, breeding, and other vital activities.ò 
 

4. Seismic surveys will damage fisheries 
 

Sean Dixon, Coastal Policy Attorney, Clean Ocean Action, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, Subcommittee 

on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dixontestimony06-11-13.pdf, accessed 

5-5-14. 

Finally, fisheries will be significantly impacted by these surveys. ñ[A]irgun noise has been shown to decrease fisheries catch rates by 

40 to 80 percent, forcing fishermen to seek compensation for their losses. Since commercial and recreational fishing off the mid- and 

southeast Atlantic generates $11.8 billion annually and supports 222,000 jobs, we are concerned that DOI did not take these 

economics impacts into account when assessing the proposed plan for seismic testing.ò At a June, 2012, meeting of the Mid Atlantic 

Fishery Management Council (MAFMC), held in New York City, BOEM made a presentation on these proposed surveys that 

highlighted the potential for seismic surveys to impact clean coastal economies. During the presentation, BOEM scientist Dr. Jill 

Lewandowski noted that ñthat there is cross-over between the frequency of noise that is produced by seismic surveys and what at least 

many of the fish species we think can hear.ò This can lead to a variety of effects, according to the presentation, from ñno effect to 

habituation to a change in behavior;ò the airguns might ñmask some of [a fishôs] important cues,ò could ñgo to hearing lossò or cause 

ñother physiological effects that maybe donôt result in mortality but could be sublethal.ò 
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðSeismic Mapping [contôd] 
  

5. Seismic surveys will hurt fisheries 
 

Sean Dixon, Coastal Policy Attorney, Clean Ocean Action, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dixontestimony06-11-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

After hearings on the issue, with input from BOEM, other scientists, fishermen, and the public, the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 

Management Council found that there is a 50-meter lethal zone around each airgun blast; that while highly-mobile fish may 

escape this zone, ñthe extensive (months long) survey timeframe makes it likely that prolonged avoidance of the arrays will be 

necessary and could lead to interruptions in fish spawning and access to forage;ò and that much of the OCS is at a depth less 

than 50 meters, which would ñplace the entire water column within the ólethal rangeô of the array.ò These concerns were shared 

by many other government and non-government organizations, including the State of Delaware Department of Natural 

Resources and Environmental Control, which expressed concern that these proposed seismic surveys, and the oil operations 

that follow thereafter ñwould be catastrophic for our state economyò and that ñ[e]ven with the mitigation and monitoring 

measures outlined in the PEIS, significant adverse environmental impacts will still likely result from seismic airgun surveys.ò 

 

6. Such surveys threaten coastal economiesðmultiple reasons 
 

Sean Dixon, Coastal Policy Attorney, Clean Ocean Action, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dixontestimony06-11-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

Based on this input, the MAFMC concluded: ñIt is clear that G&G activities have substantial impacts on marine environments, 

yet the Draft PEIS provides insufficient information about how the specific proposed G&G activities may affect fish, marine 

mammals, benthic communities, and ecosystem structure and function. We understand that these impacts are difficult to predict 

or quantify, but given the existing value of marine resources to the region and the nation, it is clear that the potential benefits do 

not outweigh the risks of initiating the proposed G&G activities at this point.ò Because the MAFMC found that the seismic 

surveys could threaten the ñmore than 166,000 jobs with an associated income exceeding $6 billionò within the Mid Atlantic 

Ocean, the Council resolved that it ñcannot support the Draft PEIS.ò Seismic surveys, which are just the first step in OCS oil 

and gas development, have significant impacts on fish, fisheries, and wildlife, and pose a direct threat to fishery jobs, coastal 

ecosystems, and coastal economies.  

 

7. Seismic surveys reduce overall fish catches 
 

W.F. Grader Jr., Executive Director, Pacific Coast Federal of Fishermenôs Associations, Testimony before the House Natural 

Resources Committee, 2ð11ð09, http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/gradertestimony02.11.09.pdf, accessed 5-5-

14. 

Even if these kinds of conflicts can be avoided, several studies have shown that seismic operations have greatly reduced 

catches of fish around areas where air guns were being fired. These studies have demonstrated reduced catches over 20 miles 

away from the source with catch reductions continuing five days after the testing was complete (see table below). Researchers 

believe these catch reductions are a result of altered fish behavior due to seismic operations which cause them to be less likely 

to take hooks and/or to move down and away from the seismic firing. The conflicts with seismic surveys are not unique to the 

U.S. fishing industry. This past year, the Norwegian Association of Fishing Boat Owners threatened to initiate civil 

disobedience action around oil installations in the Barents Sea, where they said increased oil and gas related activities in the 

area scare the fish away from their fishing fields. In 2006 and 2007, 800 tons of Atlantic pollock were caught off the Vesteralen 

and Lofoten Islands. By comparison, in 2008 just 83 tons of the fish have been caught. The fishermen say that drop off in catch 

was primarily due to oil and gas operations. Unfortunately, former Speaker Gingrich, it seems, didnôt talk to any fishermen 

before returning from his trip last year to Norway proclaiming how well offshore oil was working for that nation. 
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðSpills 
 

1. Drilling risks massive spills that cause substantial, widespread environmental damage 
 

Natural Resources Defense Council  (NRDC), ñProtecting Our Ocean and Coastal Economies: Avoid Unnecessary Risks from 

Offshore Drilling,ò OCEAN FACTS, 9ð09, www.nrdc.org/oceans/offshore/files/offshore.pdf, accessed 4-3-14. 

Expanded offshore drilling poses the risk of oil spills ruining our beaches from Florida to Maine and along the Pacific Coast, 

bringing harm to those who live, work, and vacation along the coasts, as well as harming habitats critical to plants and animals. 

Oil spills can quickly traverse vast distances. For example, when powered by the Gulf of Mexicoôs Loop Current, an oil spill in 

the eastern Gulf of Mexico could affect Floridaôs Panhandle beaches and even travel around the Florida Keys to wreak havoc 

on estuaries and beaches from the Everglades to Cape Canaveral. Contamination from the massive 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill 

reached shorelines nearly 600 miles away; if the spill had occurred on the East Coast, it would have extended from 

Massachusetts to North Carolina. In September 2008, Hurricane Ike destroyed oil platforms, tanks, and pipelines throughout 

the Gulf of Mexico, releasing at least a half-million gallons of crude oil. During Hurricanes Katrina and Rita there were 125 

spills from platforms, rigs, and pipelines on the oceanôs Outer Continental Shelf, releasing almost 685,000 gallons of petroleum 

products. Worse yet, if you include the land-based infrastructure that supports offshore drilling, the damage from these two 

hurricanes includes 595 spills releasing millions of gallons of oil. 
 

2. Oil spills threaten marine lifeðmultiple mechanisms 
 

Ted Danson, Board of Directors, Oceana, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 2ð11ð09, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dansontestimony02.11.09.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

The impacts of oil on wildlife are numerous. Wildlife can become coated in or ingest oil, which will often lead to a quick death. 

However, oil in the environment can also result in non-lethal impacts, such as reduced reproduction and liver damage. These 

impacts are a death sentence for most animals in the wild, crippling their ability to avoid predators, find food and shelter and 

reproduce, all of which are essential to healthy functioning populations. Toxic compounds in oil have a similarly varied set of 

effects. These can include reduced reproductive success due to interruption in breeding behaviors and damage to the 

reproductive and immune systems. Oilôs toxic constituents can also damage a long list of organs in marine animals including 

the eyes, mouths, skin, nasal cavities, nervous system, red blood cells, liver, lungs and stomach. It can also cause damage to 

turtle and fish eggs, larvae and young, all leading to varied impacts on survival and reproductive success. Oil can also affect the 

habitat of marine species, for example, by contaminating breeding beaches, estuaries, coral reefs, and seagrass and mangrove 

communities that are important feeding, breeding and resting grounds for a variety of species. Finally, these impacts can linger 

for extremely long time periods creating continuous low-level exposure to oil in the form of tarballs, slicks, or elevated levels 

of chemicals that can cause cancer, developmental and reproductive impairments. 
 

3. The environmental damage is permanentðcleanup efforts fail 
 

Natural Resources Defense Council  (NRDC), ñProtecting Our Ocean and Coastal Economies: Avoid Unnecessary Risks from 

Offshore Drilling,ò OCEAN FACTS, 9ð09, www.nrdc.org/oceans/offshore/files/offshore.pdf, accessed 4-3-14. 

According to the National Academy of Sciences, current cleanup methods can only remove a small fraction of the oil spilled 

into the ocean, leaving the remaining oil to continue affecting ocean ecosystems over time. Scientists investigating the long-

term impacts of the Exxon Valdez spill estimate that nearly 20,000 gallons of oil from that spill remain in Prince William 

Sound, continuing to harm threatened and endangered species and undermine their recovery. Marine mammals, sea birds, fish, 

shellfish, and other sea life are extremely vulnerable to oil pollution and the long-term toxic effects can impair reproductive 

success for generations. Studies have shown that tiny amounts of oilðas little as one part per billionðcan harm pink salmon 

and cause their eggs to fail. 
 

4. Environmental downside risks are highðcleanup and response capabilities lack drilling technology 
 

Toni Johnson, staff, ñU.S. Deepwater Drillingôs Future,ò Backgrounder, Council on Foreign Relations, 5ð27ð10, 

www.cfr.org/publication/22204/us_deepwater_drillings_future.html, accessed 6-9-14. 

While the environmental damage caused by the Deepwater Horizon spill is ongoing, it will be hard to quantify because it is so 

far out in the Gulf. But environmental advocates have long warned about the potential for catastrophic spills from offshore 

drilling and consider deepwater drilling safety assurances particularly weak. And while the extraction technology that makes 

deepwater projects possible is state of the art, cleanup technologies lag decades behind. David Pettit, a lawyer with the 

environmental group National Resources Defense Council, says the booms, hay bales, and dispersants being used on the 2010 

spill are the same methods used to clean up the Santa Barbara oil spill of 1969. "This is a huge and costly experiment to see 

what will happen in the Gulf," Pettit said. 

http://www.cfr.org/publication/22204/us_deepwater_drillings_future.html
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðSpills 
 

5. Deepwater horizon proves that spills cause disasterðmassive environmental damage from both the oil  

 and the cleanup 
 

Richard Heinberg, Senior Fellow-in-Residence, Post Carbon Institute, ñDeepwater Horizon: The Worst-Case, Best-Case, and 

Most-Likely Scenarios,ò MUSELETTER n. 218, 7ð10, http://richardheinberg.com/218-deepwater-horizon-the-worst-case-

best-case-and-most-likely-scenarios, accessed 6-9-14. 

Reports from the Gulf of Mexico just keep getting worse. Estimates of the rate of oil spillage from the Deepwater Horizon 

wellhead continue gushing (the latest official number: up to 60,000 barrels per day, with BP now saying the maximum 

potential leakage rate could be 100,000 b/d). Forecasts for how long it will take before the leak is finally plugged are pluming 

toward Augustðmaybe even December. In addition to the oil itself, BP has (in this case deliberately) spilled a million gallons 

of toxic Corexit dispersant. Biologistsô accounts of the devastation being wreaked on fish, birds, amphibians, turtles, coral 

reefs, and marshes grow more apocalyptic by the dayðespecially in view of the fact that the vast majority of animal victims 

die alone and uncounted. Warnings are now being raised that the natural gas being vented along with the oil will significantly 

extend the giant dead zones in the Gulf. And guesses as to the ultimate economic toll of this still-unfolding tragedyðon 

everything from the tourism and fishing industries of at least five coastal states to the pensioners in Britain whose futures are at 

risk if BP files for bankruptcy or is taken over by a Chinese oil companyðsurge every time an analyst steps back to consider 

the situation from another angle. 

 

6. Regulatory failure by the government exacerbates the impact of accidents 
 

Toni Johnson, staff, ñU.S. Deepwater Drillingôs Future,ò Backgrounder, Council on Foreign Relations, 5ð27ð10, 

www.cfr.org/publication/22204/us_deepwater_drillings_future.html, accessed 6-9-14. 

The United States has a number of environmental laws to ensure the safety of drilling operations. However, according to 

reports, the MMS, in charge of regulating oil and gas leasing, has failed to follow through on many of those regulations. The 

agency has also been criticized for grossly underestimating the dangers of spills from deepwater drilling in its own 

environmental reviews and for failing to ensure that safety equipment worked properly. The 2010 spill outstripped a 2007 

MMS worst-case scenario estimate in the first day alone, Pettit said. Some environmental advocates are also raising concerns 

about BP's Atlantis project in the Gulf, which--at depths of more than seven thousand feet--is one of the deepest offshore 

drilling operations in the world. In a 2009 letter to the MMS, advocates sounded an alarm, arguing the project posed potentially 

immediate and "catastrophic harm" PDF to the water of the Gulf and its marine life. One Texas-based environmental group is 

warning that Atlantis has the "same safety deficiencies" (Texas Tribune) as Deepwater Horizon. 

 

7. Claims that we can control spills or limit their effects are mere hubrisðthere is too much that we do  

 not know 
 

Dr. Jeffrey Short, Pacific Science Director, Oceana, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, Subcommittee 

on Energy and Mineral Resources and Subcommittee on Insular Affairs, Oceans, and Wildlife, 5ð24ð09, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/shorttestimony03.24.09.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

The last lesson from the Exxon Valdez oil spill concerns hubris. Large marine oil development proposals are invariably 

presented as engineering challenges, often with scant regard for the complexity of the environment in which they would occur. 

Oil spill contingency plans are presented as exercises in damage control, under the implicit assumption that the important 

variables and their interactions are adequately understood, predictable, and manageable. Yet each spill is unique, the 

environment is extremely complex, and we do not yet understand how these systems interact with and respond to oil. A crucial 

reason for which the long-term impacts of the Exxon Valdez spill have been viewed as so surprising derives from the simple 

fact that enormous resources were available to evaluate them in comparison with any other spill before or since. In truth, our 

knowledge of how oil behaves in the environment and how it affects organisms is still in its infancy, especially in the more 

remote regions of our planet. Hence, any claim that we adequately understand and can foresee how oil pollution will affect 

even more challenging environments such as the Arctic continental shelf deserves skepticism.  

 

 

http://www.cfr.org/publication/22204/us_deepwater_drillings_future.html
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðSpills (Accidents Inevitable) 
 

1. Oil spills are inevitableðwe need to move away from oil production 
 

Dr. Jeffrey Short, Pacific Science Director, Oceana, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, Subcommittee 

on Energy and Mineral Resources and Subcommittee on Insular Affairs, Oceans, and Wildlife, 5ð24ð09, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/shorttestimony03.24.09.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

It is clear that oil spills will continue to happen. We need only look to recent news stories to confirm this. The continued use 

and production of oil has led to spills already this year, in spite of the improvements described above, and there is no reason to 

think spills will not continue. In addition to the direct effects of spills, offshore drilling results in considerable releases of oil 

and other hazardous contaminants that threaten marine life. Furthermore, our use of oil makes a substantial contribution to the 

impacts of climate change, which is acidifying our oceans. For this reason alone, we should be moving away from oil 

development, not expanding it. Accordingly, Oceana believes we need to limit offshore drilling by reinstating and extending 

the pre-existing moratoria on offshore drilling. Furthermore, it is imperative that we take action in the Arctic, where oil and gas 

activities already have begun. The Exxon Valdez experience suggests that the Arctic is at particularly great risk, as described 

below.  

 

2. Drilling inevitably risks accidents 
 

Steven Mufson, ñTwo Years after BP Oil Spill, Offshore Drilling Still Poses Risks,ò WASHINGTON POST, 4ð19ð12, 

http://articles.washingtonpost.com/2012-04-19/business/35453515_1_oil-spill-peter-roopnarine-transocean, accessed 6-9-14. 

But three recent incidents in other parts of the world show just how risky and sensitive offshore drilling remains. In the North 

Sea, French oil giant Total is still battling to regain control of a natural gas well that has been leaking for nearly four weeks. 

Meanwhile, Brazil has confiscated the passports of 11 Chevron employees and five employees of drilling contractor 

Transocean as they await trial on criminal charges related to an offshore oil spill there. And in December, about 40,000 barrels 

of crude oil leaked out of a five-year-old loading line between a floating storage vessel and an oil tanker in a Royal Dutch Shell 

field off the coast of Nigeria.  Many experts say that even with tougher regulations here in the United States, such incidents are 

inevitable. ñIôm not saying we shouldnôt do it [offshore drilling], but we ought to go at it with our eyes open,ò said Roger Rufe, 

a retired Coast Guard vice admiral. ñWe canôt do it with a human-designed system and not expect that there will be occasional 

problems with it.ò 

 

3. Risk of major accident is highðmultiple  reasons 
 

Myles Spicer, ñGulf Oil Drilling Has High Risk, Too Little Reward,ò MINNPOST, 5ð7ð10, 

www.minnpost.com/community-voices/2010/05/gulf-oil-drilling-has-high-risk-too-little-reward, accessed 6-9-14. 

Drilling offshore has other potential dangers:  Å Tanker transportation. Oil extracted on the continental shelf accounts for a 

considerable part (probably at least 50 percent) of annual volumes of oil transported by tankers (the latter constitute over 1 

billion tons). On some fields, the shuttle tankers are the main way of delivering hydrocarbons to the onshore terminals. In short, 

there have been tanker spills ranging from modest to catastrophic virtually annually.  Å Storage. Underwater reservoirs for 

storing liquid hydrocarbons (oil, oil-water mixtures, and gas condensate) are a necessary element of many oil and gas 

developments. A risk exists of damaging the underwater storage tanks and releasing their contents, especially during tanker-

loading operations and under severe weather conditions.  Å Pipelines. Complex and extensive systems of underwater pipelines 

have a total length of thousands of kilometers. They carry oil, gas, condensate, and their mixtures. These pipelines are among 

the main factors of environmental risk during offshore oil developments. Any number of events can cause leaks, and they do.  

All three have a history of problems, dangers and significant damages over the decades, far too lengthy to recite here; coasts, 

wildlife and the seas have been inundated with pollution continually. 
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Oil /Gas Bad: EnvironmentðSpills (Coastal Economies Impact) 
 

1. Oil spills have devastating impacts on coastal communities 
 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, ñProtecting Our Ocean and Coastal Economies; Avoid Unnecessary Risks 

from Offshore Drilling,ò 9ð09, www.nrdc.org/oceans/offshore/files/offshore.pdf, accessed 6-9-14. 

Oil Spills Inflict Devastating Economic Losses Upon Coastal Communities Oil spills exact a serious toll on coastal economies, 

including our approximately $35 billion commercial fishing and $60 billion ocean and coastal tourism and recreation 

industries. The damage and clean up costs following the Exxon Valdez spill were so extensive that Exxon paid out more than 

one billion dollars to the federal and state governments for damages and clean up costsðand still owes fishermen, Alaska 

Natives, business owners, and others a billion dollars to redress the spillôs harm. In another example of economic and 

environmental damage, a July 2008 accident between a chemical tanker and an oil barge discharged more than 270,000 gallons 

of fuel oil, closing a huge swath of the Lower Mississippi River to vessel traffic for several days. The Port of New Orleans, 

located at the center of the worldôs busiest port complex, was shut down and residents were asked to conserve water when 

water intakes were closed to prevent contamination of drinking water. 

 

2. Checking pollution is vital to coastal economies 
 

Sean Dixon, Coastal Policy Attorney, Clean Ocean Action, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð11ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dixontestimony06-11-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

Clean Ocean Action (COA) has spent almost thirty years working to cleaning up the costly decisions of the past where our 

ocean was seen as a dumping ground of immeasurable capacity and an open canvas for industrialization. Fortunately, the ocean 

is now seen as the ecological, economic, and social keystone that it is. On the beach, in the waves, and along the boardwalk, 

coastal business-owners, tourists, residents, fishermen, and ocean advocates of all stripes are cognizant of the connection 

between a clean ocean and a robust coastal economy. However, without safe water there are no swimmers or surfers, without 

healthy estuaries, there are no fish, without clean beaches, there are no beachgoers, and without all of those qualities, there is 

no coastal economy.  

 

3. Spills threaten local economies 
 

Michael J. Conathan, Director of Ocean Policy, Center for American Progress, Testimony before the House Natural Resources 

Committee, Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð6ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

The motive to create more jobs in America is a good one. With unemployment stubbornly hovering around 8 percent, we 

clearly need them. There is, however, more than one way to generate employment from our oceans and coasts, and, in many 

cases, accelerating offshore oil and gas development will hinder job creation in other industries. We have already seen how one 

accident three years ago devastated the coastal economy of an entire region. We must do all we can to ensure that we protect 

and grow the jobs currently supported by vibrant, healthy oceans and coastal regions. 

 

4. Oil spills compromise coastal economies 
 

Natural Resources Defense Council  (NRDC), ñProtecting Our Ocean and Coastal Economies: Avoid Unnecessary Risks from 

Offshore Drilling,ò OCEAN FACTS, 9ð09, www.nrdc.org/oceans/offshore/files/offshore.pdf, accessed 4-3-14. 

Oil spills exact a serious toll on coastal economies, including our approximately $35 billion commercial fishing and $60 billion 

ocean and coastal tourism and recreation industries. The damage and clean up costs following the Exxon Valdez spill were so 

extensive that Exxon paid out more than one billion dollars to the federal and state governments for damages and clean up 

costsðand still owes fishermen, Alaska Natives, business owners, and others a billion dollars to redress the spillôs harm. In 

another example of economic and environmental damage, a July 2008 accident between a chemical tanker and an oil barge 

discharged more than 270,000 gallons of fuel oil, closing a huge swath of the Lower Mississippi River to vessel traffic for 

several days. The Port of New Orleans, located at the center of the worldôs busiest port complex, was shut down and residents 

were asked to conserve water when water intakes were closed to prevent contamination of drinking water. 

 

 

http://www.nrdc.org/oceans/offshore/files/offshore.pdf
http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðSpills (Deepwater) 
 

1. Deeper drilling increases accident risks 
 

Remy Melina, ñWhy Is Offshore Drilling So Dangerous,ò LIVESCIENCE, 5ð28ð10, www.livescience.com/32614-why-is-

offshore-drilling-so-dangerous-.html, accessed 4-8-14. 

Offshore drilling, the process of extracting oil and gas resources from underwater locations, including lakes, has been 

conducted at increasingly deeper and farther off shore sites in recent years, as shallow fossil fuel reserves and near-shore 

drilling locations have become exhausted. But with deeper drilling depths comes increased danger including higher risks of 

accidents, spills and fires, according to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). "Big Oil has 

perpetuated a dangerous myth that coastline drilling is a completely safe endeavor, but accidents like this are a sober reminder 

just how far that is from the truth," said Democratic Senator Robert Menendez in a press statement. "The fact is that 509 oil rig 

fires have broken out in the Gulf of Mexico since 2006." 

 

2. Deepwater drilling increases accident risksðcomplex equipment, harsh environments, lack of  

 experience 
 

Remy Melina, ñWhy Is Offshore Drilling So Dangerous,ò LIVESCIENCE, 5ð28ð10, www.livescience.com/32614-why-is-

offshore-drilling-so-dangerous-.html, accessed 4-8-14. 

One reason for this increased danger is the complex equipment needed to drill at such depths. As offshore drilling continues to 

be pushed to new depths, with oil companies continuously drilling in deeper waters and penetrating further underground, the 

technology needed to achieve these feats is extremely complex and not entirely invincible. This is a pretty frigging complex 

system, said Robert Bea, an engineering professor at the University of California, Berkeley, in an interview with Yale 

Environment 360, a publication of Yale University. You've got equipment and steel strung out over a long piece of geography 

starting at surface and terminating at 18,000 feet below the sea floor. So it has many potential weak points. Just as Katrina's 

storm surge found weaknesses in those piles of dirt the levees gas likes to find weakness in anything we connect to that source. 

Another reason for the danger is the harsh offshore environments that pose engineering challenges to offshore drilling 

equipment. Severe weather, ice and storms pose risks to the functionality of the rigs, and their distance from land make it 

harder for additional rescue personnel to promptly reach the areas in emergency situations. The inexperience of oil companies 

at operating at these depths is a third issue. BP Chief Operating Officer Doug Suttles acknowledged that many of his company's 

efforts to stop the oil leak failed because they had never had to plug a well at such depths and were therefore unprepared for the 

conditions that foiled their attempts including ice formation inside of the original containment dome due to freezing deep water 

temperatures. The Deepwater Horizon oil rig had drilled the world's deepest offshore well before it exploded and sank on April 

20, according to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). The Deepwater Horizon drilled the well to 35,055 feet (10 kilometers) 

or more than six miles, operating in 4,130 feet (1 kilometer) of water, according to BP. The first rig to attempt such depths, the 

well's pipes had been cemented for only 20 hours before the rig went up in flames, according to oil services contractor 

Halliburton Inc. "The bottom line is that when you drill for oil, there is always a risk that not only puts lives on the line, but a 

risk that puts miles of coastline and the economy on the line as well," Menendez said. 
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðSpills (Gulf Impact) 
 

1. Continued drilling risks destroying the Gulf 
 

Myles Spicer, ñGulf Oil Drilling Has High Risk, Too Little Reward,ò MINNPOST, 5ð7ð10, 

www.minnpost.com/community-voices/2010/05/gulf-oil-drilling-has-high-risk-too-little-reward, accessed 6-9-14. 

To start with, even though such accidents as the current oil spill may be infrequent, their consequences are cataclysmic. 

Second, many of the rigs in the Gulf are old, and should cause concern for their structural integrity; meanwhile, the newest rigs, 

like the BP platform, are drilling to unheard of depths with unknown dangers, as we have seen. Third, the idea that we can drill 

our way to energy independence is a myth because we will need to continue to import oil in the short term, and our reserves of 

fossil fuels will not provide independence in the long term.  But mostly it is about legacy. By continuing to drill in the Gulf we 

must ask the question: What kind of an energy world are we going to turn over to the next generations? Will it be a damaged 

environment, a ruined ecology, and a continued reliance on diminishing fossil fuels with ever-increasing costs and dangers for 

extraction ð or will it be a cleaner planet and safer, greener energy sources? 
 

2. Deepwater Horizon proves that spills cause disasterðmassive environmental damage from both the oil  

 and the cleanup 
 

Richard Heinberg, Senior Fellow-in-Residence, Post Carbon Institute, ñDeepwater Horizon: The Worst-Case, Best-Case, and 

Most-Likely Scenarios,ò MUSELETTER n. 218, 7ð10, http://richardheinberg.com/218-deepwater-horizon-the-worst-case-

best-case-and-most-likely-scenarios, accessed 6-9-14. 

Reports from the Gulf of Mexico just keep getting worse. Estimates of the rate of oil spillage from the Deepwater Horizon 

wellhead continue gushing (the latest official number: up to 60,000 barrels per day, with BP now saying the maximum 

potential leakage rate could be 100,000 b/d). Forecasts for how long it will take before the leak is finally plugged are pluming 

toward Augustðmaybe even December. In addition to the oil itself, BP has (in this case deliberately) spilled a million gallons 

of toxic Corexit dispersant. Biologistsô accounts of the devastation being wreaked on fish, birds, amphibians, turtles, coral 

reefs, and marshes grow more apocalyptic by the dayðespecially in view of the fact that the vast majority of animal victims 

die alone and uncounted. Warnings are now being raised that the natural gas being vented along with the oil will significantly 

extend the giant dead zones in the Gulf. And guesses as to the ultimate economic toll of this still-unfolding tragedyðon 

everything from the tourism and fishing industries of at least five coastal states to the pensioners in Britain whose futures are at 

risk if BP files for bankruptcy or is taken over by a Chinese oil companyðsurge every time an analyst steps back to consider 

the situation from another angle. 
 

3. Oil spills have lingering, long-term environmental effects 
 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, ñProtecting Our Ocean and Coastal Economies; Avoid Unnecessary Risks 

from Offshore Drilling,ò 9ð09, www.nrdc.org/oceans/offshore/files/offshore.pdf, accessed 6-9-14. 

Oil Spills Have Lasting Ecological Impacts According to the National Academy of Sciences, current cleanup methods can only 

remove a small fraction of the oil spilled into the ocean, leaving the remaining oil to continue affecting ocean ecosystems over 

time. Scientists investigating the long-term impacts of the Exxon Valdez spill estimate that nearly 20,000 gallons of oil from 

that spill remain in Prince William Sound, continuing to harm threatened and endangered species and undermine their 

recovery. Marine mammals, sea birds, fish, shellfish, and other sea life are extremely vulnerable to oil pollution and the long-

term toxic effects can impair reproductive success for generations. Studies have shown that tiny amounts of oilðas little as one 

part per billionðcan harm pink salmon and cause their eggs to fail. 
 

4. Deepwater habitats are key to the entire ecosystem 
 

Robin Kundis Craig, Professor of Law and Associate Dean, Florida State University, ñLegal Remedies for Deep Marine Oil 

Spills and Long-Term Ecological Resilience: A Match Made in Hell,ò BRIGHAM YOUNG UNIVERSITY LAW REVIEW, 

2011, p. 1874. 

Nevertheless, there is no question that these deep marine  ecosystems are ñcritical environmental habitat[s].ò In Lubchencoôs  

words, the deep Gulf ecosystem is ñimportant to the functioning of  the whole system. The coral and sponge communities that 

are down  there are important ones. We know relatively little about them to  begin with.ò Other researchers emphasize that the 

Macondo well  blowout and oil spill occurred in an area of particular species richness  in the Gulfôs depthsðñsome 1,728 

species inhabit the region  surrounding Deepwater Horizon at depths of between 1,000 and  3,000 metres, where the well is 

located.ò As the Nature report  summarized, one year after the oil spill, ñ[o]n the waterôs surface,  there are no lasting 

impressions of the crisis, but not so below. The  wreckage of one of the worldôs most advanced drilling rigs lies  hidden on the 

sea floor, as do the ecological damages that are  proving so challenging to assess.ò 
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðSpills (Gulf Impact) [contôd] 
 

5. We risk destroying the ecosystem by overwhelming it with hydrocarbons 
 

Russell McLendon, ñLatest Blowout Highlights Gulf Drilling Dangers,ò MOTHER NATURE NETWORK, 7ð25ð13, 

www.mnn.com/earth-matters/energy/blogs/latest-blowout-highlights-gulf-drilling-dangers, accessed 6-9-14. 

These wells could be seeping oil, methane or other toxic substances for years, potentially sickening already-threatened wildlife 

like sea turtles or cetaceans. And as researchers have learned since 2010, large amounts of oil and gas can wreak havoc with 

microbial life and coral colonies, both of which are key to the Gulf's food web ð including its lucrative seafood industry. 

Although the Gulf is home to microbes that evolved to feed on natural oil and gas seeps, too much unnatural leaking and 

spilling can smother them. "It's important to keep in mind that if you keep pumping hydrocarbons into the system, you'll 

eventually overwhelm it," University of Georgia marine scientist Samantha Joye told MNN earlier this year, referring to the 

2010 spill on its three-year anniversary. 

 

6. Effects of Gulf spills are negativeðdo not yet know enough to be sure how bad theyôll be, but itôs really  

 bad 
 

Robin Kundis Craig, Professor of Law and Associate Dean, Florida State University, ñLegal Remedies for Deep Marine Oil 

Spills and Long-Term Ecological Resilience: A Match Made in Hell,ò BRIGHAM YOUNG UNIVERSITY LAW REVIEW, 

2011, p. 1866-1867. 

Uncertainties regarding the environmental impacts of the Gulf  oil spill are many. As the Deepwater Horizon Commission 

noted,  ñScientists simply do not yet know how to predict the ecological  consequences and effects on key species that might 

result from oil  exposure in the water column, both far below and near the  surface.ò The timing of the oil spill disrupted the 

reproductive  cycles of many species, including the oysters that the Gulf is famous  for. Oysters are a keystone species in the 

Gulfðthat is, ñan organism  that exerts a shaping, disproportionate influence on its habitat and  community.ò The spill 

probably impacted bluefin tuna as well. The  Gulf is considered part of the bluefinôs ñessential fish habitat,ò and ñthe Ocean 

Foundation estimated that the spill could have affected  20% of the 2010 seasonôs population of bluefin tuna larvae, further  

placing at risk an already severely overfished species.ò Endangered  species of whales and sea turtles were also impacted by the 

oil spill:  wildlife responders collected 1144 sea turtles and 109 marine  mammals that had been injured by the spill, and many 

more  undiscovered injuries of the same types are suspected to have  occurred 

 

7. The Gulf is a key biodiversity hotspot, fishery 
 

Jorge Brenner, Postdoctoral Research Associate, Harte Research Institute for Gulf of Mexico Studies, Texas A&M University-

Corpus Christi, ñGuarding the Gulf of Mexicoôs Valuable Resources,ò SCIDEVNET, 3ð14ð08, 

www.scidev.net/global/pollution/opinion/guarding-the-gulf-of-mexico-s-valuable-resources.html, accessed 6-9-14. 

The Gulf of Mexico is rich in biodiversity and unique habitats, and hosts the only known nesting beach of Kemp's Ridley, the 

world's most endangered sea turtle.  The Gulf's circulation pattern gives it biological and socioeconomic importance: water 

from the Caribbean enters from the south through the Yucatan Channel between Cuba and Mexico and, after warming in the 

basin, leaves through the northern Florida Strait between the United States and Cuba to form the Gulf Stream in the North 

Atlantic that helps to regulate the climate of western Europe.  About one-third of the Gulf is a broad continental shelf, which 

provides a wealth of fisheries. Intensive fishing is the biggest factor interfering with the Gulf's environment, and is an area 

where the three governments should cooperate in managing this international resource. 
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðSpills (Answers to ñDispersesò) 
 

1. Oil will persist in the waterðDeepwater proves 
 

Robin Kundis Craig, Professor of Law and Associate Dean, Florida State University, ñLegal Remedies for Deep Marine Oil 

Spills and Long-Term Ecological Resilience: A Match Made in Hell,ò BRIGHAM YOUNG UNIVERSITY LAW REVIEW, 

2011, p. 1873. 

In addition, three peer-reviewed studies confirmed that a  ñplumeò of oil droplets and dissolved gases stretched several miles  

southwest of the wellhead between 3200 and 4200 feet below the  surface. While decomposition of this plume by bacteria is 

expected,  ñ[c]hemical analyses of water samples taken from the established  deepwater plume in May 2010 suggest that 

hydrocarbon  concentrations were high enough at the time to cause acute toxicity  to exposed organisms.ò Almost a year later, 

Nature reported that  ñsigns of significant damage are showing up farther from shore and  in deeper water. It was a stroke of 

bad luck that the well happened to  be located in the most species-rich part of the deep gulf.ò 

 

2. Oil spreads across the seafloor, does not disperse rapidly 
 

Robin Kundis Craig, Professor of Law and Associate Dean, Florida State University, ñLegal Remedies for Deep Marine Oil 

Spills and Long-Term Ecological Resilience: A Match Made in Hell,ò BRIGHAM YOUNG UNIVERSITY LAW REVIEW, 

2011, p. 1873. 

In addition, given the behavioral differences between oil released  at great depths and oil released in surface spills, oil from the  

Deepwater Horizon disaster may still be collecting on and spreading  across the seafloor. Researchers have found a lumpy, 

cauliflower-like layer of brown material on the Gulf floor, which may be the  congealed heavier components of oil released 

from the Macondo  wellðcomponents that oil-digesting microbes have a harder time  breaking down. Moreover, ñnear to the 

well head, the layer shows  little microbial activity, suggesting it will not break down quickly.ò 

 

3. Oil spills spread across vast distances 
 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, ñProtecting Our Ocean and Coastal Economies; Avoid Unnecessary Risks 

from Offshore Drilling,ò 9ð09, www.nrdc.org/oceans/offshore/files/offshore.pdf, accessed 6-9-14. 

Offshore Drilling Poses Serious Environmental Risks Expanded offshore drilling poses the risk of oil spills ruining our beaches 

from Florida to Maine and along the Pacific Coast, bringing harm to those who live, work, and vacation along the coasts, as 

well as harming habitats critical to plants and animals. Oil spills can quickly traverse vast distances. For example, when 

powered by the Gulf of Mexicoôs Loop Current, an oil spill in the eastern Gulf of Mexico could affect Floridaôs Panhandle 

beaches and even travel around the Florida Keys to wreak havoc on estuaries and beaches from the Everglades to Cape 

Canaveral. Contamination from the massive 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill reached shorelines nearly 600 miles away; if the spill 

had occurred on the East Coast, it would have extended from Massachusetts to North Carolina. In September 2008, Hurricane 

Ike destroyed oil platforms, tanks, and pipelines throughout the Gulf of Mexico, releasing at least a half-million gallons of 

crude oil. During Hurricanes Katrina and Rita there were 125 spills from platforms, rigs, and pipelines on the oceanôs Outer 

Continental Shelf, releasing almost 685,000 gallons of petroleum products. Worse yet, if you include the land-based 

infrastructure that supports offshore drilling, the damage from these two hurricanes includes 595 spills releasing millions of 

gallons of oil. 
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðSpills (Answers to ñGulf Resilientò) 
 

1. Gulf ecosystems are at riskðno resiliency 
 

Robin Kundis Craig, Professor of Law and Associate Dean, Florida State University, ñLegal Remedies for Deep Marine Oil 

Spills and Long-Term Ecological Resilience: A Match Made in Hell,ò BRIGHAM YOUNG UNIVERSITY LAW REVIEW, 

2011, p. 1886-1887. 

Ecological resilience and resilience theory acknowledge that  ecosystems are dynamicðnot, as prior theories had assumed,  

inherently stable systems tending toward an equilibrium. Resilience theory recognizes that there are at least three different  

ways in which ecosystems experience and respond to change and  perturbationðthree different aspects of ñresilience.ò The 

first and  most common understanding of resilience refers to an ecosystemôs  ability to absorb change and persist in function 

and relationships. This sense of resilience refers to ñthe rate or speed of recovery of a  system following a shock.ò As a 

practical matter in the law of  natural resource management, the law tends to expect that  ecosystems will be resilient in this 

first senseðthat is, the law  assumes that ecosystems will generally successfully absorb any  human-induced perturbations of 

the system. As a result, natural  resources law is what I will term ñfirst sense resilience dependence,ò  but that dependence 

reflects a truncated understanding of  ecosystemsô resilience and capacity for change.  Importantly, however, the second aspect 

of resilience theory  acknowledges that ecosystems can exist in multiple states rather than  stabilizing around a single 

equilibrium state; as a result, changes and  disturbances can ñpushò ecosystems over thresholds from one  ecosystem state to 

another. This second sense of resilience  ñassumes multiple states (or óregimesô) and is defined as the  magnitude of a 

disturbance that triggers a shift between alternative  states.ò For example, the boreal forests of Canada can exist in at least two 

states with respect to spruce budworms: a ñno outbreakò  state ñcharacterized by low numbers of budworm and young, fast-

growing trees,ò and an ñoutbreakò state ñcharacterized by high  numbers of budworm and old, senescent trees.ò The shift 

between  the two appears to relate to an increase in canopy volume, which in  turn affects bird populations and the birdsô abilit y 

to control the  pest. Regime-shift models can also help to explain outbreaks of  some human diseases. However, natural 

resources law and policy  generally do not acknowledge this second sense of resilience, and, as  a result, it generally does not 

incorporate mechanisms for  acknowledging, responding to, or even trying to avoid ecological  regime shifts.  Finally, 

resilience theory also acknowledges ñthe surprising and  discontinuous nature of change, such as the collapse of fish stock or  

the sudden outbreak of spruce budworms in forests.ò In other  words, the long-time persistence of an ecosystem (or collection 

of  multiple ecosystems) like the Gulf of Mexico in an apparently stable,  productive ecosystem state is absolutely no guarantee 

that humans  can continue to disturb and abuse the system and expect only a  gradual or linear response. 

 

2. The internal link threshold is lowðthe entire ecosystem is under stress 
 

Robin Kundis Craig, Professor of Law and Associate Dean, Florida State University, ñLegal Remedies for Deep Marine Oil 

Spills and Long-Term Ecological Resilience: A Match Made in Hell,ò BRIGHAM YOUNG UNIVERSITY LAW REVIEW, 

2011, p. 1890-1891. 

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the Prince William Sound  was and remains a far less stressed ecosystem than the Gulf 

of  Mexico. In 2008, for example, NOAA stated that ñ[d]espite the  remaining impacts of the [still then] largest oil spill in U.S. 

history,  Prince William Sound remains a relatively pristine, productive and  biologically rich ecosystem.ò To be sure, the 

Sound was not  completely unstressed, and ñ[w]hen the Exxon Valdez spill occurred  in March 1989, the Prince William Sound 

ecosystem was also  responding to at least three notable events in its past: an unusually  cold winter in 1988ï89; growing 

populations of reintroduced sea  otters; and a 1964 earthquake.ò Nevertheless, the Gulf of Mexico  is besieged by 

environmental stressors at another order of magnitude  (or two), reducing its resilience to disasters like the Deepwater  Horizon 

oil spill. As the Deepwater Horizon Commission detailed at  length, the Gulf faces an array of long-term threats, from the loss 

of  protective and productive wetlands along the coast to hurricanes to a  growing ñdead zoneò (hypoxic zone) to sediment 

starvation to sea-level rise to damaging channeling to continual (if smaller) oil releases  from the thousands of drilling 

operations. In the face of this  plethora of stressors, even the Commission championed a kind of  resilience thinking, 

recognizing that responding to the oil spill alone  was not enough. It equated restoration of the Gulf to ñrestored  resilience,ò 

arguing that it ñrepresents an effort to sustain these diverse, interdependent activities [fisheries, energy, and tourism] and  the 

environment on which they depend for future generations.ò 
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðSpills (Answers to ñSafeò) 
 

1. Deepwater horizon proves that a containment failure could cause a spill that lasts for decades 
 

Richard Heinberg, Senior Fellow-in-Residence, Post Carbon Institute, ñDeepwater Horizon: The Worst-Case, Best-Case, and Most-

Likely Scenarios,ò MUSELETTER n. 218, 7ð10, http://richardheinberg.com/218-deepwater-horizon-the-worst-case-best-case-and-

most-likely-scenarios, accessed 6-9-14. 

For weeks various petroleum engineers and geologists working on the sidelines have speculated that the problems with Deepwater 

Horizon may go deepðthat the steel well casing, and the cement that seals and supports that casing against the surrounding rock, may 

have been seriously breached far beneath the seabed. If that is true, then escaping oil mixed with sand could be eroding whatôs left of 

the well casing and cement, pushing out through the cracks and destabilizing the ground around the casing. According to Lisa 

Margonelli in The Atlantic, ñThere is the possibility that as the ground and the casing shift, the whole thing collapses inward, the giant 

Blow Out Preventer falls over, the drill pipe shoots out of the remains of the well, or any number of other scenarios,ò that could make 

it virtually impossible ever to cap the well or even to plug it at depth via relief wells. Read, for example, this comment at 

www.TheOilDrum.com, a site frequented by oil industry technical insiders who often post anonymously. The author of the comment, 

ñdougr,ò argues fairly persuasively that disintegration of the sub-surface casing and cement is the best explanation for the recent 

failure of ñtop killò efforts to stop the oil flow by forcibly injecting mud into the wellhead. Concerns about the integrity of the sub-

seabed well casing appear also to be motivating some seriously doomerish recent public statements from Matt Simmons, the energy 

investment banker who decided to go rogue a couple of years ago following the publication of his controversial Peak Oil book 

Twilight in the Desert. Simmons says, for example, that ñit could be 24 years before the deepwater gusher ends,ò a forecast that makes 

little sense if one accepts the conventional view of whatôs wrong with Deepwater Horizon and how long it will take to plug it with 

relief wells. 

 

2. Transporting the oil is even more dangerous than drilling, plus we can expect massive spills that cause  

 massive environmental and economic losses 
 

Jill Connors, staff, ñOffshore Drilling: Is Energy Worth the Ecological Disaster of Oil Spills,ò TREEHUGGER, 2ð18ð09, updated 

6-10, www.treehugger.com/files/2009/02/offshore-drilling-oil-false-hope.php, accessed 6-9-14. 

With the BP oil spill forcing the worst of the environmental risk associated with offshore drilling to the fore, let's take a step back for a 

second and examine some of the less flashy aspects of the potential problems. Recent research suggests that transporting the oil poses 

greater threats than the drilling process itself. In Louisiana, the 10,000 miles of canals dug to transport oil and lay pipelines contribute 

to coastal erosion because the canals crisscross the state's coastal wetlands. While technology improvements have lessened the 

occurrence of oil spills in the last 40 years, the Mineral Management Service a bureau in the U.S. Department of the Interior that 

manages the nation's natural gas, oil and other mineral resources on the outer continental shelf, projects about one oil spill per year of 

at least 1,000 barrels in the Gulf of Mexico over the next 40 years. Every three to four years, it says, a spill of at least 10,000 barrels 

can be expected. As the BP spill illustrates, these spills could potentially hit the beaches of western Florida, Alabama, and Texas. In 

Louisiana, it's not just beaches, but wetlands that can affected--destroying critical wildlife habitat, hurting tourism and ruining the 

livelihoods of fishermen throughout the region. Additionally, out to sea the impact on wildlife is dramatic. Beyond killing adult 

animals, the spawning grounds of endangered bluefin tuna and other iconic species is contaminated. The BP oil spill is unprecedented 

in scale in the United States, and recent simulations show that once a spill reaches this size it can be picked up by ocean currents and 

be dragged far away from the initial spill area. In the Gulf of Mexico, should a spill get into the Loop Current it can easily be taken all 

the way to Florida, through the Florida Keys (impacting Cuba and other Caribbean islands in the process), up the East Coast as far as 

North Carolina and then out into the Atlantic. 

 

3. Drilling makes spills inevitable 
 

Andrew Hoffman and Tom Lyon, Professors, University of Michigan, ñThe Simple Economics of Offshore Drilling,ò 

PERSPECTIVE: SUSTAINABILITY BLOG FROM THE ERB INSTITUTE, 8ð7ð08,  

http://webuser.bus.umich.edu/ajhoff/pub_professional/The%20Simple%20Economics%20of%20Offshore.pdf, accessed 4-12-14. 

Whether these financial gains are worth the environmental (and aesthetic) costs of offshore drilling has also been largely omitted from 

the debate. Oil spills happen, and they cause real environmental and economic harm. Just last month, over 400,000 gallons of oil were 

spilled in the Mississippi river, forcing a closure of 100 miles of the river. Of course, much bigger spills have occurred in American 

waters. In 1969, the blowout of a Unocal rig off the coast of Santa Barbara spilled 3 million gallons, and in 1989 the Exxon Valdez 

spilled 11 million gallons off the coast of Alaska in 1989. We find it ironic that the environmental and aesthetic impacts can be 

ignored in the push to place oil rigs off our coasts while opposition to offshore wind mills occupying similar real estate remains 

strong. Windmills have no similar environmental impacts and the aesthetics are in the eye of the beholder. One reason for this 

opposition may be that wind has the annoying habit of showing up off the coast line of wealthier Americans in places like Nantucket 

Sound and the West Coast of Michigan.  

http://www.treehugger.com/files/2009/02/offshore-drilling-oil-false-hope.php
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Oil/Gas Bad: EnvironmentðSpills (Answers to ñTech Solvesò) 
 

1. Industry claims are wrongðtechnology has not improved 
 

Frances Beinecke, staff, ñFour Years after BP Oil Disaster Many Lessons Remain Unlearned,ò SWITCHBOARD, Natural 

Resources Defense council, 4ð18ð14, http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/fbeinecke/four_years_after_bp_oil_disast.html, 

accessed 4-22-14. 

Four years have passed since the BP disaster, and the industry has still not fixed technical problems with faulty blowout 

preventers. Nor has it made major improvements in containment boomsðthe exact same technology the industry used 25 years 

ago in the Exxon Valdez spill.  These booms managed to pick up just 3 percent of oil spilled in the Gulf. And they have never 

been proven effective in an Arctic environment covered in ice, fog, and gales most of the year. Congress could drive progress 

with better safety standards, but it has failed to act. I served on the National Commission on the BP Deepwater Oil Spill and 

Offshore Drilling, and we issued recommendations for how to prevent future oil disasters.  I expected a swift response. After 

the Exxon Valdez oil spill, Congress passed the pivotal Oil Pollution Act and generated important progress in tanker safety. 

Yet Congress hasnôt passed a single law since the Gulf spill to rein in an industry known for reckless operations and resistance 

to oversight. 

 

2. Spill risk is very highðdrilling is dangerous 
 

Myles Spicer, ñGulf Oil Drilling Has High Risk, Too Little Reward,ò MINNPOST, 5ð7ð10, 

www.minnpost.com/community-voices/2010/05/gulf-oil-drilling-has-high-risk-too-little-reward, accessed 6-9-14. 

To begin with, there are currently 115 oil rigs operating in the Gulf of Mexico ð and each provides an opportunity and 

exposure for another mishap and major crisis. Many are doing exactly the kind of extreme deep-water drilling the BP platform 

was doing ð and extending technology into areas not entirely understood or well managed by the oil industry (as is the BP 

situation shows). More important, there are about 500 offshore rigs operating worldwide, and they have been far from safe. 

Offshore operators continue to spill thousands of barrels of oil, fuel and chemicals into federal waters each year, government 

records show.   "This is not a zero-risk proposition," said John Rogers Smith, an associate professor of petroleum engineering 

at Louisiana State University, who monitors such statistics.  Offshore operators have had 40 spills greater than 1,000 barrels 

since 1964, including 13 in the past 10 years, according to data from the U.S. Minerals Management Service, which oversees 

exploration and production in federal waters. Moreover, spills from the rigs and actual drilling, are only part of the story. 
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Oil/Gas Bad: Fish 
 

1. Fishing is a key industry, is threatened by drilling 
 

Michael J. Conathan, Director of Ocean Policy, Center for American Progress, Testimony before the House Natural Resources 

Committee, Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð6ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

Fishing is perhaps the first vocation that comes to mind when considering ocean and coastal economic activity. We also have 

better data for the fishing industry than many other ocean industries. A report released in March by the National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration, or NOAA, found that ñU.S. commercial and recreational saltwater fishing generated more than 

$199 billion in sales and supported 1.7 million jobs in the nationôs economy in 2011.ò By comparison, the oil and gas 

extraction and refinement industry employed approximately 641,000 people, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Adding in employees of gasoline service stations to account for supply chain employment, that figure reached 1.4 million jobs 

but still falls short of the jobs created from fishing. Furthermore, as the members of the Committee on Natural Resourcesð

which has jurisdiction over our nationôs fisheriesðknow very well, we have effectively ended deliberate overfishing in the 

United States. NOAAôs most recent ñStatus of Stocksò report to Congress showed a record number of domestic fish 

populations rebuilt to sustainable levels. In her testimony before the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and 

Transportation in 2011, former NOAA Administrator Jane Lubchenco estimated that rebuilding all U.S. fish populations to 

sustainable levels could generate ñan additional $31 billion in sales impacts, support an additional 500,000 jobs and increase 

the revenue fishermen receive at the dock by $2.2 billion é more than a 50 percent increase from the current annual dockside 

revenuesò (emphasis in original). 

 

2. Pollution from oi l production will threaten fisheries 
 

W.F. Grader Jr., Executive Director, Pacific Coast Federal of Fishermenôs Associations, Testimony before the House Natural 

Resources Committee, 2ð11ð09, http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/gradertestimony02.11.09.pdf, accessed 5-5-

14. 

Pollution/Contamination. As mentioned earlier, the concern voiced by commercial fishermen from the Santa Barbara Channel 

has been with the small, but chronic, unreported spills and leaks that caused the oiling of fishing gear or catch. That, however, 

was before the Exxon Valdez spill in 1989 or a number of other spills that have occurred subsequent where there is a greater 

understanding now of the impacts of a major spill on certain key species. The Prince William Sound herring fishery has still not 

recovered from the Exxon Valdez spill and even the small herring fishery in San Francisco Bay seems to have been affected by 

the November 2007 spill of bunker fuel by the Cosco Busan, judging from the size of the biomass now in the Bay. While both 

the Exxon Valdez and Cosco Busan were spills from ships, not rigs, it does point out to the danger posed by oil to the marine 

environment. Again, quoting from the MMSô 5-Year FEIS: ñélocalized areas of shellfish essential fish habitat (EFH) could be 

affected by leaks from offshore pipelines.ò (IV-186) ñécontact with some EFH [Essential Fish Habitat] resources from an oil 

spill would probably be unavoidable.ò (IV-188) ñValuable shellfish species, including various crabs and weathervane scallops, 

could be affected by oil spills that occur when planktonic life stages are present in surface waters.ò (IV-186) Oil spills, 

however, are not the only pollution source from offshore oil and gas. Santa Barbara fishermen complained of the disposal of 

drill muds on the seafloor containing diesel fuel. The State of California has banned the disposal of drill muds in state waters 

and requires them to disposed of safely onshore. The problem identified by the Santa Barbara fishermen with diesel fuel in the 

drill muds may be far greater with findings in the Gulf of Mexico of mercury and heavy metals in the drill muds and fish 

sampled from the nearby rigs. In its FEIS, MMS stated: ñDepositions of sediments could smother more sedentary invertebrates 

(e.g. clams or scallops) located within a given radius of discharge points.ò (IV-182) ñSettling of discharge cuttings on the 

seafloor could smother some prey species, displace some managed groundfish species, and change substrate composition in the 

area where the cuttings settle.ò (IV-184) ñEggs, fry, and small prey occurring or entering the mixing zone during the discharge 

of muds and cuttings could experience lethal and sublethal effects if they are within 1-2 m of the discharge point and if the 

volumes of muds and cuttings are released at the rates permitted by the US EPA (500-1,000 bbl/hour).ò (IV-182) 

ñéapproximately 522 tons of drill cuttings would be released into the environment for each exploration well constructed. Up 

to 20 exploration wells are anticipated, which could result in the release of up to 10,440 tons of cuttings.ò (IV-181)  

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf
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Oil/Gas Bad: Fish [contôd] 
 

3. Oil spills threaten fishing and tourismðenormous industries 
 

Ted Danson, Board of Directors, Oceana, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 2ð11ð09, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dansontestimony02.11.09.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

Oil and water donôt mix. Our oceans give essential protein to nearly half the worldôs population. In the US, recreational and 

commercial fisheries combined supply over 2 million jobs. On top of that, coastal tourism provides 28.3 million jobs and 

annually generates $54 billion in goods and services. Ecosystems are disrupted top to bottom by the short and long term effects 

of oil. More oil spills mean less abundant oceans. More oil spills mean fewer wonderful, pristine beaches. More oil spills mean 

fewer jobs.  

 

4. OCS production hurts fishingðdisplacement from fisheries and ports 
 

W.F. Grader Jr., Executive Director, Pacific Coast Federal of Fishermenôs Associations, Testimony before the House Natural 

Resources Committee, 2ð11ð09, http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/gradertestimony02.11.09.pdf, accessed 5-5-

14. 

Spatial Conflicts (Including Gear Loss and Construction and Presence of OCS Infrastructure) The second problem for 

commercial fishing with offshore oil and gas is the displacement of fishing by oil on either the fishing grounds, in the ports, or 

both. While looking at a chart, it may seem that the ocean is large enough to accommodate a myriad of uses. However when 

looking at where fishing takes place, mostly on the shelf, and where oil and gas development occurs, they tend to be in the 

same places and the footprint of the rigs is not limited to the area covered by a platform. The rigs have precautionary zones 

around them, precluding most fishing. Thus, the area taken from fishing tends to be quiet a bit larger than the platform. Cables 

and anchors can extend out making fishing, particularly trawling impossible. The spacing of the rigs can also hinder fishing 

operations where the fishing is mobile, such as a trawler working a tow, or trollers on a tack. The rigs may not present a spatial 

conflict, as I mentioned, where there is a wide shelf, but along the West Coast the shelf is narrow and most fishing occurs along 

that shelf, thus there is a real potential for displacement of fishing. In the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the 

5-Year (2007-2012) Offshore Oil and Gas Leasing Program for Alaska, the Minerals Management Service found: ñSome 

exploration, development, and production activities have a potential to result in space-use conflicts with commercial fishing 

activities. Commercial fishing vessels could be excluded from normal fishing grounds to avoid the potential for gear loss.ò (IV-

256) ñOffshore construction of platforms could infringe on commercial fishing activities by excluding commercial fishing from 

adjacent areas due to safety considerations.ò (IV-257) ñFishing activities could be temporarily excluded from some areas 

during construction of offshore pipelines. Once pipelines are put into place, they could result in entanglement hazards for some 

types of fishing gear...ò (IV-257) Pipelines, during construction and once in place, can act as snags for fishing gear - thereby 

displacing fishing. Making matters worse, as fishermen experienced in the Santa Barbara Channel, is the fact some oil and gas 

operators treated the ocean as if it were there own personal landfill where they could dump old machinery, tires used for 

bumpering and other materials that then snagged fishing gear - from trawl nets to troll lines. That has been the experience in the 

Santa Barbara Channel. Of course, pipelines and their construction affect not just fishing, but fish. For the Bristol Bay area, 

MMS concedes in its FEIS for the 5-year leasing plan: ñPipeline installation would include trench excavation through intertidal 

and shallow subtidal areas.ò (IV-204) ñTrenching and excavation for pipeline installation could directly disturb tidal and mud 

flats, eelgrass beds, marshes, or other coastal habitats (depending on the location of the pipeline route) resulting in direct 

habitat losses.ò (IV-204) ñPipeline crossings (onshore) of streams could affect EFH for several life stages of managed 

anadromous salmon, including eggs, larvae, juveniles, and adults.ò (IV-184) ñOnshore facility construction (e.g. pipelines, 

processing facilities, service bases, etc.) causes definite short-term and long-term changes, with localized long-term effects on 

coastal habitats along onshore pipeline corridors.ò (IV-522) The spatial problem is not limited to fishing grounds. Fishing 

activities in ports ï ranging from areas for berthing, processing fish, mending fish gear and other space required to support 

commercial fishing have been displaced by offshore oil and gas support operations and vessels. This is not a problem where 

there is adequate space, space not used to support fisheries, but it becomes a real problem in smaller ports where space may be 

at a premium. Some of the areas where drilling is planned are relatively remote with little infrastructure in place, thus the 

impacts will be far greater. The area of northern Mendocino, southern Humboldt Counties in California ï known as the Lost 

Coast, for example, is the one area in the lower continental U.S. where there is no coastal road, yet the area (around Shelter 

Cove) is under consideration for development. Much of Alaska is equally as remote.  
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Oil/Gas Bad: Military ðTopshelf  
 

1. Offshore drilling hurts naval readinessðcritical naval training  
 

Daniel J. Weiss, senior fellow, Center for American Progress Action Fund, Testimony before the House Subcommittee on 

Energy and power, 9ð13ð12, www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/green/report/2012/09/13/37822/the-american-energy-

initiative-a-focus-on-the-outlook-for-achieving-north-american-energy-independence-within-the-decade/, accessed 4-9-14. 

There have been recent proposals to open areas off the Atlantic coast for oil and gas production. Such proposals, however, 

could impair national security because a large portion part of this area is critical for a wide array of military training, including 

explosives, submarine exercises and Navy SEAL training. The Department of Defense wants to prohibit offshore drilling in a 

vast majority of the 2.9 million acre zone under consideration for oil production off Virginia. About 20 percent, or 630,000 

acres, would be open to drilling. Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar reiterated that Defense Department needs will take 

precedence over the energy industry. Similarly, proposals to open the Gulf coast of Florida to expanded oil and gas production 

would also interfere with Department of Defense training. Tom Neubauer, president of the Bay Defense Alliance, raised 

concerns about conflict with the Navy during an April 2012 public hearing on the expansion of drilling. He warned: The Gulf 

test range, which is essentially everything east of the military mission line, which comes down from Pensacola into the Gulf of 

Mexico, is really essential to nine bases in Northwest Florida. Most of those bases do testing and training, research and 

development in the Gulf of Mexico. é Drilling in those areas would impair those missions. One of the benefits of energy 

independence would be enhanced national security. It makes little sense to strive for that goal by drilling in places that would 

interfere with our security. Drilling in these two places important to our military is even less sensible because ñabout 70 percent 

of undiscovered oil and gas resources are on federal lands that are available for leasing under current laws and administrative 

policiesò according to recent analysis by the Congressional Budget Office. 

 

2. Naval strength is vital to checking conflict 
 

James T. Conway, Commandant, Marine Corps, Gary Roughead, USN Admiral and Thad W. Allen, Commandant, Coast 

Guard, A COOPERATIVE STRATEGY FOR 21ST CENTURY SEAPOWER, 10ð07, 

http://www.navy.mil/maritime/MaritimeStrategy.pdf 

Deter major power war. No other disruption is as potentially disastrous to global stability as war among major powers. 

Maintenance and extension of this Nationôs comparative sea power advantage is a key component of deterring major power 

war. While war with another great power strikes many as improbable, the near-certainty of its ruinous effects demands that it 

be actively deterred using all elements of national power. The expeditionary character of maritime forcesðour lethality, global 

reach, speed, endurance, ability to overcome barriers to access, and operational agilityðprovide the joint commander with a 

range of deterrent options. We will pursue an approach to deterrence that includes a credible and scalable ability to retaliate 

against aggressors conventionally, unconventionally, and with nuclear forces. Win our Nationôs wars. In times of war, our 

ability to impose local sea control, overcome challenges to access, force entry, and project and sustain power ashore, makes our 

maritime forces an indispensable element of the joint or combined force. This expeditionary advantage must be maintained 

because it provides joint and combined force commanders with freedom of maneuver. Reinforced by a robust sealift capability 

that can concentrate and sustain forces, sea control and power projection enable extended campaigns ashore. 
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Oil/Gas Bad: Military ðLinks  
 

1. Drilling threatens vital naval training operations in Virginiaôs waters 
 

Shiva Polefka, research associate and Michael Conathan, Director, Ocean Policy, Center for American Progress, ñOffshore 

Drilling in Virginia Would Threaten Coastal Economy, Environment, and Naval Operations,ò THINKPROGRESS, 5ð24ð

13, http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2013/05/24/2060731/offshore-drilling-in-virginia-would-threaten-coastal-economy-

environment-and-naval-operations/, accessed 4-14-14. 

Drilling offshore Virginia would also be incompatible with another vital activity carried out along the stateôs coast ð keeping 

our nation safe. Naval Station Norfolk, the largest naval complex in the world, is one of the stateôs primary economic engines, 

supporting more than 71,000 military and civilian employees. Overall the Navy was responsible for more nearly $15 billion in 

economic impact in Virginia in fiscal year 2009. In 2010 the US Department of Defense determined that 74 percent of the areas 

eyed for oil and gas leasing offshore Virginia would directly interfere with the extensive military activities that are carried out 

in the region, including ordnance training and aircraft carrier operations. As Virginia Representative James Moran put it, 

ñWhen you come down to it, the Navyôs operations are much more important to the Virginia economy, let alone national 

security, than é drilling operations.ò Furthermore, most of the areas where the Navy did not find potential conflicts are either 

in major shipping lanes or off the northern part of the coast where Virginiaôs desire to drill would come into conflict with their 

neighbors in Maryland where the sentiment is distinctly anti-drilling. After watching the oil gush in the Gulf of Mexico 

unchecked for more than a month, Maryland Governor Martin OôMalley took an unequivocal stance, saying ñI would be 

opposed to any drilling off the Chesapeake Bay.ò 

 

2. The plan interferes with critical military activities  
 

Adam Weinstein, staff, ñDOD: We Hate Offshore Drilling, Too,ò MOTHER JONES, 5ð21ð10, 

www.motherjones.com/mojo/2010/05/military-we-hate-offshore-drilling-too-navy-norfolk-bp-virginia, accessed 4-9-14. 

How about if it's discovered that outer continental shelf drilling is also anti-national-security? That's exactly what the 

Department of Defense appears to have done in a leaked portion of its new report (PDF), appropriately titled "Outer 

Continental Shelf (OCS): Military Activities and Future Oil & Gas Development." You see, the new conservative Virginia 

governor and shadow commander in chief, Bob McDonnell, longs to penetrate Virginia's sea plain with hard probes for profit. 

His plan was to make 4,500 square miles of ocean available to oil drillers by 2010. But! According to the Washington Post: 

The Defense Department report, concluded in March but released in part Tuesday by Rep. James P. Moran Jr. (D-Va.), a 

drilling opponent, indicates that drilling would interfere with military activities...in 72 percent of the 3 million acres covered by 

the lease sale and that it could be allowed only with restrictions in 6 percent of the area. As a former sailor who's operated out 

of Norfolk, Virginiaðthe world's largest naval installationðI can attest that its sea lanes are rather critical to effective military 

activities. Ships need to move through quickly and safely when deploying, and that process gets harder when additional surface 

contacts and navigational hazards are thrown into the brew. (Submarines, which also operate extensively in the area, face a 

special three-dimensional, life-or-death challenge with undersea drilling infrastructures.) Fleet training exercises, tactical 

readiness exams, sea trials of new ships, and many other classified but important endeavors begin off the Tidewater coast. 

 

3. Atlantic drilling interferes with nava l operations 
 

Rosalind S. Helderman, journalist, ñOil Drilling of Va.ôs Shore Would Interfere with Military, Defense Study Says,ò 

WASHINGTON POST, 5ð19ð10, www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/18/AR2010051804656.html, 

accessed 4-9-14. 

A newly released U.S. Defense Department report shows that exploratory drilling for oil and natural gas off almost three-

quarters of the Virginia shoreline where the government has proposed those activities is incompatible with military operations 

and training. The report is the latest potential setback to a plan strongly endorsed by Gov. Robert F. McDonnell (R) to conclude 

sales of leases to companies interested in drilling 50 miles off Virginia's coast by 2012. The Defense Department report, 

concluded in March but released in part Tuesday by Rep. James P. Moran Jr. (D-Va.), a drilling opponent, indicates that 

drilling would interfere with military activities, including ordnance training and carrier operations, in 72 percent of the 3 

million acres covered by the lease sale and that it could be allowed only with restrictions in 6 percent of the area. Norfolk is 

home to the world's largest naval base. The report found no military objections to drilling in 22 percent of the ocean territory. 

Those areas, Moran said, include major commercial shipping lanes. "It precludes oil drilling off the coast of Virginia, at least in 

the areas that have so far been designated," Moran said in an interview. "When you come down to it, the Navy's operations are 

much more important to the Virginia economy, let alone national security, than these drilling operations." 
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Oil/Gas Bad: Military ðLinks [contôd] 
 

4. Gulf drilling interferes with vital naval and air training operations  
 

Bill Kaczor, journalist, ñMilitary: Drilling Would Interfere,ò ASSOCIATED PRESS, 10ð22ð05, 

www.billnelson.senate.gov/newsroom/news/military-drilling-would-interfere-air-force-navy-memos-warn-against-offshore-

work-in, accessed 4-9-14. 

Congressional and presidential moratoriums currently keep drilling much farther away in many cases, but they are due to 

expire in 2007 and 2012. Bush thinks a statute would offer long-term protection. Nelson, Sen. Mel Martinez, R-Fla., and 

Florida's Democratic House members oppose such a deal, preferring instead to seek renewal of the more protective 

moratoriums. Florida's House Republicans are split. The memos indicate that drilling east of a line extending due south of 

about Fort Walton Beach -- some 285 miles from the west coast of Florida's peninsula -- would interfere with military training 

and testing. "Clearly, structures associated with oil/gas production are totally incompatible with, and would have a significant 

impact on, mission activity," Maj. Gen. Robert W. Chedister wrote in an Aug. 18 memo to the Air Force Materiel Command. 

Chedister is commander of the Air Armament Command at Eglin Air Force Base, which controls the water ranges and uses 

them to test weapons. The ranges also are used for testing and training missions by other Air Force installations and the Navy. 

Advances in weapons technology have driven a demand for additional testing space and pilot training in the new F/A-22 

Raptor at Tyndall Air Force Base, also in the Florida Panhandle, will require three times as much airspace as the older F-15 

Eagle fighter, Chedister wrote. He noted that debris from air-to-air missiles fired during that training would be a hazard to 

drilling rigs. Eglin also is slated to become the first training site for another new jet, the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, adding to the 

demand for airspace over the gulf ranges. Drilling rigs also would interfere with training by Navy aircraft carriers and missile 

tests from submarines, Chedister wrote. 

 

5. The plan also undermines Air Force training 
 

Scott Jackson, staff, ñDrill or No Drill: Could Offshore Platforms Affect National Security?,ò 850 MAGAZINE, 1ð09, 

www.850businessmagazine.com/January-2009/Drill-or-No-Drill -Could-Offshore-Platforms-Affect-National-Security/, 

accessed 4-9-14. 

Beyond the wondrous vista of the shimmering and pristine coastal waters of the Gulf of Mexico reside two of our nationôs most 

precious resources ï the oil and gas reserves below and the airspace above. While the value of further oil and gas exploration to 

the nationôs security is commonly known, the value of the airspace is not. The traditional pillars of economic growth normally 

incorporate land, labor and capital. But in Northwest Florida, there is another pillar that is equally valuable ï airspace. It allows 

not only the flow of commercial aviation for business and tourism but military training and testing. Supersonic dogfights, 

training missions and weapons testing are conducted by F-15 Eagle and F-22 Raptor fighter jets, as well as other military 

aircraft, in specified blocks of airspace. Such exercises occur at carefully scheduled times to allow pilots unfettered 

concentration to scream through the air and hone their combat skills in a deliriously swirling amalgamation of blue skies, white 

clouds and emerald waters. Without undue interference, their mindset is rechanneled to the challenge ï kill or be killed. But the 

waters below this airspace are also coveted for their rich oil and gas reserves by a country seeking energy independence. Eglin 

Air Force Baseôs Air Armament Center conducts test and evaluation missions of new weapons involving full-size target drone 

aircraft in the skies over the 130,000-square-mile test and training range in the eastern Gulf ï an area larger than the state of 

New Mexico. Between Oct. 1, 2007, and Sept. 30, 2008, more than 3,400 test missions were flown in this airspace. Any 

civilian encroachment on this training area could reduce the military value of Eglinôs mission to test and evaluate new weapon 

systems. It isnôt the type of testing that can be efficiently performed anywhere else in the continental United States. ñThe Eglin 

Water Test Range has more airspace available for testing new and legacy weapons than the combined airspace of all U.S. land 

ranges,ò said Bob Arnold, chief of Eglinôs Mission Enhancement Committee. ñThis is important due to the increasing safety 

footprint size of our new fighter aircraft conducting air-to-air missile tests and training missions. The increased speed of these 

aircraft, coupled with the added range of the missiles, requires larger óclear areasô for target debris resulting from our testing.ò 

This range provides training areas for military pilots sharpening their combat skills from Air Force runways at Eglin, Tyndall 

Air Force Base and Hurlburt Field. And the future addition of the new F-35 Lightning II, a state-of-the-art supersonic fighter 

scheduled to arrive at Eglin in 2010, will demand even more use of the airspace. The Naval Surface Warfare Center at Panama 

City also uses the Gulf waters for testing and evaluation in the areas of mine warfare, special warfare, diving and life support. 
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Oil/Gas Bad: Military ðLinks [contôd] 
 

6. Drilling is incompatible with Eglin training  
 

Scott Jackson, staff, ñDrill or No Drill: Could Offshore Platforms Affect National Security?,ò 850 MAGAZINE, 1ð09, 

www.850businessmagazine.com/January-2009/Drill-or-No-Drill -Could-Offshore-Platforms-Affect-National-Security/, 

accessed 4-9-14. 

Oil and gas drilling operations in the waters of the range cannot co-exist with ongoing Air Force testing without coordination 

and a firm understanding between them. These behemoth rigs cost upwards of $1 billion and incorporate a logistics lifeline to 

the mainland. ñOur concern over oil/gas activity is related to the possible damage to oil/gas platforms associated with 

permanent production activity,ò Arnold said. Moreover, the additional boat and helicopter support activity would require safe 

passage, and the radio emissions from the oil and gas platforms could interfere with military missions. As part of Eglinôs test 

and evaluation mission, a fleet of 50 Vietnam-era QF-4 fighter jets are used as remotely piloted, full-sized target drones, along 

with smaller drones for missile training and evaluation by the 82nd Aerial Targets Group operating from Tyndall Air Force 

Base. ñAbove-surface oil/gas platforms are incompatible with our military operations in areas of the Gulf of Mexico where we 

shoot down things like unmanned drone aircraft,ò Arnold said. ñDebris from these types of operations pose a serious safety 

hazard for the platforms and personnel who operate them, so obviously, this is not a situation we can allow to occur.ò 

According to Arnold, the downing of a 25-ton QF-4 can produce tens of thousands of pieces of debris, with the wreckage 

hitting the water with the force of a minivan collision at 45 mph. 

 

7. Drilling wonôt promote dependence and compromises Eglinôs air operations 
 

EXAMINER, ñOffshore Drilling Could Hurt Military Operations in Florida, Group Says,ò 1ð28ð10, 

www.examiner.com/article/offshore-drilling-could-hurt-military-operations-florida-group-says, accessed 4-9-14. 

Environment Florida Advocate Adam Rivera shot back a response: ñWhen it comes to offshore drillingôs impact on Gulf 

military operations, one thing is certain: We will not make America more secure by risking our ability to train our armed forces 

in the Gulf in order to obtain less than six months of oil over a 25-year period." The risk offshore drilling poses to Eglin Air 

Force Base Ranges is real enough to warrant careful consideration. When that risk is paired with the meager reward that exists 

off Floridaôs shores, the idea of even potentially impairing military exercises in the Gulf becomes completely unthinkable. No 

matter how closely oil companies are allowed to encroach, in state or federal waters, upon Gulf military testing and training 

sites, America will find itself depending no less on foreign nations for energy, spending no less at the pump, and fearing no less 

for its security. The report released today by Sen. Dorgan does not examine how drilling in waters controlled by the State of 

Floridaðwithin ten miles from our coastlineðwould impact important military training operations at Eglin Air Force Base 

Ranges. At the Florida House Military Affairs and Local Policy Committee hearing on January 13th, Col. Bruce McClintock, 

the Commander of Eglin Air Force Base Ranges, testified that drones and missiles plummeting from the sky during training 

exercises could gravely damage rigs, pipelines and other infrastructure. As with the chance of a major spill occurring near 

Floridaôs beautiful beaches, this risk ought to be taken very seriously by decision makers. Even Florida Energy Associates 

appeared to concede last Wednesday: Florida would be better off excluding militarily important areas from offshore oil and gas 

operations. "Better still would be a future in which Florida eschews expanded drilling and all the risks attending it, in favor of 

real oil-saving, security-enhancing solutions: more fuel efficient vehicles, investments in clean and efficient fuels and expanded 

green transit alternatives.ò 
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Oil/Gas Bad: Rebound Effect 
 

1. Domestic drilling increases oil useðdrives investments based on perceptions of additional supply 
 

Congressional Budget Office (CBO), ENERGY SECURITY IN THE UNITED STATES, 5ð12, p. 26. 

Even if world oil prices declined as a result of increased U.S. production, most households and businesses would not be 

substantially less vulnerable to future oil disruptions, for two reasons. First, an expectation by consumers of sustained lower 

prices would provide an incentive for households and businesses to make long-run decisionsð that is, decisions that cannot 

easily be reversed in the near termðthat ultimately increased their reliance on oil. For example, a reduction in gasoline prices 

would decrease the cost of using less-fuel-efficient vehicles or living far from work. Similarly, if industries expected lower oil 

prices, they would have less incentive to develop alternative fuel supplies (such as natural gas or electricity) for personal or 

public transportation. As a result, lower prices might induce households and businesses to increase their reliance on oil in the 

transportation sector and, thus, increase their exposure to disruptions in the supply of oil. Second, even though oil prices might 

be slightly lower if oil production was increased, a reduction in cost of a few dollars per barrel would be small compared with 

the price fluctuations that are common to the oil market. Between 2001 and 2011, price changes of $60 to $90 per barrel of oil 

occurred. Thus, increased domestic production would leave the vulnerability of most consumers to disruptions in oil markets 

largely unchanged. 

 

2. OCS drilling encourages more oil consumptionðconsumers avoid changing the behavior 
 

Jack Leibenluft, ñWhatôs the Deal with Offshore Drilling?ò SLATE, 8ð12ð08, 

www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/the_green_lantern/2008/08/whats_the_deal_with_offshore_drilling.html, accessed 

4-8-14. 

The bigger danger from the push for drillingðor more exactly, the arguments used on its behalfðmay be how it affects our 

own behavior. If we pretend that offshore drilling is a fail-safe means of lowering oil prices (or even a likely means), we may 

hold on to rosy and unreasonable expectations for future gas prices. (In this respect, the Lantern thinks Obama has been more 

honest than McCain.) That will in turn change the calculations we make when it comes to long-term decisions like whether to 

shell out extra cash for a more fuel-efficient car or a home with access to mass transit. As long as we're counting on gas prices 

to go down, those green lifestyle choices won't seem as attractive. We may well be surprised once again that we're paying so 

much at the pump, without having done anything about it. 

 

3. Drilling makes energy security worseðincreases use of oil while doing nothing to insulate against price  

 shocks 
 

Congressional Budget Office (CBO), ENERGY SECURITY IN THE UNITED STATES, 5ð12, p. vi. 

Policies that promoted greater production of oil in the United States would probably not protect U.S. consumers from sudden 

worldwide increases in oil prices stemming from supply disruptions elsewhere in the world, even if increased production 

lowered the world price of oil on an ongoing basis. In fact, such lower prices would encourage greater use of oil, thus making 

consumers more vulnerable to increases in oil prices. Even if the United States increased production and became a net exporter 

of oil, U.S. consumers would still be exposed to gasoline prices that rose and fell in response to disruptions around the world. 

 

4. Incentivizing decreases oil consumption mitigates the impact of potential shocks 
 

Congressional Budget Office (CBO), ENERGY SECURITY IN THE UNITED STATES, 5ð12, p. vi. 

In contrast, policies that reduced the use of oil and its products would create an incentive for consumers to use less oil or make 

decisions that reduced their exposure to higher oil prices in the future, such as purchasing more fuel-efficient vehicles or living 

closer to work. Such policies would impose costs on vehicle users (in the case of fuel taxes or fuel-efficiency requirements) or 

taxpayers (in the case of subsidies for alternative fuels or for new vehicle technologies). But the resulting decisions would 

make consumers less vulnerable to increases in oil prices. 
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Oil/Gas Bad: Tourism / Other Industries 
 

1. Expanded drilling threatens other ocean industries, doubles-down on bad energy technologiesðshould  
 

Michael J. Conathan, Director of Ocean Policy, Center for American Progress, Testimony before the House Natural Resources 

Committee, Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð6ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

Perhaps the most troubling aspect of the Offshore Energy and Jobs Act is its sheer scope. Drilling is already prominent in the 

Gulf of Mexico where about 95 percent of our offshore oil and gas is produced. But in most other parts of the country, the 

ocean and coastal economy depends on activities that would be put at risk by the imposition of offshore oil and gas drilling. 

The coastal economies of states along the Atlantic and Pacific coasts are driven by such industries as tourism and recreation, 

fisheries, shipping, and military installations. Most of these uses are incompatible with oil and gas development as proposed in 

the Offshore Energy and Jobs Act. In Virginia, for exampleða state that the bill would specifically require to be included in a 

revised five-year leasing planðtourism is a massive economic driver. A recent PricewaterhouseCoopers analysis of Virginiaôs 

tourism industry reported that the sector supports more than 200,000 jobs, which yielded an economic impact of more than $20 

billion in 2011. Virginiaôs coast and ocean also support thriving fisheries; in 2011 fishermen in Virginia landed 247,000 tons of 

seafood worth more than $191 million, ranking it the third largest seafood producer in the country by weight. 

 

2. Drilling threatens vital tou rism and recreation industries be pursuing renewables instead 
 

Michael J. Conathan, Director of Ocean Policy, Center for American Progress, Testimony before the House Natural Resources 

Committee, Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð6ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

Here is the reality of today: * Offshore oil and gas production is already a growth industry. According to The Wall Street 

Journal, ñtoday é offshore drilling is booming in the Gulf of Mexico.ò administration, and every year but 2012 saw more 

production than any year of George W. Bushôs presidency. * In 2010 the Gulf of Mexico experienced the worst accidental 

offshore oil spill in the history of the world. Since then, Congress has passed exactly zero laws to strengthen oversight of 

offshore oil production or increase pathetically low liability limits of $75 million. * Despite this massive quantity of 

production, this legislation would stomp on the gas pedal, accelerating production even further and forcing the opening of new 

areas in the Atlantic, the Pacific, and the Gulf Coast, including areas where local residents resoundingly oppose having their 

coastlines threatened by oil production. * In many of these regions, the current economy depends on clean, healthy oceans. The 

increase in industrial activity and the risk of blowouts, spills, and pollution that comes with offshore drilling would threaten 

oceans. * Instead of creating offshore energy jobs by doubling down on dirty energy policies of the 20th century, we should be 

investing in the future: renewable energy. Shallow water offshore wind is ready for prime time in U.S. waters, and other 

offshore renewable technologies are right behind.  

 

3. Drilling trades off with other economic uses of the ocean 
 

Michael J. Conathan, Director of Ocean Policy, Center for American Progress, Testimony before the House Natural Resources 

Committee, Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, 6ð6ð13, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

The Offshore Energy and Jobs Act of 2013 focuses on increasing energy production and, to that end, seeks to prioritize job 

creation exclusively in the energy field. But one cannot truly consider the potential effect of expanded oil and gas production 

on the economy and on employment without looking beyond just a single industry. The ñall of the aboveò energy strategy 

espoused by members of both political parties and echoed from both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue must mean exactly thatðall 

sources of energy production must be included. The Offshore Energy and Jobs Act is an incomplete bill for an ñall of the 

aboveò energy strategy. The fact is, accelerating offshore oil and gas production in an attempt to create more jobs might be a 

fine idea if nothing else took place in our exclusive economic zone. But the ocean is a busy place, and prioritizing one industry 

will surely come at the expense of others.  

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf
http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf
http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/conathantestimony06-06-13.pdf
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Oil/Gas Bad: Tourism / Other Industries [contôd] 
 

4. Offshore drilling threatens Virginiaôs tourism industry 
 

VIRGINIAN-PILOT, editorial, ñIgnoring the Costs of Offshore Drills,ò 3ð6ð14, http://hamptonroads.com/2014/03/ignoring-

costs-offshore-drills, accessed 4-22-14. 

The approaching prospect of drilling platforms in deep water off prime Virginia tourism territory is fraught with risks that are 

being ignored. "Offshore drilling remains prohibited in the Atlantic," reported The Pilot's Bill Bartel, "but both sides of the 

issue agree the decision opens the door to the possibility of rigs off the coast." In the aftermath of the Deepwater Horizon 

disaster, not even supporters would argue that drilling poses no threat to Virginia's $21 billion tourism industry, or the 200,000 

jobs it supports. Since drilling advocates can find just 18,000 petroleum-related jobs (and only if they cite a study done by the 

American Petroleum Institute itself), that's hardly a wise economic-development move for coastal communities like ours. To 

say nothing of the Navy's long-stated opposition to drilling as incompatible with its training mission off Virginia's coast. 

 

5. Drilling risks devastating Virginiaôs tourism industry 
 

Shiva Polefka, research associate and Michael Conathan, Director, Ocean Policy, Center for American Progress, ñOffshore 

Drilling in Virginia Would Threaten Coastal Economy, Environment, and Naval Operations,ò THINKPROGRESS, 5ð24ð

13, http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2013/05/24/2060731/offshore-drilling-in-virginia-would-threaten-coastal-economy-

environment-and-naval-operations/, accessed 4-14-14. 

Offshore oil drilling is viewed by Virginia politicians on both sides of the aisle as a budgetary panacea, in part because of the 

economic activity drilling would create, but perhaps more so because the Warner-Kaine bill would direct a portion of drilling 

royalties back into the commonwealthôs coffers. But the bottom line is that any development carries with it massive risk to the 

stateôs environment and the current economic drivers that rely on healthy and accessible oceans and coasts. A recent 

PricewaterhouseCoopers analysis of Virginiaôs tourism industry reported that the sector supports more than 200,000 jobs, 

yielding an economic impact of more than $20 billion in 2011, and that Virginiaôs beaches alone attracted nearly 10 percent of 

the stateôs tourists. Virginiaôs coast and ocean also support thriving fisheries; in 2011 fishermen landed 247,000 tons of seafood 

in Virginia, worth more than $191 million, ranking it the third largest seafood producer in the country by weight. As Gulf Coast 

states painfully learned in 2010ôs Deepwater Horizon disaster, offshore drilling accidents can devastate robust tourism 

industries, the health of marine ecosystems, and both the productivity and the reputation of the marine fisheries supported by 

those ecosystems. Unfortunately, Congress has so far failed to pass any reforms to reduce the risk of spills or blowouts, 

meaning the few regulatory reforms made by the Department of the Interior to improve offshore drilling safety in the aftermath 

of the Gulf spill could be rolled back by a future administration. 

 

6. Offshore drilling threatens coastal economies 
 

Cindy Zipf, Executive Director, Clean Ocean Action, Should the U.S. Expand Offshore Oil Drilling?ò WALL STREET 

JOURNAL, 4ð14ð13, http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424127887324020504578398610851042612, accessed 4-

14-14. 

Recent trends in U.S. energy consumption and production suggest we don't need to find more oil offshore. Our investment 

dollars and energies are better spent on renewable energy, conservation and efficiencies such as improved mass transit, smart 

grids and clean-emission vehiclesðan approach that creates jobs, doesn't damage the environment and addresses fossil-fuel-

driven climate change. Along the Atlantic, Pacific, Alaskan and Gulf coasts, entire state budgets are built on revenues from 

clean-ocean economies. Fishing, boating, beach-going, surfing and tourism businesses rely on clean, healthy ecosystems. These 

businesses bring billions of dollars to coastal economies and provide jobs for millions of people. In light of recent superstorms 

and increasingly hostile ocean conditions, driven by climate change, shore-based economies are under enough stress without 

the added burdens imposed by offshore drilling. 
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Oil/Gas Bad: Warming 
 

1. Expanded drilling will only make warming worse 
 

Daniel J. Weiss, senior fellow, Center for American Progress Action Fund, Testimony before the House Subcommittee on 

Energy and power, 9ð13ð12, www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/green/report/2012/09/13/37822/the-american-energy-

initiative-a-focus-on-the-outlook-for-achieving-north-american-energy-independence-within-the-decade/, accessed 4-9-14. 

But Congress must not ignore climate science when developing energy policies. Promoting an energy independence plan that 

increases carbon pollution is like setting your house on fire to stay warm. It may work at first but the long term consequences 

are horrendous. This year the polluted climate continued to strike back, with the worst U.S. drought in over 50 years. The 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration determined that the United States experienced the most extreme weather in 

a century, and it was the third hottest summer ever. The Obama administration is moving toward energy independence while 

reducing climate pollution by establishing modern fuel economy standards and investing in clean energy technologies. We are 

also producing more oil and gas under new worker safety and health protections. We are using and importing less oil. Domestic 

oil production is the highest in 15 years. Natural gas production is the highest ever measured. 

 

2. Additional OCS drilling will only exacerbate the threats posed by climate change 
 

Ted Danson, Board of Directors, Oceana, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 2ð11ð09, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dansontestimony02.11.09.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

These changes are a direct result of our dependence on fossil fuels for energy. Thus, we must reduce our emissions of 

greenhouse gases and, to do so, we must move away from fossil fuels, such as oil, and instead toward conservation, energy 

efficiency and alternative energy. As evidenced by the effects already occurring in the Arctic and elsewhere, there is an urgent 

need for action now. While we must begin this process now, reducing emissions of greenhouse gases will take time. The 

concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere is increasing steadily as our emissions increase. We must first slow 

emissions of greenhouse gases and then take action to reduce their concentration in the atmosphere. Expanding oil and gas 

production on the Outer Continental Shelf will only exacerbate the already damaging effects of climate change on our oceans. 

 

3. Drilling only exacerbates climate change 
 

Daniel J. Weiss, senior fellow, Center for American Progress Action Fund, Testimony before the House Subcommittee on 

Energy and power, 9ð13ð12, www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/green/report/2012/09/13/37822/the-american-energy-

initiative-a-focus-on-the-outlook-for-achieving-north-american-energy-independence-within-the-decade/, accessed 4-9-14. 

Energy independence plans that rely solely on more oil and natural gas production can exacerbate climate change.  Burning oil 

for transportation and other purposes contributes 42 percent of U.S. energy related carbon pollution, according to the Energy 

Information Administration.  Natural gas adds another 24 percent.  Combustion of these fuels just adds to the carbon pollution 

burden in the atmosphere. 

 

4. There is no justification for drilling ðthreats posed by climate change 
 

Ted Danson, Board of Directors, Oceana, Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee, 2ð11ð09, 

http://naturalresources.house.gov/uploadedfiles/dansontestimony02.11.09.pdf, accessed 5-5-14. 

As described in detail above, the harm posed by oil and gas activities in the Outer Continental Shelf provides as good a reason 

to place a moratorium on such activities today as it has provided every day since 1982. However, the worsening threat of 

climate change imposes a new urgency. We now realize that the release of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases that 

results from the use of oil is creating even more harm to society than was previously understood. Indeed, the need to curtail 

releases of greenhouse gasses adds another layer to the already strong argument for preventing the expansion of oil and gas 

production on the Outer Continental Shelf by renewing the moratorium. If left unchecked, human-caused emissions of 

greenhouse gases will have dramatic effects on the oceans and the planet as a whole. These impacts are already being felt in the 

Arctic, which is warming twice as fast as the rest of the planet. The loss and thinning of sea ice has made hunting and travel 

increasingly dangerous for indigenous peoples, and threatens the long-term survival of walrus, polar bears, ice seals and other 

ice-dependent animals as their essential habitat melts away. As these changes affect the Arctic, they will begin to affect all of 

us. Loss of sea ice and other changes in the Arctic may, in fact, amplify climate change on a worldwide scale and lead us closer 

to a tipping point, or a point of no return. 
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Renewables Bad: Electricity Prices 
 

1. Renewables mandates empirically increase electricity prices 
 

Daniel Kish, Senior Vice President for Policy, Institute for Energy Research, ñSubsidies for Green Energy Do Not Help 

American Consumers,ò U.S. NEWS & WORLD REPORT, Debate Club, 1ð18ð12, www.usnews.com/debate-club/should-

the-government-invest-in-green-energy/subsidies-for-green-energy-do-not-help-american-consumers, accessed 4-24-14. 

Meanwhile, the government is rigging the game through mandates that force American consumers to buy green energy sources 

to meet the requirements of the law. Currently, 29 states have green energy mandates that require a certain percentage of the 

states' electricity to be generated from these sources. Among states with renewable mandates, consumers pay on average 38 

percent more for electricity. The evidence is clear: Federal subsidies for green energy sources do not help American consumers 

or ensure the economic viability of green energy companies like Solyndra that can't turn a profit even with half a billion dollars 

in taxpayer money 

 

2. Renewables risk higher energy pricesðEU proves 
 

William OôKeefe, CEO, Marshall Institute, ñThe Wind Production Tax Credit: Past Its Prime and a Complete Waste,ò 

NATIONAL JOURNAL, 4ð7ð14, www.nationaljournal.com/policy/insiders/energy/should-the-wind-production-tax-credit-

be-revived-20140407, accessed 4-28-14. 

Over a decade ago, an article in the November 2002 issue of Science concluded, ñAll renewables suffer from low areal power 

densitiesérenewables are intermittent dispersed sources unsuited to baseload without transmission, storage, and power 

conditioning.ò That conclusion has been validated time and again, and yet special interests continue to persuade the Congress 

and the Obama Administration to keep doling out taxpayer dollars so that they enrich themselves by promoting the false hope 

that commercial viability is just over the horizon. But, like the horizon, it keeps receding as you approach it. The experience 

that EU nations like Germany should have had a sobering effect on members of Congress. They have saddled citizens and 

industries with some of highest electric power costs in the industrialized world and as a result provoked deindustrialization. 

Our low energy costs are encouraging a flight of capital to the US and a renewed growth in manufacturing. 

 

3. Stable energy supplies are vital to the functioning of the economy 
 

William OôKeefe, CEO and Jeff Kueter, President, A FRAMEWORK FOR A NEW U.S. ENERGY POLICY, Marshall 

Institute, 2013, p. 11. 

Economic growth is a result of production, which is a function of labor, capital, energy, productivity, and ingenuity. Each 

element is essential to success. Put another way, economic activities across the spectrum of industries depend on power and 

mobility to produce and distribute the ñgoodsò that are ñproduced.ò The traditional view holds that ñEnergy is a fundamental 

input in our economy, essential for running our countryôs factories, shipping the Nationôs output, and ringing up the sales.ò 

Professor John Moroney of the University of Texas similarly observed: Why is commercial energy so vitally important in the 

United States? The reasons are straightforward. Factories must have energy from natural gas, refined oil products, coal, or 

electricity. Modern cars, trucks, buses, railroads, airplanes, and ships require gasoline, diesel fuel, jet fuel, or bunker fuel. 

Modern agricultural equipment cannot run without diesel fuel, and we rely on natural gas, heating oil, and electricity to 

maintain comfort in our homes, hospitals, and offices. The Encyclopedia of Energy includes a survey article by David Stern of 

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute which observes that ñenergy use and the level of economic activity are found to be tightly 

coupled.ò 
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Renewables Bad: Grid Reliability 
 

- Renewables decrease the reliability of the grid and increase operating costs 
 

Paul Ballonoff, consultant, international energy development, ñA Fresh Look at Climate Change,ò CATO JOURNAL v. 34 n. 

1, Winter 2014, pp. 113-128, p. 120-121. 

While expanded use of renewables can be a desirable policy for the reasons just summarized, expanded renewable generation 

also affects operations required for assuring power system reliability, and especially for assuring adequate supply is available 

when demanded. The U.S. National Energy Technology Laboratory has demonstrated that additional cycling of thermal plants 

needed to compensate for nondispatchability of renewable generation also damages those thermal plants and induces additional 

system costs (US DOE 2012). In developing countries, such effects exacerbate the condition of often already poorly maintained 

grid generation capacity. But very often only thermal units can provide the needed added dispatchable reliability. This is also 

true even in developed countries that have advanced renewable generation programs. Thus, in late 2012, the German 

government, having realized that massive increases in wind generation were making the transmission grid less stable, that 

nuclear was no longer a politically acceptable option for base load, and that added wind was also not a base-load resource, 

quietly began immediate construction of 23,000 MW of new coal capacity. The funds for that came in part from Germanyôs 

green energy surcharges on consumers. In general, compensating for renewable energy generation profile characteristics raises 

both the capital and operational cost of providing reliable power. 
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Renewables Bad: Job Displacement 
 

1. They result in substantial job displacement 
 

Nicholas Loris, research assistant, "Green Jobs? What Green Jobs?" THE FOUNDRY, Heritage Foundation, 11--9--09, 

http://blog.heritage.org/2009/11/09/green-jobs-what-green-jobs/, accessed 6-7-14 

If the government is good at doing one thing, itôs spending other peoplesô money. The money will eventually be spent and the 

government will create some jobs to build windmills, solar panels and weatherize buildings. But Christmas didnôt come early 

this year; that money is not coming from Santa. It must either be taxed or borrowed from someone else and itôs money that 

could have been spent elsewhere for more productive use. John Stossel agues that the government can easily create jobs, but 

itôs creating wealth thatôs the problem: ñCreating jobs is not difficult for government officials. Pharaohs created thousands of 

jobs by building pyramids. Our government could create jobs by paying people to dig holes and then fill them up. Would actual 

wealth be created? Of course not. It would be destroyed. Itôs like arguing hurricanes create jobs. After all, the destruction is 

followed by rebuilding. But does anyone seriously believe that replacing destroyed buildings creates wealth?ò  
 

2. European experience proves our job loss arguments 
 

Nicholas Loris, research assistant, "Obama's Green Jobs Plan Will Do More Harm than Good," THE FOUNDRY, Heritage 

Foundation, 1--8--10, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/01/08/obamas-green-jobs-plan-will -do-more-harm-than-good/, accessed 6-

7-14. 

Make no mistake; this government-run plan will kill more jobs than it aims to create. There are a number of serious problems 

with the goal to create green jobs, and Europeôs unfavorable results with renewable energy should raise red flags in the United 

States. And cap and trade, which is sold by President Obama, Nancy Pelosi, among others as the ultimate jobs bill, is in reality 

the ultimate jobs destroyer. Less Bang for your Buck: Sure, the government can create jobs. They can use our taxpayer dollars 

to hire workers to dig holes and fill them back up. But if thereôs no net gain in productivity and wealth, the job is a waste. For 

instance, we could replace all of the worldôs mechanized agriculture equipment with hoe wielding farmers, and that would 

create jobs. But it would also significantly reduce productivity and efficiency. The economic reasoning for switching from 

more efficient machinery to less efficient human capital is such a baseless plan any politician suggesting it would be laughed 

out of office. Yet that is the exact premise of the green jobs boondoggle. The government wants to mandate and subsidize labor 

intensive, inefficient, and expensive power sources. But the problem is that if it takes more labor and capital to produce 

renewable energy, there is a net cost to the economy. Proponents of wind and solar argue this is a good thing. Apparently they 

forgot the thereôs-no-free-lunch-lesson you learn in Economics 101. Government spending will create some jobs to build 

windmills and solar panels and work at biomass plants but this diverts labor, capital and materials from the private sector that 

could be used more efficiently to create even more jobs. In effect, government subsidized green jobs destroy jobs elsewhere. 
 

3. Net job losses from displacementðU.S. proves 
 

Robert Michaels and Robert Murphy, GREEN JOBS: FACT OR FICTION? AN ASSESSMENT OF THE LITERATURE, 

Institute for Energy Research, 1--09, http://www.instituteforenergyresearch.org/green-jobs-fact-or-fiction/, accessed 6-7-14. 

In this environment, some have seized upon the ñGreen Economyò as a cure for both the nationôs current economic ills, and as 

a way to address the issues of global warming and energy security. According to this view, government at all levels can use 

fiscal and regulatory measures to spur massive new investments in renewable energies and energy efficiency, which will create 

millions of new ñgreen jobs.ò Proponents claim that such programs will not only rescue the economy from recession, but will 

also put the country on track to a sustainable, low-carbon energy future. The new Administration and the incoming 111th 

Congress are in apparent agreement with this overall strategy, differing perhaps only in the details. Unfortunately, it is highly 

questionable whether a government campaign to spur ñgreen jobsò would have net economic benefits. Indeed, the distortionary 

impacts of government intrusion into energy markets could prematurely force business to abandon current production 

technologies for more expensive ones. Furthermore, there would likely be negative economic consequences from forcing 

higher-cost alternative energy sources upon the economy. These factors would likely increase consumer energy costs and the 

costs of a wide array of energy-intensive goods, slow GDP growth and ironically may yield no net job gains. More likely, they 

would result in net job losses. 
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Renewables Bad: Job Displacement [contôd] 
 

4. No employment gainsðdisplacement, U.S. proves 
 

Robert Michaels and Robert Murphy, GREEN JOBS: FACT OR FICTION? AN ASSESSMENT OF THE LITERATURE, 

Institute for Energy Research, 1--09, http://www.instituteforenergyresearch.org/green-jobs-fact-or-fiction/, accessed 6-7-14. 

Energy is the lifeblood of the economy. The primary objective of the energy sector is to supply cost-effective energy to the 

broader economy, allowing it to grow and increase the standard of living of its citizens. Artificially pumping up employment in 

the energy sector per seðand thereby driving down productivity, while driving up costs to the broader economyðis 

counterproductive to overall net job creation and economic growth. It is a sign of increased efficiency if more energy can be 

produced and delivered with fewer workers, because this expands the overall output potential of the economy. Yet the green 

jobs studies that we analyze in this report reach the opposite conclusion, and favor energy sources that require more workers to 

yield a given amount of energy. By analogy, the number of workers in the U.S. devoted to agriculture has steadily declined 

over the last century, and this is a healthy sign of progress in the U.S. economy. Government efforts to reverse the trend, and 

force more workers back into agriculture, would not ñcreate jobsò in the long-run, but would simply raise food prices and 

shrink other sectors. 
 

5. They do not create jobs, they just displace them 
 

Dr. Manuel Frondel et al., ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM THE PROMOTION OF RENEWABLE ENERGIES: THE 

GERMAN EXPERIENCE, Projektbericht, Rheinisch-Westfalisches Institut fur Wirtschafsforschung, 10--09, p. 6-7. 

While employment projections in the renewable sector convey seemingly impressive prospects for gross job growth, they 

typically obscure the broader implications  for economic welfare by omitting any accounting of off-setting impacts. These 

impacts include, but are not limited to, job losses from crowding out of cheaper forms  of conventional energy generation, 

indirect impacts on upstream industries, additional job losses from the drain on economic activity precipitated by higher 

electricity prices, private consumersô overall loss of purchasing power due to higher electricity prices, and diverting funds from 

other, possibly more beneficial investment.  Proponents of renewable energies often regard the requirement for more workers  

to produce a given amount of energy as  a benefit, failing to recognize that this lowers the output potential of the economy and 

is hence counterproductive to net  job creation. Significant research shows that initial employment benefits from renewable 

policies soon turn negative as additional costs are incurred. Trade- and  other assumptions in those studies claiming positive 

employment turn out to be  unsupportable.  In the end, Germanyôs PV promotion has become a subsidization regime that, on a  

per-worker basis, has reached a level that far exceeds average wages, with per-worker subsidies as high as 175,000 ú (US $ 

240,000).  It is most likely that whatever jobs are created by renewable energy promotion  would vanish as soon as government 

support is terminated, leaving only Germanyôs  export sector to benefit from the possible continuation of renewables support in  

other countries such as the US. 
 

6. No green jobs--Europe proves 
 

Nicholas Loris, research assistant, "Obama's Green Jobs Plan Will Do More Harm than Good," THE FOUNDRY, Heritage 

Foundation, 1--8--10, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/01/08/obamas-green-jobs-plan-will -do-more-harm-than-good/, accessed 6-

7-14. 

Learning from Europeôs Mistakes: A research institute located in Germany recently released a study on the economic impacts 

of that countryôs green energy initiative. Commissioned by the Institute for Energy Research (IER), the report finds with per 

worker subsidies for solar industry jobs are as high as $240,000. Spain is a country President Obama says the U.S. should 

replicate when it comes to energy policy, saying, ñtheyôre making real investments in renewable energy.ò But real investments 

arenôt necessarily good investments. Another IER-commissioned study coming out of King Juan Carlos University in Madrid 

by Gabriel Calzada found that, for every green job created, 2.2 jobs in other sectors have been destroyed. Furthermore, Spainôs 

government spent $758,471 to create each green job and used $36 billion in taxpayer money to invest in wind, solar, and mini-

hydro from 2000-2008. The countryôs unemployment rate is currently at 19.4%. The economically rational way to create jobs 

and expand green energy is to allow them to compete freely in the market, end dependence on the government, and eliminate 

regulatory barriers to entry. Like all energy sources, green energy should be able to live or die on its own two feet. In time and 

with the proper policies in place, renewable energy might be inexpensive and efficient. If the private sector can create wealth 

by hiring green laborers for renewable energy projects (absent federal handouts), it will do so. The U.S. Chamber of 

Commerceôs ñProject No Projectò lists all the renewable energy plans not moving forward and the groups that are opposing 

them. The NIMBY, regulatory litigation problems make it difficult, not just for renewable sources, but all sources of energy 

stifle real job creation and economic growth. 
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Renewables Fail: Canôt Supplant Fossil Fuels 
 

1. Fossil fuels will continue to dominate energy production for decades 
 

William OôKeefe, CEO and Jeff Kueter, President, A FRAMEWORK FOR A NEW U.S. ENERGY POLICY, Marshall 

Institute, 2013, p. 2. 

Concerns about environmental impacts from energy production and use are an increasingly salient public and political issue. 

Undoubtedly, there are environmental consequences, but like dependence, if society wishes to enjoy the benefits provided by 

energy some amount of environmental impact is inevitable. Also like dependence, a risk management approach offers effective 

options for managing these environmental concerns. Fossil energy will remain the dominant source of energy for decades to 

come despite government policies to promote ñalternative energyò sources. Acceptance of that fact provides a foundation for an 

energy policy based on economic and technology realities. Since energy is to the economy what oxygen is to the human body, 

policy should encourage abundance while taking into account national priorities that may be impacted by energy development. 

Under such a framework, government would stop efforts to pick winners, support long term basic research to promote 

knowledge creation, strive for balance in energy related regulation, and look for the least-cost option for addressing 

externalities, including environmental impacts. 

 

2. Renewables remain non-cost competitive despite substantial subsidies 
 

William OôKeefe, CEO and Jeff Kueter, President, A FRAMEWORK FOR A NEW U.S. ENERGY POLICY, Marshall 

Institute, 2013, p. 3-4. 

As concerns about the environmental consequences of energy use intensified, further impetus was supplied to the push for 

alternative energy sources, allowing for the expansion of government assistance to their development through direct and 

indirect financial supports and government mandated markets for their use. Aiding this trend was the adoption of ever more 

stringent environmental regulations on conventional energy sources, which succeeded in improving environmental quality, but 

which also were intended to raise the cost of operating conventional sources vis-à-vis alternatives. In sum, the pursuit of 

alternatives has defined U.S. energy policy for decades, resulting in the spending of hundreds of billions of taxpayer dollars and 

implementation of countless regulations. Despite this effort, the alternative energy sources supported are still not capable of 

providing significant shares of U.S. energy supply because they remain non-competitive and lack the attributes that make fossil 

energy preferable. 

 

3. The hydrocarbons boom eliminates any arguments for renewables 
 

Michael Lind, co-founder, New America Foundation, ñEverything Youôve heard About Fossil Fuels May Be Wrong,ò SALON, 

5ð31ð11, www.salon.com/2011/05/31/linbd_fossil_fuels/, accessed 6-6-14.  

The disasters at Chernobyl and Fukushima have dramatized the real but limited and localized dangers of nuclear energy. While 

their initial costs are high, nuclear power plants generate vast amounts of cheap electricity ð and no greenhouse gases. If 

runaway global warming were a clear and present danger rather than a low probability, then the problems of nuclear waste 

disposal and occasional local disasters would be minor compared to the benefits to the climate of switching from coal to 

nuclear power. The arguments for converting the U.S. economy to wind, solar and biomass energy have collapsed. The date of 

depletion of fossil fuels has been pushed back into the future by centuries ð or millennia. The abundance and geographic 

diversity of fossil fuels made possible by technology in time will reduce the dependence of the U.S. on particular foreign 

energy exporters, eliminating the national security argument for renewable energy. And if the worst-case scenarios for climate 

change were plausible, then the most effective way to avert catastrophic global warming would be the rapid expansion of 

nuclear power, not over-complicated schemes worthy of Rube Goldberg or Wile E. Coyote to carpet the worldôs deserts and 

prairies with solar panels and wind farms that would provide only intermittent energy from weak and diffuse sources. 
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Renewables Fail: Cost Competitiveness Problems 
 

1. Renewables cannot be competitiveðcheap gas 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 21. 

Although new U.S. unconventional oil supplies have helped to push down oil prices and cap price spikes, the global market is 

still relatively tight, and oil prices remain relatively high. In this context, energy efficiency and certain alternative energy 

technologies represent cost savings and attractive insulation from high and volatile oil markets. For U.S. natural gas, however, 

prices are at historic low levels and have precipitated a major shift toward gas. Five years ago, 48 percent of electric power 

generation in the United States was fueled by coal and 21 percent was fueled by natural gas. Today, those proportions have 

changed to 39 percent and 28 percent, respectively. Relatively cheap gas prices have propelled plans for expanded fleets of 

natural gas-powered heavy-duty vehicles and even LNG-powered rail systems. Relatively cheap natural gas prices, however, 

contribute to making other alternative and renewable energy sources less competitive. This may be exacerbated if proposed 

changes to the tax code promote gas and remove incentives for some renewable energy technologies, a possibility that some 

leaders in Congress are considering. The amount of renewable energy sidelined by cheap natural gas accounts for a small share 

of the overall U.S. power and transport fuels market. However, cheap natural gas has had a substantial effect on renewable 

energy production and has undercut more expensive alternative energy technologies that could not compete financially. For 

renewable energy sources to sustain and expand commercial viability and market share, policy and regulation must play a role 

in demanding even lower emissions from energy sources. This will be a formidable policy challenge given the tremendous 

vested interests in coal, oil and natural gas production and the lack of broad public support for a market-based carbon-pricing 

scheme. 

 

2. Wind and solar are expensiveðrequired backup capacity 
 

Will Boisvert, journalist, ñGreen Energy Bust in Germany,ò DISSENT, Summer 2013, 

www.dissentmagazine.org/article/green-energy-bust-in-germany, accessed 4-24-14. 

To escape long blackouts many times a year, Germany is planning to back up every gigawatt of wind and solar average 

capacity with another gigawatt of gas or coal. As it builds its intermittent fleet it will not be able to shut down existing fossil-

fueled plants; they will remain in service, complete with staff, maintenance, and overhead expenses and the infrastructure of 

transmission lines, coal mines, and gas pipelines. And because the dispatchable nuclear generators that could have backed up 

wind and solar are being shuttered, additional coal and gas plants must be built to take their placeðas we see happening now. 

Those coal and gas plants will emit large quantities of greenhouse gases even when idling in standby mode. And because that 

dispatchable fleet is both necessary and sufficient, the expense of a redundant wind and solar fleet running on top of it is pure 

waste from an economic standpoint. Thatôs one reason why wind and solar are the highest-cost options available for generating 

power. 

 

3. Wind and solar are expensiveðneed for German tariffs proves 
 

Will Boisvert, journalist, ñGreen Energy Bust in Germany,ò DISSENT, Summer 2013, 

www.dissentmagazine.org/article/green-energy-bust-in-germany, accessed 4-24-14. 

Despite declining relative costs for wind and solar generators, the electricity they produce is still much more expensive than 

fossil-fueled and nuclear power. The German government therefore supports renewables with a web of subsidies and 

preferments designed to entice businesses and households to invest in them. The main subsidy is the feed-in tariff (FIT), which 

gives guarantees for renewable electricity at above-market-rate prices. The FITs generally last twenty years and are assessed 

according to a complex rate schedule. Onshore wind is currently guaranteed at least ú89.3 per megawatt-hour (MWh) for the 

first five years of operation, after which the tariff resets to about ú49, a little above market rate. Offshore wind will get ú150 

per MWh for the first twelve years before a downward reset, with long extensions if the facility is located more than twelve 

miles from shore or where water is at least twenty meters deep. Photovoltaic solar gets roughly ú120-180 per MWh, depending 

on the size of the rig, for a full twenty years. 
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Renewables Fail: Cost Competitiveness Problems [contôd] 
 

4. Wind and solar are expensive when we account for all of the costsðGermany proves that nuclear is a  

 better option 
 

Will Boisvert, journalist, ñGreen Energy Bust in Germany,ò DISSENT, Summer 2013, 

www.dissentmagazine.org/article/green-energy-bust-in-germany, accessed 4-24-14. 

Wind and solar have lower nameplate prices than nuclear, but they seem cheap only if we ignore capacity factors and donôt 

count the systemic costs of chaotic intermittency: redundant transmission lines strung in from deserts, prairies, and oceans; 

redundant pumped-hydro storage stations; dispatchable generators to balance the intermittency; end users who have to 

rearrange their electricity consumption around ñdemand managementò schemes geared to the whims of the weather; grid 

operators who graciously serve as buyers of last resort for surplus renewable electricity and then dump it on Poland or pay 

people to waste it. Nuclear power plants, by contrast, generate a prodigious amount of electricity per gigawatt of capacity and 

stabilize the grid rather than imposing fickleness costs. With nuclear power, thereôs no need to build redundant capacity, 

storage, and transmission; subsidize back-up coal plants; or annoy the public with electricity-rationing meters. 

 

5. Renewables are simply not cost competitive, despite subsidiesðhistory proves 
 

Robert Bryce, Manhattan Institute, ñThe Real Problem with Renewables,ò FORBES, 5ð11ð10, 

www.forbes.com/2010/05/11/renewables-energy-oil-economy-opinions-contributors-robert-bryce.html, accessed 4-15-14. 

In 1949 nearly 91% of Americaôs total primary energy came from coal, oil, and natural gas. The balance came from 

renewables, with hydropower being a dominant contributor. By 2008 the market share for coal, oil and natural gas, along with 

nuclear, had grown to 92.5% of total primary energy in the U.S. with the remainder coming from renewables. Given the raging 

hype over renewable energy sources, those numbers, which are readily available from the Energy Information Administration, 

are remarkable. Over the past six decades tens of billions of dollars have been spent on renewable and alternative energy 

schemes such as wind energy, solar energy, corn and other biofuels, and electric cars. All have aimed at cutting our 

hydrocarbon use. And yet only nuclear power, which went from zero to about 8.5% of the U.S. primary energy over that time 

frame, has managed to steal significant market share from coal, oil and natural gas. 

 

6. Renewables may never be competitive sans subsidies 
 

Michael Lind, co-founder, New America Foundation, ñEverything Youôve heard About Fossil Fuels May Be Wrong,ò SALON, 

5ð31ð11, www.salon.com/2011/05/31/linbd_fossil_fuels/, accessed 6-6-14.  

The mainstream environmental lobby has yet to acknowledge the challenge that the new energy realities pose to their 

assumptions about the future. Some environmentalists have welcomed natural gas because it is cleaner than coal and can 

supplement intermittent solar power and wind power, at times when the sun isnôt shining or the wind isnôt blowing. But if 

natural gas is permanently cheaper than solar and wind, then there is no reason, other than ideology, to combine it with 

renewables, instead of simply using natural gas to replace coal in electricity generation. Without massive, permanent 

government subsidies or equally massive penalty taxes imposed on inexpensive fossil fuels like shale gas, wind power and 

solar power may never be able to compete. For that reason, some Greens hope to shut down shale gas and gas hydrate 

production in advance. In their haste, however, many Greens have hyped studies that turned out to be erroneous. 

 

 

http://www.forbes.com/2010/05/11/renewables-energy-oil-economy-opinions-contributors-robert-bryce.html
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Renewables Fail: Energy Density 
 

1. Energy density problems block solvency 
 

David Fridley, energy analysis program, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, ENERGY: NINE CHALLENGES OF 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY, 8--10--10, www.postcarbon.org/Reader/PCReader-Fridley-Alternatives.pdf, accessed 5-22-13. 

The consequence of low energy density is that larger amounts of material or resources are needed to provide the same amount 

of energy as a denser material or fuel. Many alternative energies and storage technologies are characterized by low energy 

densities, and their deployment will result in higher levels of resource consumption. As shown in figure 18.1, the main 

alternatives under development to supplant gasoline use in cars are dramatically lower in energy density than gasoline itself. 

Lithium-ion batteriesðthe focus of current research for electric vehiclesðcontain only 0.5 MJ per kilogram of battery 

compared to 46 MJ per kilogram for gasoline. Advances in battery technology are being announced regularly, but they all come 

up against the theoretical limit of battery density of only 3 MJ per kilogram. Low energy density will present a significant 

challenge to the electrification of the car fleet and will raise challenges of adequate material supply: Today, the advanced Tesla 

Roadster has a lithium-ion battery pack weighing 900 pounds, which delivers just 190 MJ of energy. In contrast, a 10-gallon 

tank of gasoline weighs 62 pounds and delivers 1,200 MJ of energy. To provide the equivalent energy to a typical gasoline car, 

an electric-car battery pack would need to consume resources weighing 5,700 pounds, nearly the weight of the last Hummer 

model. The more dense an energy form is, the less land is needed for its deployment. Because many alternative energies are far 

less energy dense than fossil fuels, large scale deployment will incur considerable land costs. For example, a single 1,000-

megawatt coal-fired power plant requires 1 to 4 square kilometers (km2 ) of land, not counting the land required to mine and 

transport the coal. In contrast, 20ï50 km2 , or the size of a small city, would be required to generate the equivalent amount of 

energy from a photovoltaic array or from a solar-thermal system. For wind, 50ï150 km2 would be needed; for biomass, 4,000ï

6,000 km2 of land would be needed. The sprawling city of Los Angeles, in comparison, covers 1,200 km2 . The land-use issue 

is thus a problem not only of biofuels production; siting of alternative energy projects will likely be a constant challenge 

because of the inherent high land footprint. 

 

2. Means they can't power major cities 
 

Paul Lorenzini, former general manager of contract operations, DOE Hansford facility, ñA Second Look at Nuclear Power,ò 

ISSUES IN SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY v. 21 n. 3, 2005, pp. 31-38. 

But renewable energy production has been constrained by physical limitations that have resulted in consistently high costs, 

because the energy that renewable energy technologies collect is both diffuse and intermittent. New York City, for example, 

uses 10 times more energy than its land area collects in sunshine. Resources such as sunlight and wind require large elaborate 

systems of collection, conversion, transport, and distribution to make them available as electricity. Substituting wind power for 

the Indian Point nuclear complex that now serves New York City would require somewhere between 125 and 385 square miles 

of wind farms, depending on the quality of the wind site and under the dubious assumption that a suitable site is available in the 

region. Even that huge field would not be sufficient, because wind turbines operate only when the wind blows, making backup 

supplies from other sources necessary. In California, for example, 73 percent of wind output is generated during six months of 

the year. Overall, California wind fields produce only about 23 percent of their energy capacity, because they are idle so much 

of the time. 
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Renewables Fail: Energy Density [contôd] 
 

3. Low EROI (energy return on investment) means they cannot solve 
 

David Fridley, energy analysis program, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, ENERGY: NINE CHALLENGES OF 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY, 8--10--10, www.postcarbon.org/Reader/PCReader-Fridley-Alternatives.pdf, accessed 6-7-14. 

The complexity of our economy and society is a function of the amount of net energy we have available. ñNet energyò is, 

simply, the amount of energy remaining after we consume energy to produce energy. Consuming energy to produce energy is 

unavoidable, but only that which is not consumed to produce energy is available to sustain our industrial, transport, residential, 

commercial, agricultural, and military activities. The ratio of the amount of energy we put into energy production and the 

amount of energy we produce is called ñenergy return on investmentò (EROI).  This concept differs from ñconversion 

efficiency,ò which compares the amount of energy provided as a feedstock to a conversion process (such as an electric power 

plant or petroleum refinery) with the amount remaining after conversion. Physics dictates that this figure is always less than 

100 percent. In contrast, EROI can be very high (e.g., 100:1, or 100 units of energy produced for every 1 unit used to produce 

itðan ñenergy sourceò) or low (0.8:1, or only 0.8 unit of energy produced for every 1 unit used in productionðan ñenergy 

sinkò). Society requires energy sources, not energy sinks, and the magnitude of EROI for an energy source is a key indicator of 

its contribution to maintenance of social and economic complexity. Net-energy availability has varied tremendously over time 

and in different societies. In the last advanced societies that relied only on solar power (sun, water power, biomass, and the 

animals that depended on biomass), in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, the amount of net energy available was 

low and dependent largely on the food surpluses provided by farmers. At that time, only 10 to 15 percent of the population was 

not involved in energy production. As extraction of coal, oil, and natural gas increased in the nineteenth and twentieth 

centuries, society was increasingly able to substitute the energy from fossil fuels for manual or animal labor, thereby freeing an 

even larger proportion of society from direct involvement in energy production. In 1870, 70 percent of the U.S. population 

were farmers; today the figure is less than 2 percent, and every aspect of agricultural production now relies heavily on 

petroleum or natural gas. The same is true in other energy sectors: Currently, less than 0.5 percent of the U.S. labor force 

(about 710,000 people) is directly involved in coal mining, oil and gas extraction, petroleum refining, pipeline transport, and 

power generation, transmission, and distribution.  The challenge of a transition to alternative energy, then, is whether such 

energy surpluses can be sustained, and thus whether the type of social and economic specialization we enjoy today can be 

maintained. Indeed, one study estimates that the minimum EROI for the maintenance of industrial society is 5:1, suggesting 

that no more than 20 percent of social and economic resources can be dedicated to the production of energy without 

undermining the structure of industrial society. In general, most alternative energy sources have low EROI values (see figure 

18.3). Because of their high energy-input requirements, biofuels produce very little or no energy surplus. Similarly, tar sands 

provide less than 3 units of energy for each unit consumed. In contrast, wind energy shows a high return on energy investment, 

but it is subject to the problems of intermittency and siting issues. A high EROI is not sufficient to ensure that the structure of 

modern society and economies can be maintained, but it is a prerequisite. Unfortunately, EROI is not well understood or 

routinely used in energy analyses by government or industry, despite the insights it can provide. Because of the enormous 

investment in resources and energy that any alternative energy pathway will require, it is important that we look beyond simple 

financial payback, particularly in a future of rising energy prices, declining fossil-fuel resources, and increasing danger of 

climate catastrophe. 
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Renewables Fail: Fossil Fuel Inputs 
 

1. They still rely on fossil fuel inputs 
 

David Fridley, energy analysis program, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, ENERGY: NINE CHALLENGES OF 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY, 8--10--10, www.postcarbon.org/Reader/PCReader-Fridley-Alternatives.pdf, accessed 6-7-14. 

Alternative energy production is reliant not only on a range of resource inputs, but also on fossil fuels for the mining of raw 

materials, transport, manufacturing, construction, maintenance, and decommissioning. Currently, no alternative energy exists 

without fossil-fuel inputs, and no alternative energy process can reproduce itselfðthat is, manufacture the equipment needed 

for its own productionðwithout the use of fossil fuels. In this regard, alternative energy serves as a supplement to the fossil-

fuel base, and its input requirements may constrain its development in cases of either material or energy scarcity. 

 

2. Dependence on fossil fuel inputs mean that they cannot solve 
 

David Fridley, energy analysis program, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, ENERGY: NINE CHALLENGES OF 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY, 8--10--10, www.postcarbon.org/Reader/PCReader-Fridley-Alternatives.pdf, accessed 6-7-14. 

Alternative energy production is reliant not only on a range of resource inputs, but also on fossil fuels for the mining of raw 

materials, transport, manufacturing, construction, maintenance, and decommissioning. Currently, no alternative energy exists 

without fossil-fuel inputs, and no alternative energy process can reproduce itselfðthat is, manufacture the equipment needed 

for its own productionðwithout the use of fossil fuels. In this regard, alternative energy serves as a supplement to the fossil-

fuel base, and its input requirements may constrain its development in cases of either material or energy scarcity. 

 

3. Can't supplant fossil fuels--entire supply chain is dependent 
 

David Fridley, energy analysis program, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, ENERGY: NINE CHALLENGES OF 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY, 8--10--10, www.postcarbon.org/Reader/PCReader-Fridley-Alternatives.pdf, accessed 6-7-14. 

Unlike conventional fossil fuels, where nature provided energy over millions of years to convert biomass into energy-dense 

solids, liquids, and gasesðrequiring only extraction and transportation technology for us to mobilize themðalternative energy 

depends heavily on specially engineered equipment and infrastructure for capture or conversion, essentially making it a high-

tech manufacturing process. However, the full supply chain for alternative energy, from raw materials to manufacturing, is still 

very dependent on fossil-fuel energy for mining, transport, and materials production. Alternative energy faces the challenge of 

how to supplant a fossil-fuel-based supply chain with one driven by alternative energy forms themselves in order to break their 

reliance on a fossil-fuel foundation. 
 

4. Can't substitute for fossil fuels--infrastructure requirements 
 

David Fridley, energy analysis program, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, ENERGY: NINE CHALLENGES OF 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY, 8--10--10, www.postcarbon.org/Reader/PCReader-Fridley-Alternatives.pdf, accessed 6-7-14. 

Similarly, it is often assumed that alternative energy will seamlessly substitute for the oil, gas, or coal it is designed to 

supplantðbut this is rarely the case. Integration of alternatives into our current energy system will require enormous 

investment in both new equipment and new infrastructureðalong with the resource consumption required for their 

manufactureðat a time when capital to make such investments has become harder to secure. This raises the question of the 

suitability of moving toward an alternative energy future with an assumption that the structure of our current large-scale, 

centralized energy system should be maintained. Since alternative energy resources vary greatly by location, it may be 

necessary to consider different forms of energy for different localities. 
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Renewables Fail: General 
 

1. There are multiple barriers to ocean energy development that they do not solve 
 

David Leary, Senior Research Fellow, Faculty of Law, University of New South Wales and Miguel Esteban, JSPS-UNU 

Postdoctoral Fellow, Yokohama National University, ñClimate Change and Renewable Energy from the Ocean and Tides: 

Calming the Sea of Regulatory Uncertainty,ò INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF MARINE AND COASTAL LAW v. 29, 

2009, pp. 617-651, p. 643-644. 

The financial viability of ocean and tidal energy is not the only restriction on the growth of ocean energy. A recent report for 

the Irish government highlights that other barriers include, inter alia: insufficient demonstration of full-scale prototypes; the 

cost of connecting demonstration systems to the electricity grid; a lack of understanding of the scale of ocean energy as a 

resource; and the absence of internationally recognised metrics or standards for development, testing and measurement of the 

technology. Similarly, the International Energy Agency has also recently highlighted that the development and 

commercialisation of ocean energy in part is being slowed by a lack of knowledge and understanding of the technologies. Poor 

data on the resource potential of ocean energy have also prevented governments and local authorities from embracing ocean 

energy 

 

2. Renewables failðfar too dispersed 
 

Rognvaldur Hannesson, Professor, Fisheries Economics, Norwegian School of Economics (retired), 

ECOFUNDAMENTALISM: A CRITIQUE OF EXTREME ENVIRONMENTALISM, 2014, Blue Ridge Summit PA: 

Lexington Books, p. 56. 

Dispersion comes from the lack of energy density per unit area and the consequent demand on space, sometimes to the 

detriment of food production or other uses of the same space, including aesthetic ones. The United Kingdom is one of the 

countries that have opted for wind power as a substantial part of the solution for its energy requirements. How much space 

would the UK need to satisfy its electricity needs? In 2011 the production of electricity in the UK was 368 TWh (terawatt 

hours). The population of the UK was 63.2 million in 2011, so this comes to 16 kWh (kilowatt hours) per day per person 

[(368*10 12 )/(365*63.2*10 6 ) = 16*10 3 Wh]. In an informative and delightfully readable book, Renewable Energy without 

the Hot Air , physics professor David MacKay provides interesting numbers. If 10 percent of Britain were set aside for wind 

turbines this could produce 20 kWh per day per person. 2 Alternatively, a strip four kilometers wide all around Britain and 

filled with turbines would deliver 16 kWh per day per person. 3 So, it is not inconceivable that the UK could produce 

electricity equal to its current use from wind, but at a high cost, over lots of space, and with a need for large backup capacity. 
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Renewables Fail: Intermittency  
 

1. Int ermittent nature of power sources blocks solvency 
 

David Fridley, energy analysis program, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, ENERGY: NINE CHALLENGES OF 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY, 8--10--10, www.postcarbon.org/Reader/PCReader-Fridley-Alternatives.pdf, accessed 6-7-14. 

5. intermittency Modern societies expect that electrons will flow when a switch is flipped, that gas will flow when a knob is 

turned, and that liquids will flow when the pump handle is squeezed. This system of continuous supply is possible because of 

our exploitation of large stores of fossil fuels, which are the result of millions of years of intermittent sunlight concentrated into 

a continuously extractable source of energy. Alternative energies such as solar and wind power, in contrast, produce only 

intermittently as the wind blows or the sun shines, and even biomass-based fuels depend on seasonal harvests of crops. 

Integration of these energy forms into our current system creates challenges of balancing availability and demand, and it 

remains doubtful that these intermittent energy forms can provide a majority of our future energy needs in the same way that 

we expect energy to be available today. One indication of intermittency challenges in electric power generation is the capacity 

factor, or the average percentage of time in a year that a power plant is producing at full rated capacity. As shown in table 18.2, 

photovoltaic systems produce at full capacity only 12 to 19 percent of the time over the course of a year, compared to an 

average of 30 percent for wind systems. In contrast, a coal-thermal plant will typically run at full capacity 70 to 90 percent of 

the time, while nuclear power operates at over a 90 percent capacity factor in the United States. Our current electricity system 

is dominated by large baseload coal- and nuclear-power generation. The integration of intermittent energy forms such as solar 

and wind is increasingly seen as a matter of expanding transmission capacity and grid interconnections to extend the area over 

which these variations are felt, as well as implementing more complex operations controls. This approach in effect relies on 

strengthening and expanding the large centralized energy production and distribution model that has characterized the fossil-

fuel era, but may not necessarily be suitable for a future of renewable energy generation. The key to evening out the impact of 

intermittency is storage; that is, the development of technologies and approaches that can store energy generated during periods 

of good wind and sun for use at other times. Many approaches have been proposed and tested, including compressed-air 

storage, batteries, and the use of molten salts in solar-thermal plants. The major drawbacks of all these approaches include the 

losses involved in energy storage and release, and the limited energy density that these storage technologies can achieve. 

 

2. Just have to use gas for backups 
 

Dr. Manuel Frondel et al., ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM THE PROMOTION OF RENEWABLE ENERGIES: THE 

GERMAN EXPERIENCE, Projektbericht, Rheinisch-Westfalisches Institut fur Wirtschafsforschung, 10--09, p. 24. 

Increased energy security from decreased reliance on fuel imports is another  common refrain in support of renewable energy 

promotion, but one that is predicated on an abundance of sun and wind. As such conditions are highly intermittent  in Germany, 

back-up energy systems that use fossil fuels must consequently be in  place to ensure against blackouts. Not only is the 

maintenance of such systems  costly ï amounting to some 590 Mio. ú (US $ 741 Mio.) in 2006 (Erdmann 2008:32) ï  but any 

increased energy security afforded by PV and wind is undermined by reliance on fuel sources ï principally gas ï that must be 

imported to meet domestic  demand. With 36% of gas imports to Germany in 2007 originating from Russia, a  country that has 

not proven to be a reliable trading partner in recent years, the  notion of improved energy security is further called into doubt 

(Frondel, Schmidt, in  press). 

 

3. No gas solvency--required as backup 
 

Dr. Manuel Frondel et al., ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM THE PROMOTION OF RENEWABLE ENERGIES: THE 

GERMAN EXPERIENCE, Projektbericht, Rheinisch-Westfalisches Institut fur Wirtschafsforschung, 10--09, p. 7. 

Due to their backup energy requirements, it turns out that any increased energy  security possibly afforded by installing large 

PV and wind capacity is undermined by  reliance on fuel sources ï principally gas ï that must be imported to meet domestic  

demand. That much of this gas is imported from unreliable suppliers calls energy  security claims further into question.  Claims 

about technological innovation benefits of Germanyôs first-actor status are  unsupportable. In fact, the regime appears to be 

counterproductive in that respect,  stifling innovation by encouraging producers to lock into existing technologies. 
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Renewables Fail: Intermittency [contôd] 
 

4. They fail--intermittency 
 

Mary Ann Ralls, Senior Regulatory Counsel, National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, ñCongress Got It Right: Thereôs 

No Need to Mandate Renewable Portfolio Standards,ò ENERGY LAW JOURNAL v. 27, 2006, p. 465-466. 

Like renewables programs, there is no "one-size-fits-all" approach to assessing reliability of renewable resources. Certainly 

some, such as biomass and landfill gas, are dispatchable. Since there is no guarantee that wind and solar will generate power 

when needed, purchasing utilities may be forced to continue to operate traditional fossil-fuel, back-up generators when 

necessary. Because of the need to run these back-up systems, the environmental and economic benefits of certain renewable 

resources may be overstated. In a recent study, the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) noted that because 

renewable resources are intermittent in nature, generating capacity that is available during peak periods is less predictable than 

capacity from traditional fuels, and energy actually produced during these times is even smaller. According to NERC, 

reliability has two components - supply adequacy and operating reliability. Two elements of renewables - intermittence and 

low energy production - necessitate that back-up resources and transmission capacity be available to ensure supply adequacy. 

Additionally, renewable resources must be assessed on their ability to provide levels of reactive power capability, voltage 

regulation, and low-voltage ride-through capability sufficient to maintain connection to the bulk transmission system under 

low-voltage conditions. To the extent that implementers of renewable programs perceive that the lack of reliability creates a 

barrier to successful incorporation of renewables into utility portfolios, the RPSs or other programs can be and are being 

revisited. For instance, Texas recently amended its statute to require utilities to upgrade their transmission systems to meet RPS 

goals and to be able to recover those costs in their rate bases. In California, the IOUs have expressed concern that they may not 

be able to meet the 20% by 2010 standard because of transmission constraints.  

 

5. Storage technology cannot address intermittency concerns 
 

David Fridley, energy analysis program, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, ENERGY: NINE CHALLENGES OF 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY, 8--10--10, www.postcarbon.org/Reader/PCReader-Fridley-Alternatives.pdf, accessed 6-7-14. 

The key to evening out the impact of intermittency is storage; that is, the development of technologies and approaches that can 

store energy generated during periods of good wind and sun for use at other times. Many approaches have been proposed and 

tested, including compressed-air storage, batteries, and the use of molten salts in solar-thermal plants. The major drawbacks of 

all these approaches include the losses involved in energy storage and release, and the limited energy density that these storage 

technologies can achieve. 

 

6. Intermittency dooms wind and solarðthey do not complement each other 
 

Will Boisvert, journalist, ñGreen Energy Bust: Boisvert Replies,ò DISSENT, Summer 2013, 

www.dissentmagazine.org/article/green-energy-bust-boisvert-replies, accessed 4-24-14. 

As for Davidsonôs assertion that the ñintermittencyò of wind and solar does not compromise reliability, I donôt understand the 

reasoning behind it. He calls wind and solar ñfairly predictable,ò but they oscillate wildly with the unpredictable weather. And 

ñpredictabilityò is different from ñreliabilityò: while we can predict with absolute certainty how much electricity Germanyôs 

solar panels will generate tonight, we still canôt rely on them for any power then. He further suggests that the weak anti-

correlation of wind and solar makes them complement each other, yielding a steady combined output. That widely held green 

belief is a myth. Solar doesnôt exist at night and barely exists under cloud or in winter. Most of the time, ñwind plus solarò 

output is just the chaotic wind output by itself. Wind does tend to blow more at night and in winterðexcept when it doesnôt. 

Solar power is a mediocre fit to a summer load curve in sunshine, but a terrible fit in overcast. And itôs no fit at all during 

winter evening peaks when photovoltaics have already gone to bed with the sun. The broad seasonal complementarities of wind 

and solar that Davidson invokes are meaningless for reliability. The data I presented show that the two can slump in lockstep to 

less than 5 percent of their combined nameplate capacity for an entire winter week. Germany will therefore need enough 

dispatchable capacity to run the whole grid; thatôs why itôs building coal plants as it retires nuclear plants. 
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Renewables Fail: Multiwarr ant / General 
 

1. Renewables failðintermittency, increases costs 
 

Rognvaldur Hannesson, Professor, Fisheries Economics, Norwegian School of Economics (retired), 

ECOFUNDAMENTALISM: A CRITIQUE OF EXTREME ENVIRONMENTALISM, 2014, Blue Ridge Summit PA: 

Lexington Books, p. 56. 

Nevertheless, the media and the propaganda machines of various environmental organizations busy themselves with 

discussions about renewable energy as the thing that will save the world. This is not just a harmless illusion but also a wasteful 

one, since the money spent on these ñsolutionsò could be put to a better use. So what is wrong with renewable energy? It can be 

summarized in two words, intermittency and dispersion. Intermittency means that the energy is not available when we need it. 

The wind does not always blow, and sometimes it is even too strong for the wind turbines to cope with. To make matters 

worse, in some parts of the world, Europe in particular, calm weather often coincides with severe cold when people need 

energy to heat their homes. Solar power is also intermittent; the sun does not shine at night, and in some parts of the world it is 

not necessarily seen during the day either. There is yet no technology available for storing large amounts of energy, so solar 

and wind power make it necessary to invest in power plants which can back them up. Such power sources areð you may have 

guessed itð fossil fuels, primarily natural gas. This need for backup capacity necessarily makes wind and solar power more 

expensive and is one of the reasons why they cannot compete with coal or natural gas in the production of electricity. What 

makes them economically viable nonetheless are government subsidies or requirements that power companies buy a certain 

amount of ñsustainableò energy. In any case these costs are borne by the general public, either in the form of taxes or of a 

higher price of electricity. 

 

2. Will take too long to scale up 
 

David Fridley, energy analysis program, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, ENERGY: NINE CHALLENGES OF 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY, 8--10--10, www.postcarbon.org/Reader/PCReader-Fridley-Alternatives.pdf, accessed 6-7-14. 

Closely related to the issue of scalability and timing is commercialization, or the question of how far away a proposed 

alternative energy source stands from being fully commercialized. Often, newspaper reports of a scientific laboratory 

breakthrough are accompanied by suggestions that such a breakthrough represents a possible ñsolutionò to our energy 

challenges. In reality, the average time frame between laboratory demonstration of feasibility and full large-scale 

commercialization is twenty to twenty-five years. Processes need to be perfected and optimized, patents developed, 

demonstration tests performed, pilot plants built and evaluated, environmental impacts assessed, and engineering, design, 

siting, financing, economic, and other studies undertaken. In other words, technologies that are proved feasible on the bench 

top today will likely have little impact until the 2030s. This reality is reflected in the key message of the now-famous Hirsch 

Report, which noted that to properly mitigate the economic impacts of peak oil, we would have needed to start fundamentally 

redesigning our national energy infrastructure twenty years in advance of the peak. 5 

 

3. Fails--long time to scale up 
 

David Fridley, energy analysis program, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, ENERGY: NINE CHALLENGES OF 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY, 8--10--10, www.postcarbon.org/Reader/PCReader-Fridley-Alternatives.pdf, accessed 6-7-14. 

For the promise of an alternative energy source to be achieved, it must be supplied in the time frame needed, in the volume 

needed, and at a reasonable cost. Many alternatives have been successfully demonstrated at the small scale (algae-based diesel, 

cellulosic ethanol, biobutanol, thin-film solar) but demonstration scale does not provide an indication of the potential for large-

scale production. Similarly, because alternative energy relies on engineering and construction of equipment and manufacturing 

processes for its production, output grows in a stepwise function only as new capacity comes online, which in turn is reliant on 

timely procurement of the input energy and other required input materials. This difference between ñproductionò of alternative 

energy and ñextractionò of fossil fuels can result in marked constraints on the ability to increase the production of an alternative 

energy source as it is needed. 
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Renewables Fail: Price Shocks Defense 
 

1. Energy efficiency is more important in protecting us against supply shocks than is reducing imports 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 9. 

Energy security for the United States can be understood as reliable access to sufficient, affordable energy supplies to fuel 

economic growth. Several key principles of energy security should guide U.S. leaders in formulating policy in response to the 

unconventional energy boom and leveraging its advantages. Of foremost importance is the principle that stable and well-

supplied global energy markets are in the economic and national security interest of the United States. These conditions will 

facilitate the accessibility and affordability of energy for the United States and other consumers. Furthermore, simply reducing 

oil imports will not completely insulate the United States from energy-related vulnerabilities. As a result, any reductions should 

not diminish the policy imperative to expand efficiency. Doing so would reduce the effect of supply volatility on the U.S. 

economy by reducing the energy intensity of the U.S. gross domestic product. New policy also should not diminish the 

imperative to diversify supply sources and invest in future supply to reduce the effects of price volatility of any single energy 

source. 

 

2. We cannot insulate ourselves from global oil marketsðefficiency is more important than independence 
 

Elizabeth Rosenberg, Senior Fellow and Director, Energy Environment and Security Program, Center for a New American 

Century, ENERGY RUSH: SHALE PRODUCTION AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY, Report of the Unconventional 

Energy and U.S. National Security Task Force, 2ð14, p. 9. 

Integration into a global oil market, including some reliance on oil imports, is a source of both energy security vulnerability and 

economic opportunity. Steps to minimize vulnerability are best achieved through energy efficiency and source diversification ï 

not energy isolationism. Leveraging shale production to become a self-sufficient energy island would force the United States to 

forgo the major economic and strategic benefits of competitive and free trade in energy. It would also invoke ire, and possibly 

punitive countermeasures, from the most important global energy players. The United States can best promote energy security 

by advocating for and enabling stable, well-supplied global energy markets for all global players. Furthermore, the United 

States can promote its energy security by actively engaging with international producer and consumer countries on issues such 

as shale resource sustainability and replication, as well as a collective commitment to market integration and free trade. 
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Renewables Fail: Substitutability  
 

1. Renewables cannot replace existing power sources 
 

David Fridley, energy analysis program, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, ENERGY: NINE CHALLENGES OF 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY, 8--10--10, www.postcarbon.org/Reader/PCReader-Fridley-Alternatives.pdf, accessed 6-7-14. 

Ideally, an alternative energy form would integrate directly into the current energy system as a ñdrop-inò substitute for an 

existing form without requiring further infrastructure changes. This is rarely the case, and the lack of substitutability is 

particularly pronounced in the case of the electrification of transportation, such as with electric vehicles. Although it is possible 

to generate the electricity needed for electrified transportation from wind or solar power, the prerequisites to achieving this are 

extensive. Electric-car development would require extensive infrastructure changes, including:. Retooling of factories to 

produce the vehicles. Development of a large-scale battery industry. Development of recharging facilities . Deployment of 

instruments for the maintenance and repair of such vehicles . A spare-parts industry . ñSmart-gridò monitoring and control 

software and equipment. Even more generation and transmission facilities to supply the additional electricity demand. The 

development of wind and solar-power electricity also requires additional infrastructure; wind and solar electricity must be 

generated where the best resources exist, which is often far from population centers. Thus, extensive investment in transmission 

infrastructure to bring it to consumption centers is required. Today, ethanol can be blended with gasoline and used directly, but 

its propensity to absorb water and its high oxygen content make it unsuitable for transport in existing pipeline systems, and an 

alternative pipeline system to enable its widespread use would be materially and financially intensive. While alternative energy 

forms may provide the same energy services as another form, they rarely substitute directly, and these additional material costs 

need to be considered. 

 

2. No renewable substitutesðnet energy is too low, depend on oil 
 

Peter Goodchild, ñòThe Imminent Collapse of Industrial Society,ò COUNTERCURRENTS, 5-9-10, 

www.countercurrents.org/goodchild090510.htm, accessed 6-7-14. 

Alternative sources of energy will never be very useful, for several reasons, but mainly because of a problem of ñnet energyò: 

the amount of energy output is not sufficiently greater than the amount of energy input. [Gever] With the problematic exception 

of uranium, alternative sources ultimately don't have enough ñbangò to replace 30 billion annual barrels of oil ? or even to 

replace more than the tiniest fraction of that amount. At the same time, alternative forms of energy are so dependent on the very 

petroleum that they are intended to replace that the use of them is largely self-defeating and irrational. Petroleum is required to 

extract, process, and transport almost any other form of energy; a coal mine is not operated by coal-powered equipment. It 

takes ñoil energyò to make ñalternative energy.ò 

 

3. Can't substitute--multiple reasons 
 

David Fridley, energy analysis program, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, ENERGY: NINE CHALLENGES OF 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY, 8--10--10, www.postcarbon.org/Reader/PCReader-Fridley-Alternatives.pdf, accessed 6-7-14. 

Ideally, an alternative energy form would integrate directly into the current energy system as a ñdrop-inò substitute for an 

existing form without requiring further infrastructure changes. This is rarely the case, and the lack of substitutability is 

particularly pronounced in the case of the electrification of transportation, such as with electric vehicles. Although it is possible 

to generate the electricity needed for electrified transportation from wind or solar power, the prerequisites to achieving this are 

extensive. Electric-car development would require extensive infrastructure changes, including: . Retooling of factories to 

produce the vehicles . Development of a large-scale battery industry . Development of recharging facilities . Deployment of 

instruments for the maintenance and repair of such vehicles . A spare-parts industry . ñSmart-gridò monitoring and control 

software and equipment . Even more generation and transmission facilities to supply the additional electricity demand  The 

development of wind and solar-power electricity also requires additional infrastructure; wind and solar electricity must be 

generated where the best resources exist, which is often far from population centers. Thus, extensive investment in transmission 

infrastructure to bring it to consumption centers is required. Today, ethanol can be blended with gasoline and used directly, but 

its propensity to absorb water and its high oxygen content make it unsuitable for transport in existing pipeline systems, and an 

alternative pipeline system to enable its widespread use would be materially and financially intensive. While alternative energy 

forms may provide the same energy services as another form, they rarely substitute directly, and these additional material costs 

need to be considered. 
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Renewables Fail: Substitutability [contôd] 
 

4. Can't replace petroleum, too intermittent 
 

Justin Stolte, ñThe Energy Policy Act of 2005: The Path to Energy Autonomy?ò JOURNAL OF LEGISLATION v. 33, 2006, 

p. 134-135. 

Despite these incentives, renewable energy industries continue to face several obstacles in the pursuit of becoming a steady 

supply of domestic energy. First, renewable energy would be predominately used to generate electricity, not as a substitute for 

gasoline. Because renewable energy and many alternative sources of energy cannot fuel our petroleum-dependent cars, using 

these sources is not likely to reduce our dependence on foreign oil. Second, renewable energy has several shortcomings. 

Renewable energy sources simply are incapable of generating anywhere close to the same amount of energy as petroleum. The 

amount of energy passing through a single gas station per day is the equivalent to the amount of energy that would be produced 

by four Manhattan-sized city blocks of solar equipment. Furthermore, the sources of renewable energy are intermittent. 

Although technology is currently being developed to solve these problems, wind turbines and solar power are dependent on 

wind and sunshine, both of which are abundant only at certain times. This is unproblematic when considering the amount of 

energy required for a single household; however, if the desire is to run an industrial economy using renewable energy, an 

irregular energy source will not suffice. 
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Renewables Fail: Wave EnergyðGeneral 
 

1. Wave energy installations hurt local ecosystemsðcurrent changes 
 

Robin Pelc and Rod M. Fujita, Environmental Defense, ñRenewable Energy from the Ocean,ò MARINE POLICY v. 26, n. 6 

2002, pp. 471-479, p. 475-476. 

Wave power plants act as wave breakers, calming the sea. While this is often a desired effect in many harbors (in fact wave 

energy devices could be combined with wave break devices), the result may be to slow the mixing of the upper layers of the sea 

which could adversely impact marine life and fisheries. Demersal fish will probably not be directly affected; however, changes 

in surface productivity linked to reduced mixing could potentially reduce food supply to benthic populations. Changes in waves 

and currents would most directly impact species that spend their lives nearer the surface. Many fish species depend in part on 

currents to transport larvae, so wave energy devices that alter the currents between spawning grounds and feeding grounds 

could be harmful to fish populations. 

 

2. Wave energy will have unknown negative environmental effects 
 

Daniel Murray, Christopher Carr, Jennifer Jeffers and Alejandra Nunez-Luna, attorneys, ñRiding the Wave: Confronting 

Jurisdictional and Regulatory Barriers to Ocean Energy Development,ò GOLDEN GATE UNIVERSITY ENVIRONMENTAL 

LAW JOURNAL v. 5, Fall 2011, p. 161-162. 

Wave power generation is generally expected to have limited environmental impacts, but the full impact of these devices is not 

yet  known.  Environmental concerns identified in a 2006 Minerals Management Service (MMS) white paper include visual 

appearance and noise (above and below water); reduction in wave height from wave energy converters and changes in 

sedimentation patterns; changes in marine habitat (including the creation of new habitat, as well as ocean floor disturbance 

during project installation and decommissioning); and toxic releases, particularly for those systems with working hydraulic 

fluids.  Other potential environmental impacts include disturbances to marine life, including marine mammals, seabirds, and 

fish stocks from mooring equipment, electrical cable placement, and habitat alteration. Social impacts, such as conflict with 

other sea space uses including shipping, commercial fishing, or recreation, must also be considered. All of these are very site 

specific hazards, addressed through detailed project environmental assessments, as required by state and federal regulations, 

and they will vary considerably between different ocean sites.  

 

3. U.S. wave energy potential could provide 6.5% of electricity demand 
 

Daniel Murray, Christopher Carr, Jennifer Jeffers and Alejandra Nunez-Luna, attorneys, ñRiding the Wave: Confronting 

Jurisdictional and Regulatory Barriers to Ocean Energy Development,ò GOLDEN GATE UNIVERSITY ENVIRONMENTAL 

LAW JOURNAL v. 5, Fall 2011, p. 160. 

Locations with the greatest wave power potential include the western seaboard of Europe, the northern coast of the United 

Kingdom, and the Pacific coastlines of North and South America, Southern Africa, Australia, and New Zealand, thanks to long 

expanses of ocean with exposure to prevailing westerly winds that deliver powerful waves to these coasts.  From a national 

perspective, the National Renewable Energy Laboratory estimates U.S. wave energy extraction potential to be roughly 200 

gigawatts (GW).  The Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) approximates total available wave energy flux off of U.S. 

coastlines at 2,300 TWh per year, though only a fraction of that may be technically and economically recoverable, and over 

half of the resource is located off Alaska's sparsely populated coasts.  Developing fifteen percent of the nation's wave energy 

resources and converting them to electricity at an average eighty-percent efficiency would generate 255 TWh. This equals 

approximately six and a half percent of total U.S. electricity generation, or enough electricity to power about twenty-five 

million homes - not an insubstantial contribution, to say the least.  
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Renewables Fail: Answers to ñGerman Modelò 
 

1. Germanyôs reliance on solar and wind is greatly exaggeratedðñnameplate capacityò only 
 

Will Boisvert, journalist, ñGreen Energy Bust in Germany,ò DISSENT, Summer 2013, 

www.dissentmagazine.org/article/green-energy-bust-in-germany, accessed 4-24-14. 

Wind and solar are doing even worse. Wind turbines and solar panels get all the press, but half the 2012 rise in renewable 

generation came from less glamorous and sustainable sourcesðhydro, biomass, and trash incinerators, which together 

contributed 9.9 percent of Germanyôs electricity. These are more reliable technologies than wind and solar, but they wonôt 

increase much: Germany has maxed out its suitable sites for hydro power, and large-scale biomass burning would level its 

forests and cripple food production. The Energiewende, therefore, relies on wind and solar to meet its ambitious targetsðand is 

duly racking up huge increases in nameplate capacity. (ñNameplate capacityò or ñnameplate powerò is the maximum power a 

generator produces under ideal conditionsðperfect winds, cloudless noon, fully stoked boiler.) On paper the buildup of wind 

and solar looks colossal. In 2012 Germany built 7.6 gigawatts (GW, or one billion watts) of photovoltaic nameplate capacity 

and 2.4 GW of wind. Added to existing capacity, that brought total German wind and solar nameplate power to about 32 GW 

each at the end of 2012. Since it came online gradually, figure the average nameplate power in 2012 at about 30 GW of wind 

and 29 GW of solarðan enormous amount of capacity. Unfortunately, the nameplate capacity trumpeted in the media is a 

drastically misleading measure of the electricity added to the grid. While wind and solar nameplate capacity represented 84 

percent of Germanyôs average electric power generation of 70.4 GW, it ultimately generated only 11.9 percent of total 

electricity (up from 11.2 percent in 2011). There are simple reasons for that discrepancy: night, cloud, and calm. The output of 

wind and solar generators varies wildly with weather and the time of day; during most hours they produce a small fraction of 

their nameplate powerðor nothing at all. 

 

2. Germany proves that a renewables transition will not work 
 

Will Boisvert, journalist, ñGreen Energy Bust in Germany,ò DISSENT, Summer 2013, 

www.dissentmagazine.org/article/green-energy-bust-in-germany, accessed 4-24-14. 

But statistics on Germanyôs electricity sector for the whole of 2012 are now in, and when you look beyond the cherry-picked 

hype, the results are dismal and disquieting. Despite massive construction of new capacity, electricity output from renewables, 

especially from wind and solar, grew at a sluggish rate. Germany is indeed avoiding blackoutsðby opening new coal- and gas-

fired plants. Renewable electricity is proving so unreliable and chaotic that it is starting to undermine the stability of the 

European grid and provoke international incidents. The spiraling cost of the renewables surge has sparked a backlash, including 

government proposals to slash subsidies and deployment rates. Worst of all, the Energiewende made no progress at all in 

clearing the German grid of fossil fuels or abating greenhouse emissionsðnor is it likely to for at least a decade longer. 

 

3. Renewables do not ñdemocratize energyòðGermany proves 
 

Will Boisvert, journalist, ñGreen Energy Bust: Boisvert Replies,ò DISSENT, Summer 2013, 

www.dissentmagazine.org/article/green-energy-bust-boisvert-replies, accessed 4-24-14. 

Davidson also rehashes the conceit that decentralized renewable generators ñdemocratiz[e] energy.ò This is nonsense. The 

Energiewendeôs feed-in tariffs enable a small class of property owners to rake in guaranteed profits for building turbines and 

panels. Also fattening on the subsidies are the giant corporationsðSiemens, General Electric, Chinese megalithsðthat 

manufacture and install the equipment. Everybody wins except the vast majority of Germans who pay the regressive surcharges 

that fund the subsidies. The more panels and turbines, the higher the surcharges. Thus the collective provision of cheap 

electricity by ñcentralizedò plants run by publicly regulated utilities gives way to a system of individualized micro-generation 

thatôs two to four times more expensive. (Not that the utilities will go away: they will extract more subsidies to keep their 

indispensable centralized plants running as back-up.) This is all just another neoliberal swindle dressed up in populist drag; that 

the left falls for it shows how addled green ideology has become. 
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Renewables Fail: Answers to ñGerman Modelò [contôd] 
 

4. Renewables have not decarbonized our power systemsðthe German experience proves 
 

Will Boisvert, journalist, ñGreen Energy Bust: Boisvert Replies,ò DISSENT, Summer 2013, 

www.dissentmagazine.org/article/green-energy-bust-boisvert-replies, accessed 4-24-14. 

Iôll address Davidsonôs specific objections below, but first Iôll consider the general thrust of his response. Like many greens, he 

gets swept up in the romance of the wind and solar boom without asking hard questions about whether it can accomplish its 

goal, which is not simply to build more renewables but to eliminate greenhouse emissions. Doubts about wind and solarôs weak 

and unreliable output, high costs, and continuing reliance on fossil fuels get waved off with vague references to smart grids and 

decentralization, without regard to feasibility and lingering climate impacts. My article did ask a hard question about the green 

prescription of building wind and solar while abolishing nuclear: can it rapidly and comprehensively replace fossil-fueled 

power? The answer is no, and Germanyôs example is proof of that. What the Energiewende will doðplans to doðis waste the 

next decade using low-carbon renewables to replace low-carbon nuclear instead of displacing fossil fuels. In making that case I 

spotlighted the Energiewendeôs lackluster performance in 2012, but I also discussed German energy policy and plans from 

1999 to 2050. This context shows that the decades-long policy of displacing nuclear power with renewables has made no 

headway in decarbonizing the grid. Renewable energy has swelledðmuch of it from hydro, trash-burning, and biomass, which 

wonôt scale muchðbut it is barely keeping up with nuclear shutdowns. As I noted, Germanyôs low-carbon electricityð

renewable and nuclearðwas 36 percent of generation in 1999, 38.8 percent in 2010, and will be 38 percent in 2022: essentially 

no progress over 23 years. (And the political backlash against renewable costs puts the 2022 target in jeopardy.) 
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Renewables Fail: Answers to ñNuclear Displacementò 
 

1. Wind and solar cannot replace nuclearðnot reliable enough 
 

Will Boisvert, journalist, ñGreen Energy Bust in Germany,ò DISSENT, Summer 2013, 

www.dissentmagazine.org/article/green-energy-bust-in-germany, accessed 4-24-14. 

The Energiewende is building as much coal and gas capacity as it is wind and solar capacityðmore, in fact, by the proper 

metric of average capacity. In 2012 Germany commissioned new coal-fired generators with combined nameplate power of 2.9 

GW, which can run at capacity factors of 80 percent or better. Thatôs an average capacity of perhaps 2.3 GWðnearly twice as 

much as all the solar and wind power added in 2012. According to utility consortium BdeW, another 4.6 GW of coal power 

will come on line this year. Of a planned 42.5 GW of major power plants to be built by 2020, including offshore wind, pumped 

storage, hydro, and biomass, fully two-thirdsð28.5 GWðwill be new coal and gas generators. Taking into account their high 

capacity factors, in 2020 these new fossil-fueled plants will have more average capacity than all of Germanyôs wind and solar 

generators combined. Partly they will replace older, dirtier coal plants, but there will be an overall expansion; a study by the 

German Energy Agency forecasts a net rise in coal and gas capacity from 76 GW in 2010 to 83 GW in 2030. If the point is to 

eliminate greenhouse gases, why is the Energiewende turning to fossil fuels? The reason is that, in a crucial respect, wind and 

solar can never fully replace nuclear power, because they canôt equal the reliability of nuclear reactors. The main job of the 

new fossil-fueled plants is not to retire grungy old coal boilers, but to replace nukes with grungy new coal boilers. To see why, 

we have to consider the distinction between dispatchable and intermittent generators. 

 

2. Shift from fossil fuels will be to nuclearðmost viable option 
 

Rognvaldur Hannesson, Professor, Fisheries Economics, Norwegian School of Economics (retired), 

ECOFUNDAMENTALISM: A CRITIQUE OF EXTREME ENVIRONMENTALISM, 2014, Blue Ridge Summit PA: 

Lexington Books, p. 59. 

That said, the risk is that human civilization will outlast the burning of all fossil fuels. Then, if living standards are to be 

maintained, other sources of energy will have to be developed. Renewable sources such as wind and solar have their serious 

limitations, as already discussed, and are unlikely to be sufficient to maintain the living standards we have grown accustomed 

to, let alone any further improvement that might occur while we still can draw on the fossil fuels. What, then, could come to the 

rescue? It is difficult to see how we can avoid relying mostly on nuclear energy. Nuclear reactors can produce electricity 

reasonably cheaply and reliably from a limited amount of fissile material (uranium and thorium). Nuclear power plants do not 

demand much space; replacing a nuclear power plant with wind power would require an area that is 500 times larger. 10 Even 

if uranium and thorium are finite and not renewable resources, they would probably suffice to supply the world with energy for 

hundreds and possibly thousands of years. 
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FITs Bad: Bubbles 
 

1. Plan creates a bubble that undermines the economy--Spain proves 
 

Gabriel Calzada Alvarez, Associate Professor, Applied Economics, Environmental Science Faculty, Universidad Rey Juan Carlos, 

Testimony before the Committee on Environment and Public Works, 8--6--09, 

www.instituteforenergyresearch.org/pdf/Calzada%20EPW%20Testimony%20Aug%206%202009.pdf, accessed 5-7-14. 

Under those stimuli wind energy grew from 1,715 installed MW at the beginning of 2000 to 14,836  MW at the end of 2008. In the same 

period of time solar photovoltaic energy production grew from  practically nothing at the beginning to almost 3,000 MW. The growing 

installed capacity produced  a significant growth in related jobs: from a small number of workers to 50,200 equivalent jobs (not  contracts). 

Moreover, according to one of Spainôs largest trade unions only 9.58% of the contracted  green jobs at the renewable sector were in the field 

of maintenance and operation, and 66.27% in  construction, fabrication and installation. Therefore, the growth of the installed capacity meant  

more public aid but it also meant more contracted workers in fields like installation, construction  and fabrication that can only be sustained by 

additional plants that in return require new public aid. The feed-in price system and the bubble produced a deficit to the energy distributors 

(called the rate  deficit) that the government promised to repay. The rate deficit (mainly produced by renewable  subsidies) that started in year 

2000 with 250 million Euros and in year 2008 was already 5 billion  Euros, has now an accumulated amount of over 16 billion Euros (more 

than $23 billion USD). Given Spainôs experiment with feed-in tariffs, I was very surprised to learn from the publication  Greenwire that two 

US Congressmen, Representatives Bill Delahunt and Jay Inslee are preparing a  similar feed-in tariff law for your country. Our experience 

shows this will be economically harmful  for consumers of electricity and for the society as a whole.  The only ones who benefitéand benefit  

handsomelyé. are the corporate interests who are paid princely sums for their fashionable but  inefficient energy.   

 

2. A bubble is ensured, crashes the industry 
 

Dr. Patrck J. Michaels, senior fellow, Cato Institute, "A Sustainable Depression," WASHINGTON TIMES, 1--6--12, 

http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/sustainable-depression, accessed 5-7-14 

If the Dow fell 85 percent, most folks would call that a depression. So why doesn't that apply to the "sustainable" energy business ð mainly 

solar and wind power ð where shares have fallen an average of 85 percent to 90 percent, even excluding the bankrupt Solyndras, Evergreens 

and Solons? This depression is global, hitting Chinese Suntech, the world's largest producer of solar panels, as well. Suntech has seen its 

shares plunge 88 percent. As in other depressions, scads of real money has been lost, sustained by the snake oil that global warming is such a 

threat to us all that we should not just encourage, but legally compel, people to install the most economically inefficient form of electrical 

generation on the planet ð solar photovoltaic, and its sibling in inconstancy, wind power. In various states and around the world, these are 

legislated by "renewable portfolio standards." What we get is a sustainable depression. The impetus for this originated in Germany with the 

1990 Stromeinspeisungsgesetz, which sort of translates as "Law on Feeding Electricity Into the Grid." This law initially required utilities to 

purchase "renewable" (i.e. solar and wind) energy at the market price. It didn't exactly shock the electricity world that this would not work. 

Solar and wind were too expensive, so in 2000, the law was changed to become a welfare program for anyone who put a solar panel on a roof. 

Now called the Act Granting Priority to Renewable Energy Sources, it guaranteed an ultimate profit, sort of like buying your own slot 

machine and inviting the neighbors. In the beginning, Germans paid a "feed-in tariff" of 65 cents per kilowatt-hour for power from the roof; 

the total comparable cost for power from a new gas plant in the United States is about 6 cents. Solar panels sprouted everywhere. Q-Cells 

Corp. became the world's largest producer. Investors piled on. Q-Cells rose from $30 a share in October 2006 to a peak of $97.60 in 13 

months. Today it is trading at 55 cents. A grand total of 1.9 percent of Germany's power comes from solar. Germany gradually reduced the 

tariff by about 50 percent, which substantially lengthened the time in which a panel will pay for itself. A huge supply of solar panels glutted 

the market, and the carnage is industrywide. A person who invested $2,500 in the Guggenheim Solar Energy Fund in 2008 (symbol: TAN) 

would have $267 today, typical for this sector. Seeing rich Germans sunning in Cadiz gave Spain the idea, so Royal Decree 661 in 2007 

provided a feed-in tariff to the owner of a solar panel or a windmill of about 58 cents per kilowatt-hour, guaranteed for 25 years. Hey, why 

work when you can just populate your pasture with cash cows? Massive solar farms sprang up in sunny Spain. Land prices escalated, and the 

Spanish government realized that many of the facilities simply would never pay for themselves. Spain's massive subsidy program soon got out 

of hand, sending the country further and further into hock, and Spain finally cut it back, which further tanked the solar industry, which never 

should have expanded so much. But didn't all this sprout "green jobs"? After all, someone has to go up on the roof in Germany, and someone 

has to keep the panels clean in dusty Spain. Robbing Peter, in fact, did affect Paul, at a cost of about $800,000 per "green," job, according to 

King Juan Carlos University economist Gabriel Calzada. Two people got fired for every one who was hired. Then the sustainable contagion 

spread to the United Kingdom, which has done for wind what Spain did with the sun. It slapped utilities with a "renewables obligation" of 15 

percent of their power in a little more than three years (current contribution: 4 percent). Consumers pay both feed-in tariffs for the windmill 

down the road and capital costs for transmission and backup power. The political rebellion in the United Kingdom is palpable, and in 

response, Prime Minister David Cameron, who promised the "greenest government ever," recently cut the solar feed-in tariff in cloudy Britain 

by 50 percent. The bottom line is that wind and solar power are simply uncompetitive. Because of the inconstancy of the wind and the rotation 

of Earth, backup capacity of more than the average power production from "renewables" must be in place to preserve electrical stability. This 

capacity increasingly is in the form of natural-gas generation. The discovery of hundreds of years of natural gas in worldwide shale deposits 

guarantees that solar and wind will never produce much of the world's power. Natural-gas-fired electricity now costs about 84 percent less 

than solar, and it cuts carbon-dioxide emissions compared to conventional coal by 30 percent to 50 percent. The sustainable depression of 

"renewable" energy is likely to be permanent. 

 

 

http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/sustainable-depression
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FITs Bad: Electricity Prices 
 

1. The plan jacks up electricity prices 
 

REAL CLEAR ENERGY, "Solar Subsidies Raise Electric Prices in Germany," 8--6--12, 

http://www.realclearenergy.org/charticles/2012/08/06/solar_subsidies_raise_prices_106641.html,  accessed 5-7-14. 

"Feed-in tariffs" is a fancy name for price supports - the kind that have produced agricultural surpluses and large wealth 

transfers to farmers in the US for almost a century. Europe got into feed-in tariffs early. As far back as 1990, Germany enacted 

a feed-in tariff that guaranteed providers of solar electricity a price well above market level. Consequently, it has been very 

easy for solar producers to make a profit. The idea was to foster domestic industries but much of transfer has ended up going to 

Chinese firms.  The less obvious downside, however, is that consumers end up paying more for electricity. The high solar 

prices are averaged in with all other sources and consumers end up paying the bill, both as taxpayers and consumers.  In the 

graph above, the Institute for Energy Research has charted the comparative impact of feed-in tariffs in the United States and 

Germany. The blue bar is the feed-in tariff and the red bar is the overall price of electricity in cents per kilowatt-hour (kWh), 

with the scale on the left.  The United States pays an average of 11 c/kWh and has no national feed-in tariff, although 

California, Florida, Hawaii, Maine, New York, Oregon and Vermont all have state variations. Germans pay 35 c/kWh for their 

electricity and a 25 c/kWh feed-in tariff for solar. As IER notes, Germans pay more on the feed-in tariff than American pay for 

electricity.  Although IER does not say it outright, the suggestion that the Germans pay high electrical prices because of the 

feed-in tariff. They support this by noting that the only country that pays more for electricity is Denmark, which has splurged 

even more on feed-in tariffs for wind. Several comments on the IER website, however, argue that solar's contribution is too 

small to have such an impact. Germany did report that that it is got 26 percent of its electricity from renewables in the first 

quarter and solar was 21 percent of that, making it 5 percent of all electricity.  IER argues that the German solar industry is 

about to suffer now that Germany has found it too expensive to maintain the feed-in tariffs. They say Spain has had a worse 

experience, with $50 billion in wind and solar-related debt now floating around the country. Spain's solar bubble, which soon 

popped, has played a large role in its overall debt crisis as well. 

 

2. Germany proves 
 

IER (Institute for Energy Research), "Solar Subsidies Make Electricity Bills More Expensive," 7--19--12, 

http://www.instituteforenergyresearch.org/2012/07/19/13253/, accessed 5-7-14 

Two decades of highly-subsidized renewable energy have had a noticeable effect on the countryôs electricity prices. Currently, 

Germanyôs solar feed-in tariffs vary from $0.166 per kWh on the low end to $0.297 per kWh on the high end, which makes it 

$0.2315 per kWh on average.[vi] This represents a large portion of the price of residential electricity: an average customer in 

Germany pays about $0.3523 per kWh (ú0.2781) of electricity used.[vii] Those who believe that the United States should 

emulate Germanyôs model should consider the following: 35 cents per kWh for electricity is three times as much as U.S. 

customers paid on average for electricity last year (11.8 cents per kWh).[viii]Germanyôs solar feed-in tariff alone is 41-152% 

greater than US total residential electricity rates. Germans also have the 2nd highest electricity prices in Europeðoutdone only 

by wind-dependent Denmarkðand this situation will inevitably be made worse by the fact that Germany has pledged to phase 

out nuclear energy and become more reliant on renewable energy sources.[ix] 
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FITs Bad: Electricity Prices [contôd] 
 

3. Plan increases electricity prices--either we win a link, or no one will invest 
 

Karlynn Cory, Toby Couture and Claire Kreycik, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, FEED-IN TARIFF POLICY: 

DESIGN, IMPLEMENTATION, AND RPS POLICY INTERACTIONS, 3--09, http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy09osti/45549.pdf, 

accessed 5-7-14. 

1.3 FIT Policy Challenges Despite their advantages, there are a few central challenges of FIT policies. These can be broken 

down into five basic categories. The first challenge is that FIT policies do not address the barrier posed by the high up-front 

costs of RE systems, in contrast to rebate programs and other up-front ñcapacity-basedò incentives. FIT policies are designed to 

offer stable revenue streams through long-term purchase contracts, requiring that the high up-front costs be amortized over a 

long period of time. It is generally assumed that the guaranteed terms offered by FIT policies will help developers and investors 

overcome the high up-front costs by financing a larger portion of the project with debt financing. However, FIT policies do 

little to address up-front costs directly. Despite this challenge, experience from both Europe and North America indicates that 

up-front incentives may not be as effective at spurring broad market adoption or at driving innovation and technological cost 

reductions (Lantz 2009, Jacbosson and Lauber 2005, Nielsen 2005). Second, FIT policies can put near-term, upward pressure 

on electricity rates, particularly if high-cost technologies like solar photovoltaics (PV) are included in large amounts (i.e., 

thousands of MW). The risk of cost impacts grows in proportion to the rate and scale of deployment of these costlier 

technologies. One way to resolve this issue is to cap the total annual capacity of high-cost RE resources. Additionally, 

experience in Europe has shown that the large-scale deployment of wind power, for instance, has actually helped lower 

electricity rates (see Section 6.3; also de Miera et al. 2008, Morthorst 2006). Also, it is important to weigh the broader social 

and economic benefits of the rapid RE development generated under successful FIT policies against any near-term pressure on 

rates. Analysis in Germany has found the tradeoff between higher near-term rates and industry development, economic growth, 

environmental costs, etc. has been positive (see Section 6.3) (BMU 2008b). Third, well-designed FIT policies require a 

significant up-front administrative commitment to design the policy and to establish FIT payments based on the levelized cost 

of RE generation. Detailed analyses on technology cost and resource quality are needed to ensure FIT payments are adequate to 

guarantee cost recovery without leading to windfall profits. Fourth, FIT policies designed to include guaranteed grid 

interconnection, regardless of location on the grid, could lead to less-than-optimal project siting. Accordingly, if projects are 

sited far from load centers or transmission or distribution lines, interconnection costs increase, putting upward pressure on 

policy costs. However, this challenge can be largely overcome if FIT policies encourage siting projects near load centers by 

creating an incentive (either a bonus or a higher price based on higher spot-market prices), or if the policies require developers 

to bear a portion, if not the entirety, of the costs of connecting projects to the grid. Both of these financially-based solutions 

create incentives and could encourage more efficient, less costly project siting (Klein et al. 2008). However, requiring the 

developer to cover all costs related to interconnection, including grid upgrades, may make certain projects where significant 

resource potential exists uneconomic when considered in isolation. If utilities are required to share the costs of interconnection 

and grid infrastructure upgrades, it is likely that higher levels of RE penetration will occur as more of a regionôs RE potential 

will be harnessed. Finally, due to changes in technology costs and market prices over time, FIT policies must be adjusted 

periodically to account for these changes. Accounting for changes in technology costs accurately remains a challenge. 

Changing payment levels too often can be undesirable as well, as it creates investor uncertainty and increases overall market 

risk. Some jurisdictions such as Germany choose to adjust their policies via tariff degression, where FIT payments decline by a 

pre-established percentage every year, coupled with periodic policy adjustments that occur every three or four years (BMU 

2008). Others such as Spain choose to adjust FIT policies annually by updating the entire suite of FIT premium payments to 

track observed changes in technology and operational costs (RD 661/2007). Despite these short-term adjustments, both 

Germany and Spain retain long-term commitments to the policy (see Section 6.3). To be successful, these adjustments require a 

detailed methodology to track market changes effectively from year to year. Ultimately, the challenge is to provide a flexible 

policy framework without jeopardizing investor confidence (Klein et al. 2008). 
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FITs Bad: Jobs 
 

1. Plan is a net-negative to the economy--investment, employment, consumption displacement 
 

Dr. Manuel Frondel et al., ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM THE PROMOTION OF RENEWABLE ENERGIES: THE 

GERMAN EXPERIENCE, Projektbericht, Rheinisch-Westfalisches Institut fur Wirtschafsforschung, 10--09, p. 22-24. 

While such projections convey seemingly impressive prospects for gross employment growth, they obscure the broader 

implications for economic welfare by omitting any accounting of off-setting impacts. The most immediate of these impacts are  

job losses that result from the crowding out of cheaper forms of conventional energy generation, along with indirect impacts on 

upstream industries. Additional job  losses will arise from the drain on economic activity precipitated by higher electricity 

prices. In this regard, even though the majority of the German population embraces renewable energy technologies, two 

important aspects must be taken into  account. First, the private consumersô overall loss of purchasing power due to  higher 

electricity prices adds up to billions of Euros. Second, with the exception of the preferentially treated energy-intensive firms, 

the total investments of industrial energy consumers may be substantially lower. Hence, by constraining the budgets of private 

and industrial consumers, increased prices ultimately divert funds from alternative, possibly more beneficial, investments. The 

resulting loss in purchasing power and investment capital causes negative employment effects in other sectors (BMU 2006:3), 

casting doubt on whether the EEGôs employment effects are positive at all. The latest BMU (2009b:36) report acknowledges 

these cost considerations, and states that ñthe goal of environmental protection is not primarily to create as many jobs as 

possible, but rather to reach environmental goals efficiently, that is, at the lowest possible cost to the overall economyò. The 

same report, however, contorts its own logic with the claim that an added benefit of environmental protection is net job 

creation, because the associated reallocation of resources is typically channelled to labor-intensive renewable sectors (BMU 

2009b:36). Such conflating of labor-intensive energy provision with efficient climate protection clouds much of the discussion 

on the economic merits of renewable energy. In this regard, as Michaels and Murphy (2009) note, proponents of renewable 

energies often regard the requirement for more workers to produce a given amount of energy as a benefit, failing to recognize 

that this lowers the output potential of the economy and is hence counterproductive to net job creation. Several recent 

investigations of the German experience support such skepticism. Taking account of adverse investment and crowding-out 

effects, both the IWH (2004) and RWI (2004) find negligible employment impacts. Another analysis draws the conclusion that 

despite initially positive impacts, the long-term employment effects of the promotion of energy technologies such as wind and 

solar power systems are negative (BEI 2003:41). Similar results are attained by Fahl et al. (2005), as well as Pfaffenberger 

(2006) and Hillebrand et al. (2006). The latter analysis, for example, finds an initially expansive effect on net employment from 

renewable energy promotion resulting from additional investments. By 2010, however, this gives way to a contractive effect as 

the production costs of power increase. In contrast, a study commissioned by the BMU (2006:9) comes to the conclusion that 

the EEGôs net employment effect is the creation of up to 56,000 jobs until 2020. This same study, however, emphasizes that 

positive employment effects critically depend on a robust foreign trade of renewable energy technologies (BMU 2006:7). 

Whether favourable conditions on the international market prevail for PV, for example, is highly questionable, particularly 

given negligible or even negative net exports in recent years. While the imports totaled 1.44 Bn ú (US $1.8 Bn), the exports 

merely accounted for 0.2 Bn ú (US $ 0.25 Bn) (BMU 2006:61). Actually, a substantial share of all PV modules installed in 

Germany originated from imports (BMU 2006:62), most notably from Japan and China. In 2005, the domestic production of 

modules was particularly low compared with domestic demand. With 319 MW, domestic production only provided for 32% of 

the new capacity installed in Germany (Table 3). In 2006 and 2007, almost half of Germanyôs PV demand was covered by 

imports (Sarasin 2007:19, Table 1). A recent article in the German Financial Times reports that the situation remains dire, with 

the German solar industry facing unprecedented competition from cheaper Asian imports (FTD 2009). Hence, any result other 

than a negative net employment balance of the German PV promotion would be surprising. In contrast, we would expect 

massive employment effects in export countries such as China, since these countries do not suffer from the EEGôs crowding-

out effects, nor from negative income effects. In the end, Germanyôs PV promotion has become a subsidization regime that, on 

a per-worker  basis, has reached a level that by far exceeds average wages: Given our net cost  estimate of about 8.4 Bn ú (US $ 

11.5 Bn) for 2008 reported in Table 4, per-worker  subsidies are as high as 175,000 ú (US $ 240,000), if indeed 48,000 people 

were  employed in the PV sector (see BSW 2009). 
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FITs Bad: Jobs [contôd] 
 

2. There is no benefit, net negative on employment 
 

Dr. Manuel Frondel et al., ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM THE PROMOTION OF RENEWABLE ENERGIES: THE 

GERMAN EXPERIENCE, Projektbericht, Rheinisch-Westfalisches Institut fur Wirtschafsforschung, 10--09, p. 25. 

Although renewable energies have a potentially beneficial role to play as part of  Germanyôs energy portfolio, the commonly 

advanced argument that renewables  confer a double dividend or ñwin-win solutionò in the form of environmental stewardship 

and economic prosperity is disingenuous. In this article, we argue that Germanyôs principal mechanism of supporting 

renewable technologies through feed-in tariffs, in fact, imposes high costs without any of the alleged positive impacts on 

emissions reductions, employment, energy security, or technological innovation. First, as a consequence of the prevailing 

coexistence of the Renewable Energy Sources Act (EEG) and the EU Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS), the increased use of 

renewable energy technologies triggered by the EEG does not imply any additional emission reductions beyond those already 

achieved by ETS alone. This is in line with Morthorst (2003), who analyzes the promotion of renewable energy usage by 

alternative instruments using a three-country model. This studyôs results suggest that renewable support schemes are 

questionable climate policy instruments in the presence of the ETS. Second, numerous empirical studies have consistently 

shown the net employment balance to be zero or even negative in the long run, a consequence of the high opportunity cost of 

supporting renewable energy technologies. Indeed, it is most likely that whatever jobs are created by renewable energy 

promotion would vanish as soon as government support is terminated, leaving only Germanyôs export sector to benefit from the 

possible continuation of renewables support in other countries such as the US. Third, rather than promoting energy security, the 

need for backup power from fossil fuels means that renewables increase Germanyôs dependence on  gas imports, most of which 

come from Russia. And finally, the system of feed-in  tariffs stifles competition among renewable energy producers and creates 

perverse  incentives to lock into existing technologies. 
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FITs Fail: Cost 
 

1. High upfront costs block solvency 
 

Karlynn Cory, Toby Couture and Claire Kreycik, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, FEED-IN TARIFF POLICY: 

DESIGN, IMPLEMENTATION, AND RPS POLICY INTERACTIONS, 3--09, http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy09osti/45549.pdf, 

accessed 5-7-14 

Second, in contrast to other financial incentives for renewables, FITs do not decrease a developerôs up-front costs. Policy 

makers enact investment tax credits, grants, and rebates to reduce the high, up-front capital costs of RE installations. As seen in 

the U.S. context, grants and rebates can be integral in increasing the market penetration of small, customer-sited projects. 

Unlike production incentives or FITs, grants and rebates do not require a long-term policy and financial commitment to a 

specific project, allowing for flexible support-based on changes in the market (Wiser and Pickle 1997). However, these 

mechanisms may not be effective at spurring broad market adoption, and they have often failed to provide stable conditions for 

market growth (Lantz and Doris 2009). 

 

2. Price determination problems block 
 

Karlynn Cory, Toby Couture and Claire Kreycik, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, FEED-IN TARIFF POLICY: 

DESIGN, IMPLEMENTATION, AND RPS POLICY INTERACTIONS, 3--09, http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy09osti/45549.pdf, 

accessed 5-7-14 

As with most policies, the FITpolicy has some notable challenges. The first is the up-front administrative requirement: Detailed 

analysis is required to properly set the payment level at the outset. The payment level must ensure revenues will be adequate to 

cover project costs. If the FIT payments are set too low, then little new RE development will result. And if set too high, the FIT 

may provide unwarranted profits to developers. To achieve the right balance across a wide range of technologies and project 

sizes, many levels of differentiation are used. However, if the FIT policy is too complex with too many bonuses, exemptions, 

and qualifications, it may hinder program implementation. And as costs change and markets shift due to technological 

innovation and increasing market maturity, the FITpolicy needs periodic revision to reflect evolving costs and market 

conditions. 
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http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy09osti/45549.pdf
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FITs Fail: Germany Proves 
 

1. Germany proves they donôt work 
 

Dr. Manuel Frondel et al., ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM THE PROMOTION OF RENEWABLE ENERGIES: THE GERMAN 

EXPERIENCE, Projektbericht, Rheinisch-Westfalisches Institut fur Wirtschafsforschung, 10--09, p. 4. 

The allure of an environmentally benign, abundant, and cost-effective energy source has led an increasing number of  industrialized countries 

to back public  financing of renewable energies. Germanyôs experience with renewable energy  promotion is often cited as a model to be 

replicated elsewhere, being based on a  combination of far-reaching energy and environmental laws that stretch back nearly  two decades. This 

paper critically reviews the current centerpiece of this effort, the  Renewable Energy Sources Act (EEG), focusing on its costs and the 

associated implications for job creation and climate protection. We argue that German renewable  energy policy, and in particular the adopted 

feed-in tariff scheme, has failed to  harness the market incentives needed to ensure a viable and cost-effective introduction of renewable 

energies into the countryôs energy portfolio. To the contrary,  the governmentôs support mechanisms have in many respects subverted these  

incentives, resulting in massive expenditures that show little long-term promise for  stimulating the economy, protecting the environment, or 

increasing energy security.  In the case of photovoltaics, Germanyôs subsidization regime has reached a level  that by far exceeds average 

wages, with per-worker subsidies as high as 175,000 ú  (US $ 240,000) 
 

2. Germany proves they fail  
 

Dr. Manuel Frondel et al., ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM THE PROMOTION OF RENEWABLE ENERGIES: THE GERMAN 

EXPERIENCE, Projektbericht, Rheinisch-Westfalisches Institut fur Wirtschafsforschung, 10--09, p. 7. 

In conclusion, government policy has failed to harness the market incentives  needed to ensure a viable and cost-effective introduction of 

renewable energies into  Germanyôs energy portfolio. To the contrary, Germanyôs principal mechanism of  supporting renewable technologies 

through feed-in tariffs imposes high costs without any of the alleged positive impacts on emissions reductions, employment, energy security, 

or technological innovation. Policymakers should thus scrutinize Germanyôs experience, including in the US, where there are currently nearly 

400 federal and state programs in place that  provide financial incentives for renewable  energy.  Although Germanyôs promotion of renewable 

energies is commonly portrayed in  the media as setting a ñshining example in providing a harvest for the worldò (The  Guardian 2007), we 

would instead regard the countryôs experience as a cautionary  tale of massively expensive environmental and energy policy that is devoid of 

economic and environmental benefits. 
 

3. The German model is a failure 
 

Dr. Manuel Frondel et al., ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM THE PROMOTION OF RENEWABLE ENERGIES: THE GERMAN 

EXPERIENCE, Projektbericht, Rheinisch-Westfalisches Institut fur Wirtschafsforschung, 10--09, p. .8 

Nevertheless, a closer look at Germanyôs experience, whose history of government  support for renewable energies stretches back nearly two 

decades, suggests that its  status as a model is without merit. This paper critically reviews the current centerpiece of this effort, the Renewable 

Energy Sources Act (EEG), focusing on its costs  and the associated implications for job creation and emissions reductions. The  report will 

show that, by and large, government policy has failed to harness the  market incentives needed to ensure a viable and cost-effective 

introduction of renewable energies into Germanyôs energy  portfolio. To the contrary, the governmentôs support mechanisms have in many 

respects subverted these incentives,  resulting in massive expenditures that show little long-term promise for stimulating  the economy, 

protecting the environment, or increasing energy security.   
 

4. FITs are enormously expensive--Germany proves 
 

Jon Entine, visiting fellow, "Feed-in Tariffs: Solar Energy Bubble is FiT to Burst," American Enterprise Institute, 5--5--10, 

http://www.aei.org/article/energy-and-the-environment/alternative-energy/solar/feed-in-tariffs-solar-energy-bubble-is-fit -to-burst/, 

accessed 5-7-14 

Just ask aspiring photovoltaic manufacturers in Britain, who are in full production now--after the UK, in April, signed up to the green fad du 

jour, feed-in tariffs, or FiTs. It's a subsidy scheme in which homeowners or small businesses that install solar panels or wind turbines are 

guaranteed fixed long-term prices to sell the power they generate back to the electric company. In the right place and situation, FiTs and solar 

energy make sense. But renewable energy is not a virtue unto itself. FiTs are offered in 20 countries and 40-odd jurisdictions, from Ontario to 

Australia, China, and even Iran. With Barack Obama's green jobs push, it's red hot in the US. It has all the dressings of a no-lose proposition--

creating new technology markets and green jobs by incentivising the public to generate carbon-less energy. Now let's look at the murkier 

reality. Here's the argument for solar power: Germany. With a ban on nuclear energy, and dirty coal supplies dwindling, Germany became the 

first country to embrace FiTs, in the early 1990s. Renewables generated 14% of the country's electricity last year and make up 4% of 

Germany's GDP. As a result of the subsidies, Germany's installed solar power generation capacity increased by more than 60% in 2009 alone. 

"We are making a huge investment in the markets of the future," says environment state secretary Matthias Machnig. Here's the argument 

against it: Germany. The subsidy is a whopper. Until this year, it's been about ú0.50 per kilowatt-hour, or almost 10 times higher than the 

market price for conventionally produced electricity. The solar industry has sucked up ú48bn since 2000. Using the European climate 

exchange price as a benchmark, the cost of a tonne of carbon is about $20. RWI Essen, the independent German research institute, found solar 

energy FiTs reduce carbon emissions at a cost of more than $1,000 a tonne, and may not be competitive for decades. (Intriguingly, the wind 

power subsidy was calculated at $80 a tonne; it's expected to drop and become cost competitive in a few years--no bubble there.) RWI 

estimated total subsidies per job created in the photovoltaic industry at a mind-boggling ú205,000. 
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FITs Fail: Innovation Turn  
 

1. FITs stifle innovation 
 

Dr. Manuel Frondel et al., ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM THE PROMOTION OF RENEWABLE ENERGIES: THE 

GERMAN EXPERIENCE, Projektbericht, Rheinisch-Westfalisches Institut fur Wirtschafsforschung, 10--09, p. 24-25. 

An equally untenable argument points to the alleged long term returns that accrue  from establishing an early foothold in the 

renewable energy market. According to  this argument, the support afforded by the EEG allows young firms to expand their  

production capacities and gain familiarity with renewable technologies, thereby  giving them a competitive advantage as the 

market continues to expand. Progress  on this front, however, is critically dependent on creating the incentives conducive  to 

the innovation of better products and production processes.   In this regard, the incentives built into the EEG actually stifle 

innovation by granting a differentiated system of subsidies that compensates each energy technology  according to its lack of 

competitiveness. As shown above, PV, which is the most  expensive and also most subsidized renewable energy, is the big 

winner in the  unlevel playing field thereby created. Rather than affording PV this unfair advantage, it would make more sense 

to extend a uniform subsidy per kWh of electricity  from renewables. This would allow market forces, rather than political 

lobbying, to  determine which types of renewables could best compete with conventional energy  sources. An additional 

distortionary feature of the EEG is a degressive system of subsidy  rates that decrease incrementally, usually by 5% each year. 

Although this degression was introduced to create incentives to innovate, it instead does just the opposite by encouraging the 

immediate implementation of existing technology. Doing so  allows producers to secure todayôs favourable subsidy for the next 

20 years at an  unvaried level, free from the imperative of modernizing with the latest technology.  One manifestation of this 

perverse incentive is bottlenecks in the production of  silicium solar cells, whose production cost are a multiple of those of thin 

film modules. 

 

2. Turns the case, Spain proves 
 

Gabriel Calzada Alvarez, Associate Professor, Applied Economics, Environmental Science Faculty, Universidad Rey Juan 

Carlos, Testimony before the Committee on Environment and Public Works, 8--6--09, 

www.instituteforenergyresearch.org/pdf/Calzada%20EPW%20Testimony%20Aug%206%202009.pdf, accessed 5-7-14 

The study offers a caution against a certain form of green energy mandate. Minimum guaranteed prices generate surpluses that 

are difficult to manage. In Spainôs case, the minimum electricity prices for renewable-generated electricity, far above market 

prices, wasted a vast amount of capital that could have been otherwise economically allocated in other sectors. Arbitrary, state-

established price systems inherent in ñgreen energyò schemes leave the subsidized renewable industry hanging by a very weak 

thread and, it appears, doomed to dramatic adjustments that will include large unemployment, loss of capital, dismantlement of 

productive facilities and perpetuation of inefficient ones. These schemes create serious ñbubbleò potential, as Spain is now 

discovering. The most paradigmatic bubble case can be found in the photovoltaic industry. Even with subsidy schemes leaving 

the mean sale price of electricity generated from solar photovoltaic power 6 times higher than the mean price of the pool, solar 

failed even to reach 1% of Spainôs total electricity production in 2008. The energy future has been jeopardized by the current 

state of wind or photovoltaic technology (more expensive and less efficient than conventional energy sources). These policies 

will leave Spain saddled with and further artificially perpetuating obsolete fixed assets, far less productive than cutting-edge 

technologies, the soaring rates for which soon-to-be obsolete assets the government has committed to maintain at high levels 

during their lifetime. 
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FITs Fail: Regulatory Risk 
 

1. Regulatory risk deters investment 
 

Dr. James Prest, Lecturer, Environmental Law, Australian Centre for Environmental Law, Australian National University, "The Future 

of Feed-in Tariffs: Capacity Caps, Scheme Closures and Looming Grid Parity," RENEWABLE ENERGY LAW AND POLICY 

REVIEW, 1--12, p. 25-26. 

Yet the future of feed-in tariffs is in question. Worldwide, investors perceive regulatory risk associated with PV support through FIT 

laws, because of increasingly frequent and severe tariff reductions combined with either the risk or reality of limits on access to FIT 

payments due to capacity basedñ cappingò. The original purpose of FIT laws was to create a climate of ñde-riskedò investment where 

there turns from electricity from renewable energy sources (RES-E) generating equipment were guar-anteed for between seven to 

twenty-eight years(depending on the jurisdiction). 
 

2. Their fears are justified 
 

Dr. James Prest, Lecturer, Environmental Law, Australian Centre for Environmental Law, Australian National University, "The Future 

of Feed-in Tariffs: Capacity Caps, Scheme Closures and Looming Grid Parity," RENEWABLE ENERGY LAW AND POLICY 

REVIEW, 1--12, p. 26. 

This article considers the future political sustainability of laws that provide FIT incentives for electricity generated from solar PV 

installations. FIT laws are under challenge in many jurisdictions largely due to perceptions on the part of governments that rapid rates 

of growth in RES-E generating capacity, particularly of solar PV, are creating an unsustainable social burden of RES-E support costs. 

The validity of these perceptions is open to question. Nevertheless, a crisis mentality has arisen, leading some governments to propose 

sharp cuts to FIT rates (e.g. Germany in February 2012) ,and more drastically, to impose strict caps on installed capacity as in France 

(2011) and Spain (2008,2010).Some jurisdictions have gone even further, suddenly closing all FIT schemes to new generators(such as 

Spain, January 2012 and the Australian state of New South Wales (NSW),in April 2011. 
 

3. FITs fail, everyone is rolling them back 
 

Dr. Patrck J. Michaels, senior fellow, Cato Institute, "A Sustainable Depression," WASHINGTON TIMES, 1--6--12, 

http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/sustainable-depression 

If the Dow fell 85 percent, most folks would call that a depression. So why doesnôt that apply to the ñsustainableò energy business ð 

mainly solar and wind power ð where shares have fallen an average of 85 percent to 90 percent, even excluding the bankrupt 

Solyndras, Evergreens and Solons? This depression is global, hitting Chinese Suntech, the worldôs largest producer of solar panels, as 

well. Suntech has seen its shares plunge 88 percent. As in other depressions, scads of real money has been lost, sustained by the snake 

oil that global warming is such a threat to us all that we should not just encourage, but legally compel, people to install the most 

economically inefficient form of electrical generation on the planet ð solar photovoltaic, and its sibling in inconstancy, wind power. 

In various states and around the world, these are legislated by ñrenewable portfolio standards.ò What we get is a sustainable 

depression. The impetus for this originated in Germany with the 1990 Stromeinspeisungsgesetz, which sort of translates as ñLaw on 

Feeding Electricity Into the Grid.ò This law initially required utilities to purchase ñrenewableò (i.e. solar and wind) energy at the 

market price. It didnôt exactly shock the electricity world that this would not work. Solar and wind were too expensive, so in 2000, the 

law was changed to become a welfare program for anyone who put a solar panel on a roof. Now called the Act Granting Priority to 

Renewable Energy Sources, it guaranteed an ultimate profit, sort of like buying your own slot machine and inviting the neighbors. In 

the beginning, Germans paid a ñfeed-in tariffò of 65 cents per kilowatt-hour for power from the roof; the total comparable cost for 

power from a new gas plant in the United States is about 6 cents. Solar panels sprouted everywhere. Q-Cells Corp. became the worldôs 

largest producer. Investors piled on. Q-Cells rose from $30 a share in October 2006 to a peak of $97.60 in 13 months. Today it is 

trading at 55 cents. A grand total of 1.9 percent of Germanyôs power comes from solar. Germany gradually reduced the tariff by about 

50 percent, which substantially lengthened the time in which a panel will pay for itself. A huge supply of solar panels glutted the 

market, and the carnage is industrywide. A person who invested $2,500 in the Guggenheim Solar Energy Fund in 2008 (symbol: 

TAN) would have $267 today, typical for this sector. Seeing rich Germans sunning in Cadiz gave Spain the idea, so Royal Decree 661 

in 2007 provided a feed-in tariff to the owner of a solar panel or a windmill of about 58 cents per kilowatt-hour, guaranteed for 25 

years. Hey, why work when you can just populate your pasture with cash cows? Massive solar farms sprang up in sunny Spain. Land 

prices escalated, and the Spanish government realized that many of the facilities simply would never pay for themselves. Spainôs 

massive subsidy program soon got out of hand, sending the country further and further into hock, and Spain finally cut it back, which 

further tanked the solar industry, which never should have expanded so much. But didnôt all this sprout ñgreen jobsò? After all, 

someone has to go up on the roof in Germany, and someone has to keep the panels clean in dusty Spain. Robbing Peter, in fact, did 

affect Paul, at a cost of about $800,000 per ñgreen,ò job, according to King Juan Carlos University economist Gabriel Calzada. Two 

people got fired for everyone who was hired. Then the sustainable contagion spread to the United Kingdom, which has done for wind 

what Spain did with the sun. It slapped utilities with a ñrenewables obligationò of 15 percent of their power in a little more than three 

years (current contribution: 4 percent). Consumers pay both feed-in tariffs for the windmill down the road and capital costs for 

transmission and backup power. The political rebellion in the United Kingdom is palpable, and in response, Prime Minister David 

Cameron, who promised the ñgreenest government ever,ò recently cut the solar feed-in tariff in cloudy Britain by 50 percent. 
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FITs Fail: Warming  
 

1. Turn --crowds out cheaper abatement options, Germany proves 
 

Dr. Manuel Frondel et al., ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM THE PROMOTION OF RENEWABLE ENERGIES: THE 

GERMAN EXPERIENCE, Projektbericht, Rheinisch-Westfalisches Institut fur Wirtschafsforschung, 10--09, p. 20. 

With respect to climate impacts, the prevailing coexistence of the EEG and the ETS  means that the increased use of renewable 

energy technologies attains no additional emission reductions beyond those achieved by ETS alone. In fact, the promotion of 

renewable energy technologies ceteris paribus reduces the emissions of the  electricity sector so that obsolete certificates can be 

sold to other industry sectors  that are involved in the ETS. As a result of the establishment of the ETS in 2005, the  EEGôs true 

effect is merely a shift, rather than a reduction, in the volume of emissions: Other sectors that are also involved in the ETS emit 

more than otherwise,  thereby outweighing those emission savings in the electricity sector that are induced by the EEG 

(BMWA 2004:8).   In the end, cheaper alternative abatement options are not realized that would  have been pursued in the 

counterfactual situation without EEG: Very expensive  abatement options such as the generation  of solar electricity simply 

lead to the  crowding out of cheaper alternatives. In other words, since the establishment of the  ETS in 2005, the EEGôs net 

climate effect has been equal to zero 

 

2. Not cost effective for climate 
 

Dr. Manuel Frondel et al., ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM THE PROMOTION OF RENEWABLE ENERGIES: THE 

GERMAN EXPERIENCE, Projektbericht, Rheinisch-Westfalisches Institut fur Wirtschafsforschung, 10--09, p. 19-20. 

These estimates presented in the previous section clearly demonstrate that producing electricity on the basis of renewable 

energy technologies is extremely costly.  As a consequence, these technologies are far from being cost-effective climate  

protection measures. In fact, PV is among the most expensive greenhouse gas  abatement options: Given the net cost of 41.82 

Cents (Cents 63.00 US $) per kWh for  modules installed in 2008 (Table 4), and assuming that PV displaces conventional  

electricity generated from a mixture of gas and hard coal with an emissions factor  of 0.584 kg carbon dioxide (CO2) per kWh 

(Nitsch et al. 2005:66), then dividing the  two figures yields abatement costs that are as high as 716 ú (1,050 US$) per tonne.   

The magnitude of this abatement cost estimate is in accordance with the IEAôs  (2007:74) even larger figure of around 1,000 ú 

per tonne, which results from the  assumption that PV replaces gas-fired electricity generation. Irrespective of the  concrete 

assumption about the fuel base  of the displaced conventional electricity  generation, abatement cost estimates are  dramatically 

larger than the current  prices of CO2 emission certificates: Since the establishment of the European Emissions Trading System 

(ETS) in 2005, the price of certificates has never exceeded 30 ú  per tonne of CO2.  Although wind energy receives 

considerably less feed-in tariffs than PV, it is by no  means a cost-effective way of CO2 abatement. Assuming the same 

emission factor of 0.584 kg CO2/kWh as above, and given the net cost for wind of 3.10 Cents (Cents  4.6 US $) per kWh in 

2008 (Table 6), the abatement cost approximate 54 ú (US$ 80)  per tonne. While cheaper than PV, this cost is still nearly 

double the price of certificates in the ETS. In short, from an environmental perspective, it would be economically much more 

efficient if greenhouse gas emissions were to be curbed via the  ETS, rather than by subsidizing renewable energy technologies 

such as PV and wind  power. After all, it is for efficiency reasons that emissions trading is among the most  preferred policy 

instruments for the abatement of greenhouse gases in the economic literature. 

 

3. Far cheaper ways to cut emissions than FITS--trading prices prove 
 

Dr. Manuel Frondel et al., ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM THE PROMOTION OF RENEWABLE ENERGIES: THE 

GERMAN EXPERIENCE, Projektbericht, Rheinisch-Westfalisches Institut fur Wirtschafsforschung, 10--09, p. 6. 

There are much cheaper ways to reduce carbon dioxide emissions than subsidizing renewable energies. CO2 abatement costs of 

PV are estimated to be as high as  716 ú (US $1,050) per tonne,  while those of wind power are estimated at 54 ú  (US $80) per 

tonne. By contrast, the current price of emissions certificates on the  European emissions trading scheme is only 13.4 Euro per 

tonne. Hence, the cost  from emission reductions as determined by the market is about 53 times cheaper  than employing PV 

and 4 times cheaper than using wind power.  Moreover, the prevailing coexistence of the EEG and emissions trading under the  

European Trading Scheme (ETS) means that the increased use of renewable energy  technologies generally attains no 

additional emission reductions beyond those  achieved by ETS alone. In fact, since the establishment of the ETS in 2005, the 

EEGôs  net climate effect has been equal to zero. 
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OTEC Neg: Environment Turns 
 

1. OTEC plants have multiple negative effects on marine ecosystems 
 

Robin Pelc and Rod M. Fujita, Environmental Defense, ñRenewable Energy from the Ocean,ò MARINE POLICY v. 26, n. 6 

2002, pp. 471-479, p. 473-474. 

Though fairly benign in environmental impact compared to traditional power plants, OTEC poses some potential 

environmental threats, especially if implemented on a large scale. Data from existing electric generating stations on the coast 

provide insight into possible impacts of OTEC plants. These stations impact the surrounding marine environment mainly 

through heating the water, the release of toxic chemicals, impingement of organisms on intake screens, and entrainment of 

small organisms by intake pipes, all of which are concerns for OTEC. Large discharges of mixed warm and cold water would 

be released near the surface, creating a plume of sinking cool water. The continual use of warm surface water and cold 

deepwater may, over long periods of time, lead to slight warming at depth and cooling at the surface.Thermal effects may be 

significant, as local temperature changes of only 3ï A1 are known to cause high mortality among corals and fishes. Aside from 

mortality, other effects such as reduced hatching success of eggs and developmental inhibition of larvae, which lower 

reproductive success, may result from thermal changes. Increased nutrient loading resulting from the discharge of upwelled 

water could also negatively impact naturally low-nutrient ecosystems typical of tropical seas. 

 

2. OTEC will stress deep sea organisms/ecosystemsðentrainment 
 

Linus Hammar, Department of Energy and Environment, ñPower from the Brace New Ocean: Marine Renewable Energy and 

Ecological Risks,ò PhD Thesis, Chalmers University of Technology, Gothenburg, Sweden, 2014, p. 43. 

Effects of OTEC have not been studied in detail within this thesis but in Paper I it was concluded that OTEC is much different 

in comparison to other marine renewables and human activities in regard to the environmental stressors it will potentially 

cause. The effects of entrainment of deep sea organisms are particularly uncertain. In OTEC systems massive amounts of cold 

water are pumped from the deep sea and the industry has not indicated that it plans to use screens over the intake pipes because 

of the logistical difficulties with rinsing and maintenance of the screens. However, studies show that deep sea organisms have 

been entrained by OTEC intakes at the pilot scale (Comfort and Vega 2011), which raises concerns regarding full scale plants 

with very high flows (~300 m3/s). If screens are not used, it appears likely that deep sea organisms including large individuals 

will be entrained. Effects of deep sea entrainment have never been studied, but since deep sea organisms are thought to be 

particularly vulnerable (Roberts 2002, Glover et al. 2010) it can be assumed given the current understanding of the technology 

that ecological risks will be high. In recent years, deep sea fisheries have increased and populations are increasingly more 

vulnerable; it can be expected that the pressure on deep sea ecosystems will increase in the future (Ramirez-Llodra et al. 2011). 

If OTEC plants are implemented on a large scale, without using screens, the cumulative losses of (often slow reproducing) 

deep sea organisms could be detrimental. More research is necessary, not the least of which should focus on technical solutions 

for preventing entrainment. 

 

3. OTEC poses a number of challenges to fragile marine ecosystems 
 

Rod Fujitaa et al., ñRevisiting Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion,ò MARINE POLICY v. 36 n. 2, 3ð12, pp. 463-465, 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2011.05.008, accessed 4-6-14. 

While OTEC is sometimes touted as an energy technology that is virtually free of environmental impacts, few studies have 

been conducted to test this claim. Several potential impacts could arise from OTEC and other ocean energy technologies if they 

are not mitigated. For example, OTEC requires large flows of deep seawater, which could result in the entrainment of large 

numbers of organisms and larvae with unknown effects on deep-sea ecological processes and biodiversity. Transporting large 

volumes of seawater from depth to the surface may also transport carbon that had been trapped for relatively long periods of 

time in deepwater to the atmosphere as carbon dioxide; this effect is thought to be small; however, robust estimates have not 

yet been made. Deep seawater is much richer in nutrients than are most surface waters [22] and [23] and many nearshore 

ecosystems are very sensitive to nutrient input, particularly in the tropics [24] and [25]; hence, discharge would be expected to 

cause eutrophication. Many tropical marine ecosystems are sensitive to temperature as well [24] and [25], and so coldwater 

discharge could result in coral bleaching and other severe impacts. Coral reefs and seagrass meadows, typical of nearshore 

tropical environments, are also sensitive to turbidity [26] and [27] and thus may well suffer from the discharge of deep 

seawater, which would be expected to be more turbid than the clear surface waters typical in these regions due to 

phytoplankton growth. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2011.05.008


Paradigm Research 2014-15  CXðEnergy Negative 
 

100 

 

OTEC Neg: Environment Turns [contôd] 
 

4. OTEC is dangerousðuses toxic chemicals 
 

Robin Pelc and Rod M. Fujita, Environmental Defense, ñRenewable Energy from the Ocean,ò MARINE POLICY v. 26, n. 6 

2002, pp. 471-479, p. 474. 

Toxic chemicals, such as ammonia and chlorine, may enter the environment from an OTEC plant and kill local marine 

organisms. Ammonia in closed-cycle systems would be designed not to contact the environment, and a dangerous release 

would be expected to result only from serious malfunction such as a major breakdown, collision with a ship, a greater than 100-

yr storm, terrorism, or major human error.The impact of chlorine will likely be minimal, as it would be used at a concentration 

of approximately 0.02 ppm daily average, while the EPA standard for marine water requires levels lower than 0.1 ppm. 

 

5. OTEC carries substantial animal kills risks 
 

Robin Pelc and Rod M. Fujita, Environmental Defense, ñRenewable Energy from the Ocean,ò MARINE POLICY v. 26, n. 6 

2002, pp. 471-479, p. 474. 

Impingement of large organisms and entrainment of small organisms has been responsible for the greatest mortality of marine 

organisms at coastal power plants thus far.The magnitude of this problem depends on the location and size of the plant; 

however, if marine life is attracted to OTEC plants by the higher nutrient concentrations in the upwelled cold water, large 

numbers of organisms, including larvae or juveniles, could be killed by impingement or entrainment. For floating plants, 

victims of impingement would be mainly small fish, jellyfish, and pelagic invertebrates, while for land-based plants 

crustaceans would be the most affected. 
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OTEC Neg: Expensive 
 

1. OTEC has very high upfront costs--$1B for a 100MW plant 
 

Daniel Cusick, ñClean Technology: U.S.-Designed No-Emission Plant Will Debut off Chinaôs Coast,ò CLIMATEWIRE, 5ð

1ð13, www.eenews.net/stories/1059980380, accessed 4-17-14. 

Duke Hartman, a spokesman for Makai Ocean Engineering, said that his firm continues to work on OTEC applications in 

partnership with the Navy, and that the Pentagon has retained its goal of developing a 5-10 MW pilot plant off the island of 

Oahu and eventually a commercial plant of up to 100 MW. "The Navy wants a thriving OTEC industry because they would 

benefit from it," Hartman said. Imagine being able to tow a semisubmersible power plant to almost any corner of the world, he 

added. Hartman said Makai is supportive of Lockheed Martin's work in China and hopes to be able to participate in the project 

in some way. "The biggest obstacle to OTEC is economies of scale," he said. "You get a lot more bang for your buck if you go 

bigger." He estimated that a 100 MW OTEC plant would cost in excess of $1 billion to build using current technologies, and 

that the cost would not be significantly lower for a scaled-down plant. 

 

2. OTEC is simply too expensiveðnot cost competitive 
 

Todd J. Griset, attorney, ñHarnessing the Oceanôs Power: Opportunities in Renewable Energy Resources,ò OCEAN AND 

COASTAL LAW JOURNAL v. 16, 2011, p. 405-406. 

Additionally, OTEC plants have a significant capital cost. Estimates from the late twentieth century suggest that an OTEC 

facility might cost $ 10,000 per installed kilowatt.  This capital cost is significantly higher than that of other electric generation 

plants: ten times higher than a natural gas combined cycle plant, four times higher than onshore wind, and twice as high as 

solar power.  Although OTEC plants may regain some cost-competitiveness through their lower operation and maintenance 

expenses as compared to other types of generation projects, this significant capital cost has contributed to the fact that no 

OTEC plant is currently in commercial operation.  To date, OTEC simply has not proven cost-competitive on a commercial 

scale. However, the opportunity to extract energy from thermal gradients in the ocean remains significant, and future 

technological advances have the potential to make OTEC more cost-competitive. 

 

3. OTEC plants are enormously expensive 
 

Todd J. Griset, attorney, ñHarnessing the Oceanôs Power: Opportunities in Renewable Energy Resources,ò OCEAN AND 

COASTAL LAW JOURNAL v. 16, 2011, p. 427. 

Because OTEC projects are highly capital-intensive, the economics of commercial OTEC projects has been called the "main 

question" associated with the commercialization of OTEC technologies.  In 1985, capital cost estimates for even small OTEC 

plants, sized between 10 megawatts and 200 megawatts, ranged from $ 150 million to as high as $ 1 billion (in 1985 dollars), 

far higher than conventional resources on a cost per unit power basis.  Compounding the financial challenges of an OTEC 

project is the fact that OTEC is still considered a risky technology when compared to more established electricity generation 

technologies such as natural gas combined cycle projects or coal gasification, both in terms of technological capabilities and 

regulatory regimes.  Regulatory certainty is viewed as essential for projects to secure financing; to lend or invest capital, 

bankers must have some degree of certainty that their investment will be secure against production interruptions due to legal 

interference.  While the OTEC Act did clarify that NOAA-licensed project developers have certain rights, including the right 

not to have adjacent projects interfere with their power production, the fact remains that commercial-scale OTEC has not yet 

gained the widespread confidence of investors. 
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OTEC Neg: Federal Government Funded in Past 
 

1. The Navy has funded the Lockheed Martin Hawaiôi facility 
 

DAILY THE PAK BANKER, ñLockheed Martin to Continue Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion in Hawaii Under New 

Contract,ò 11ð23ð10, LN. 

The U.S. Naval Facilities Engineering Command awarded Lockheed Martin (NYSE: LMT) a $4.4 million contract 

modification to advance the design for an Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion (OTEC) pilot plant off the coast of Hawaii.  This 

contract modification is an addition to a Naval Facilities Engineering Command contract for $8.1 million issued in 2009. Under 

the contract, a Lockheed Martin-led industry team continues to develop critical system components and designs for an OTEC 

pilot plant, which leverages the temperature difference between warmer water at the ocean's surface and colder water below to 

produce clean power. Unlike other intermittent energy sources, OTEC offers a sustainable base-load power source, available 

day and night regardless of weather conditions, from energy stored in the world's oceans. "OTEC is an ideal energy generation 

technology for shoreline communities and military bases in tropical areas, some of which are largely dependent on imported 

fossil fuels for power and transportation," said Chris Myers, Lockheed Martin vice president for energy and government 

programs. "We are applying our decades of experience designing and deploying maritime systems for defense markets to ocean 

power, helping to produce clean energy." Lockheed Martin's experience with OTEC technology dates back to the 1970s when 

the company built "Mini-OTEC." This early prototype remains the world's only floating OTEC system to generate power in 

excess of what is required for self-sustainment. The Department of Energy awarded Lockheed Martin contracts in 2008 and 

2010 to advance OTEC technology. 

 

2. The U.S. navy has funded a demonstration project 
 

Todd Griset, attorney, ñA 2011 Rebirth of Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion?ò RENEWABLE ENERGY WORLD, 12ð

22ð10, www.renewableenergyworld.com/rea/blog/post/2010/12/a-2011-rebirth-of-ocean-thermal-energy-conversion, accessed 

4-17-14. 

Ocean thermal energy conversion, sometimes called OTEC, is a form of ocean energy extraction that is subtle yet potentially 

significant. The temperature difference between warmer shallow water and cooler deep water can drive a heat engine, usually 

using the Rankine cycle. The basic concept isn't new; the idea appears to have been first proposed in France in 1881, with the 

first operating plant (22 kW) built in Cuba in 1930. Since then, a number of small projects have been developed, mostly as 

research or demonstration projects, but the technology hasn't seen widespread adoption. Cost is the key driver here; because 

OTEC facilities generally have a high cost per unit of power produced, interest in OTEC tends to follow cost spikes in oil and 

energy pricing. It may not mean energy prices are on the rise, but the U.S. Naval Facilities Engineering Commission has issued 

a total of $12.5 million in contract and grant funding to Lockheed Martin Corp. to design and commercialize a 10 MW pilot 

project off the Hawaiian coast of Oahu. $8.1 million of this money was awarded in 2009, with the remaining $4.4 million grant 

coming in last month. Hawaii is already home to an OTEC facility: the Natural Energy Laboratory of Hawaii Authority at 

Keahole Point. Hawaii is ideal for OTEC: larger temperature differences mean greater efficiency (important, where the 

theoretical maximum efficiency may only be about 7%). 

 

3. Lockheed Martin is already receiving federal grants for its Hawaiôi demonstration plant 
 

HONOLULU STAR-ADVERTISER, ñLockheed Gets Additional $4.4M for Hawaii OTEC Plant,ò 11ð22ð10, LN. 

Lockheed Martin Corp., which plans to build a Hawaii electrical plant that produces energy by exploiting ocean temperature 

differences, said it has received another $4.4 million in federal grants to help advance the commercialization of the technology. 

The funding from the U.S. Naval Facilities Engineering Command will be used to develop components for the system that will 

employ ocean thermal energy conversion technology. OTEC systems leverage the temperature difference between warmer 

water at the ocean's surface and colder water below to produce clean power. The latest funding is an addition to a Naval 

Facilities Engineering Command contract for $8.1 million issued in 2009. Lockheed hopes to build a 10-megawatt OTEC plant 

off Oahu in the next several years. This contract modification is an addition to a Naval Facilities Engineering Command 

contract for $8.1 million issued in 2009. 
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OTEC Neg: InevitableðOther Countries Developing 
 

1. Lockheed Martin is already building a plant in Chinaðdemonstration 
 

Sonal Patel, ñOTEC Gets Boost with Possibility of 10-MW Plant in China,ò POWER v. 157 n. 6, 6ð13, Ebsco MegaFILE. 

A 10-MW ocean thermal energy conversion (OTEC) pilot plant is being planned off the coast of southern China by global 

security and aerospace firm Lockheed Martin and Beijing-based cleantech firm the Reignwood Group. The companies 

announced an agreement in mid-April to develop the pilot plant to fully power a planned resort community, and if it comes to 

fruition, the project could pave the way for more efficient and cheaper plant designs using the technology. OTEC plants 

generally generate electricity by exploiting the ocean's thermal gradients -- temperature differences of 36F or more between 

warm surface water and cold deep seawater -- to drive a power-producing cycle. According to the U.S. National Renewable 

Energy Laboratory (NREL), 23 million square miles of tropical seas absorb an amount of solar radiation equal in heat content 

to about 250 billion barrels of oil -- a tenth of which could supply 20 times the power needs of the entire U.S. on any given day. 

The possibilities offered by OTEC have been considered for more than a century. The technology was first proposed as far 

back as 1881 by a French physicist, and several prototypes have been tested intermittently since the first experimental 22-kW 

low-pressure turbine was deployed in 1930. In the 1990s, the Pacific International Center for High Technology Research 

operated a 210-kW open-cycle OTEC plant at the Natural Energy Laboratory of Hawaii (Figure 3), and India unsuccessfully 

tested a floating 1-MW floating OTEC plant near Tamil Nadu in 2002. No commercial plants exist, however, Lockheed 

Martin's own history with OTEC began in 1970s, when it developed a floating mini-OTEC plant (50 kW) that ran for three 

months. In 2007, Lockheed began developing specialized composite piping for obtaining cold water using a $1.2 million grant 

from the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). And in 2009, following a $8.1 million contract with the U.S. Navy, the company 

continued to develop a 10-MW OTEC pilot plant in Hawaii, which included creating a robust interface between the platform 

and cold water piping. That project was apparently cancelled after the Navy deemed the project too costly. According to 

NREL, cost is the most significant reason the technology has failed to reach larger scale, despite the investigation of many 

potential thermodynamic cycles to reduce overall costs. The estimated capital cost for OTEC in 2011 ranged from $10,000/kW 

to $15,000/kW, and the majority of costs are linked to seawater systems, the research lab says. However, the technology's 

potential benefits are lucrative, Lockheed says. Not only can OTEC serve as a baseload power source that is renewable, OTEC 

power can also be used to produce hydrogen (via electrolytic processing of freshwater) and ammonia, which can be shipped to 

areas not close to OTEC. The system can also include freshwater production by flash evaporating the warm seawater and 

condensing the subsequent water vapor using seawater. Once a proposed plant is developed and operational in China, 

Lockheed and Reignwood plan to use the knowledge gained to improve the design of the additional commercial-scale plants -- 

of up to 100 MW -- to be built over the next decade. 

 

2. China has contracted for an OTEC facility 
 

Louise Downing, ñLockheed, Reignwood to Build Ocean Thermal Power Plant in China,ò RENEWABLE ENERGY WORLD, 

4ð17ð13, www.renewableenergyworld.com/rea/news/article/2013/04/lockheed-reignwood-to-build-ocean-thermal-power-

plant-for-china, accessed 4-17-14. 

Lockheed Martin Corp. and China's Reignwood Group will build a plant to generate electricity from differences in ocean 

temperatures, using technology the U.S. defense company previously worked on in the 1970s. The 10-megawatt facility 

powered by ocean thermal energy conversion, or OTEC, may spur use of a technology that has the potential for billions of 

dollars of projects, Bethesda, Maryland-based Lockheed said on its website. The plant will produce power for a Chinese resort 

being built by Reignwood. ñBenefits to generating power with OTEC are immense,ò Dan Heller, vice president of new 

ventures for Lockheed Martin mission systems and training, said in yesterdayôs statement. ñConstructing a sea-based, multi-

megawatt pilot OTEC power plant for Reignwood is the final step in making it an economic option to meet growing needs for 

clean, reliable energy.ò While OTEC systems are able to produce round-the-clock power, clean drinking water and hydrogen 

for use in electric vehicles, there are no commercial-scale plants in operation. The agreement with Reignwood may be the 

foundation to develop OTEC power plants from 10 megawatts to 100 megawatts, Lockheed said in the statement. A 

commercial-scale plant would have the capability to power a small city, it said. Lockheed already has tested an OTEC plant 

that ran for three months and produced 50 kilowatts of electricity. It got $12.5 million from the U.S. Navy to develop a pilot 

facility. The company is working with Atlantis Resources Corp., a London-based ocean turbine maker, to build a tidal turbine 

to install at the Bay of Fundy in Canada. 
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OTEC Neg: InevitableðOther Countries Developing [contôd] 
 

3. The Bahamas has contracted for an OTEC plant 
 

David Ferris, journalist, ñMarket for Deep Ocean Energy Heats Up,ò FORBES, 3ð31ð12, 

www.forbes.com/sites/davidferris/2012/03/31/market-for-deep-ocean-energy-starts-to-heat-up/, accessed 5-8-14. 

A technology that could provide electricity to naval bases and islands with the use of super-cold seawater is finally gaining 

momentum after a hiatus of more than 30 years. The action is in the Bahamas, where the local utility has signed an agreement 

with a Pennsylvania company to build two 10-megawatt commercial-scale plants, the first of their kind in history. Meanwhile, 

established military contractors like DCNS and Lockheed Martin are making progress on their own power plants. Even more 

intriguing is that the Bahama builder, OTE Corporation, plans to pipe far more cold seawater to land than is needed to create 

power. This rush of cold may allow the archipelago to run water desalination plants or to grow commodities that otherwise 

wouldnôt thrive in a warm climate, like salmon or berries. 

 

4. Bahamas is building OTEC plantsðwill provide electricity and fresh water 
 

David Ferris, ñMarket for Deep Ocean Energy Heats Up,ò FORBES, 3ð31ð12, 

www.forbes.com/sites/davidferris/2012/03/31/market-for-deep-ocean-energy-starts-to-heat-up/, accessed 4-18-14. 

A technology that could provide electricity to naval bases and islands with the use of super-cold seawater is finally gaining 

momentum after a hiatus of more than 30 years. The action is in the Bahamas, where the local utility has signed an agreement 

with a Pennsylvania company to build two 10-megawatt commercial-scale plants, the first of their kind in history. Meanwhile, 

established military contractors like DCNS and Lockheed Martin are making progress on their own power plants. Even more 

intriguing is that the Bahama builder, OTE Corporation, plans to pipe far more cold seawater to land than is needed to create 

power. This rush of cold may allow the archipelago to run water desalination plants or to grow commodities that otherwise 

wouldnôt thrive in a warm climate, like salmon or berries. 

 

5. Lockheed Martin is building an OTEC plant in Chinaðwill be ready by 2017 
 

Daniel Cusick, ñClean Technology: U.S.-Designed No-Emission Plant Will Debut off Chinaôs Coast,ò CLIMATEWIRE, 5ð

1ð13, www.eenews.net/stories/1059980380, accessed 4-17-14. 

Forty years of research and development by Lockheed Martin into harnessing energy from steep differentials in ocean 

temperatures will see its first commercial deployment in China. There, a resort developer has partnered with the U.S. defense 

and aerospace giant to build a 10-megawatt power plant using ocean thermal energy conversion (OTEC) technology. A 

recently signed agreement between Lockheed Martin, of Bethesda, Md., and the Beijing-based Reignwood Group should lead 

to the completion of the alternative energy plant by 2017 in waters off southern China's Hainan Island. The platform-based 

power plant will be the largest OTEC application developed to date, according to Lockheed, supplying 100 percent of the 

power needed for the resort, which will be marketed as a low-carbon real estate development. The technology involves using 

the heat from warm surface water to boil a working fluid with a low boiling point, such as ammonia, to produce steam that 

drives a turbine generator. Then colder water is pumped from 800 to 1,000 meters below the ocean surface to condense the 

steam back into liquid form. Dan Heller, Lockheed Martin's vice president of new ventures for Mission Systems and Training, 

said the relationship with Reignwood, a diversified firm with holdings in the energy, minerals, aviation and resort business, 

solidified as Lockheed engineers went searching for suitable locations to build a pilot-scale OTEC facility. 

 

6. Japan is providing funding for OTEC research 
 

Mayumi Yoshino, ñClean, Green Power from Ocean Water Temperature Differentials,ò NIKKEI WEEKLY, 11ð15ð10, LN. 

The government of Japan has begun to get behind OTEC power generation. For example, the Ministry of Economy, Trade and 

Industry has earmarked some 1 billion yen ($12.34 million) for temperature-difference power generation in its budget request 

for next fiscal year.  And the government-affiliated New Energy and Industrial Technology Development Organization has 

mapped out a strategy that includes building a pilot plant to study economic feasibility in 2015, using OTEC power generation 

on remote islands in 2020, and advancing into overseas markets with the technology in 2030.  It is said that the power of the 

oceans could be tapped to generate 4,000 terawatts of electricity a year worldwide. For an island nation like Japan, the 

industrialization of this technology could have large economic ramifications.  
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OTEC Neg: InevitableðOther Countries Developing [contôd] 
 

7. China is building a demonstration project 
 

Bob Yirka, ñPartnership to Build Worldôs Largest OTEC Plant off China Coast,ò PHYSORG, 4ð24ð13, 

http://phys.org/news/2013-04-partnership-world-largest-otec-china.html, accessed 4-18-14. 

Hong Kong based Reignwood Group and U.S. aerospace company Lockheed Martin have announced plans to build an Ocean 

Thermal Energy Conversion (OTEC) electricity generating plant off the coast of China to power a planned resort community. 

Lockheed Martin is to build the facility and run it, while the Reignwood Group will be building the resort community that is to 

use the power generated. The new plant is expected to produce 100 percent of the power needs of the community. OTEC plants 

generate electricity by taking advantage of the difference in water temperature at different ocean depthsðwarm surface water 

is used to boil a fluid (one that has a low boiling temperature such as ammonia) that in turn drives a turbine. Cold water 

brought up from below cools the liquid causing it to once again liquefy allowing the process to repeat over and over. To date, 

few such plants have been built due to the large expense involved in transporting cold water up from below. The new plant to 

be built off the coast of southern China will be a pilot project designed to not only supply electricity to the new resort 

community, but also to serve as a learning environment, helping lead the way to more efficient, and hopefully cheaper plant 

designs. 

 

8. France is pursuing a project in Tahiti 
 

Sonia Kolesnikov-Jessop, ñHarnessing Ocean Power,ò INTERNATIONAL HERALD TRIBUNE, 5ð10ð10, p. 13. 

Pacific Otec is working with DCNS, the French government-owned naval architect and military shipbuilder, and Xenesys, a 

Japanese specialist in desalination and thermal energy conversion technology, on a feasibility study for a commercial O.T.E.C. 

plant in Tahiti. Financial backing for the project has been provided by the French and French Polynesian governments, which 

are paying 50 percent and 18 percent, respectively, of the cost of the feasibility study. The project aims to build an offshore 

O.T.E.C. platform, with a 10 megawatt-hour generating capacity, which will be connected to the Tahiti power grid and could 

produce enough electricity to cover 10 percent of the islands' needs, Mr. Dubau said. ''We are in the same situation as the 

people who were making the first steam engine,'' he said. ''There is still a very long and difficult road in front of us, but if we 

succeed, we can bring something interesting and relevant in terms of energy and water supply to the communities, so it is worth 

trying.'' The Tahiti project will center on an offshore O.T.E.C. plant 25 meters, or 80 feet, high and submerged 25 meters below 

the surface to avoid strong currents and big waves. ''Below that sea level, it's much more stable,'' Mr. Dubau said. ''This 

feasibility study is not about the technology; we know it works. We also know the design of the plant is correct. But what we 

need to do now is to design the optimal energy system, considering local environmental data; to design the integration of the 

process into the chosen platform type; and, of course, study the economic feasibility of the whole project.'' 
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OTEC Neg: InevitableðPrivate Sector Developing 
 

1. Multiple companies are entering the OTEC market 
 

David Ferris, journalist, ñMarket for Deep Ocean Energy Heats Up,ò FORBES, 3ð31ð12, 

www.forbes.com/sites/davidferris/2012/03/31/market-for-deep-ocean-energy-starts-to-heat-up/, accessed 5-8-14. 

Lockheed plans a five- to 10-megawatt pilot project in the next three to five years with a commercial plant following soon 

after, said Gary Feldman, the director of business development for new business ventures. Eventually the company wants to 

build plants of 100 megawatts or larger. ñItôs a very scalable technology,ò Feldman said. ñThis is a very exciting time for 

OTEC.ò In 2009, the Navy gave Lockheed $12.5 million to develop an OTEC system. Another entrant in the field, OTEC 

International, is poised to sign an agreement to install a one-megawatt offshore OTEC demonstration plant near the Big Island 

in Hawaii, and is negotiating with Hawaii Electric Company for a 100-megawatt plant. The company also is in talks with a 

utility in the Cayman Islands, said Barbara Hastings, a company spokeswoman. A Netherlands startup called Bluerise just 

flipped the switch on a miniature pilot plant at Delft University and is hoping to create an OTEC plant as part of an ambitious 

eco-industrial park being planned at the airport on the island of Curacao, in the Lesser Antilles. Yet another company, the 

French military contractor DCNS, proposes to build a 10-megawatt plant by 2015 on the island of Martinique, with other plans 

underway in the Reunion Island and Tahiti. 

 

2. Lockheed Martin has nearly finished a pilot project 
 

TORONTO STAR, ñHarnessing the Energy in Oceans and Lakes,ò 4ð19ð10, p. B1. 

The idea of tapping into that heat to produce electricity has been around for more than a century. Serbian-American engineer 

Nikola Tesla proposed the concept in an essay published in 1931, though he wasn't convinced at the time that so-called ocean 

thermal energy conversion (OTEC) could ever be practical. Technology and time, however, have a way of surprising us. For 

the past several decades, researchers have been making incremental improvements to the process. Among them are scientists at 

advanced technology and defence company Lockheed Martin, who in the 1970s built a small OTEC system that ran for several 

months and generated enough electricity to power 20 homes. More recently, Lockheed is thinking big. It is in the final design 

stage for construction of an OTEC pilot plant off the coast of Hawaii that will be capable of generating 10 megawatts of clean 

baseload electricity. The company hopes to have that pilot plant in operation in 2013, possibly earlier. By 2015 it figures it can 

build commercial-sized plants, about 100 megawatts or greater. "I dream of thousands of floating OTEC ships roaming the seas 

of the world providing an inexhaustible supply of clean energy and fuel and water for all people of the world," says Ted 

Johnson, director of alternative energy development at Lockheed. He says "fuel and water" because the electricity produced 

from these systems could be used to power desalination plants or to turn water into hydrogen through electrolysis. 

 

3. Intense R&D efforts are already underway in Hawaiôi 
 

Peter Havens, Sound & Sea Technology Inc., Charles Morgan, Planning Solutions Inc., and Donald A. McDonald, National 

Ocean Service, NOAA, ñEnvironmental Planning and Management for OTEC Pilot Projects,ò OCEANS 2010, September 20-

23 2010, IEEE Xplore Digital Library, pp. 1-9, p. 2., doi: 10.1109/OCEANS.2010.5664049, accessed 4-28-14. 

At this time, we know of no firm commitments by private or government parties to develop any OTEC systems. However, 

intense R&D efforts are underway that are at present focused on moored, offshore, closed-cycle OTEC systems, based 

somewhere in Hawaiian waters, and the impacts of these were discussed at the recent technical workshop supported by NOAA. 

While many of the potential effects of an OTEC facility can be evaluated based on experience with other types of ocean 

platforms and activities, the large water volume requirements are truly unique to OTEC. 
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OTEC Neg: Tech Barriers 
 

1. There are many technical challenges 
 

Christopher D. Barry, naval architect, ñOcean Thermal Energy Conversion and CO2 Sequestration,ò RENEWABLE ENERGY 

WORLD, 7ð1ð08, www.renewableenergyworld.com/rea/news/article/2008/07/ocean-thermal-energy-conversion-and-co2-

sequestration-52762, accessed 4-17-14. 

There are many practical issues as well. Again, with ammonia as the example, ammonia attacks copper bearing alloys, but only 

copper alloys resist marine fouling, and only a small amount of fouling is enough to drastically cut efficiency. Systems using 

ammonia have to have sophisticated waterside cleaning systems. There are also issues with the design of efficient low head 

turbines, very high performance heat exchangers, the long cold water pipe, and the platform, if it is floating (most OTEC 

designs are floating platforms, "grazing" in the open ocean). Finally, there is the problem of using the energy. Most OTEC 

plants will be far at sea, because deep water in the tropics is generally far from energy markets, so the energy is "stranded." 

 

2. Non-energy applications wonôt come online for 20 or 30 years 
 

Luis A. Vega, Hawaii Natural Energy Institute, University of Hawaii at Manoa, óOcean Thermal Energy Conversion,ò 

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF SUSTAINABILITY SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, 8ð12, p. 7296. 

The vertical temperature distribution in the open ocean can be represented as two layers separated by an interface. The upper 

layer is warmed by the sun and mixed to depths of about 100 m by wave motion. The bottom layer consists of colder water 

formed at high latitudes. The interface or thermocline is sometimes marked by an abrupt change in temperature but more often 

the change is gradual. This implies that there are two reservoirs providing the heat source and the heat sink required for a heat 

engine. A practical application is found in a system designed to transform the thermal energy into electricity. This is referred to 

as OTEC for Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion. At first, OTEC plantships providing electricity, via submarine power cables, 

to shore stations could be implemented. This would be followed, in 20 to 30 years, with OTEC factories deployed along 

equatorial waters producing energy-intensive products, like ammonia and hydrogen as the fuels that would support the postï

fossil fuel era. 

 

3. Actual potential energy is only a fraction of projections 
 

Lars G. Golmen, Norwegian Institute for Water Research, Stephen M. Masutani, Hawaii Natural Energy Institute, University of 

Hawaii and Kazuyuki Outchi, ñOcean Thermal Energy Conversion and Next Generation Fisheries,ò WORLD RENEWABLE 

ENERGY CONGRESS (WREC 2005), ed. M.S. Imbabi & C.P. Mitchell, 2005, p. 791. 

The tropical ocean regions most suitable (with regard to available ȹT, proximity to shore, etc.) for OTEC power generation 

have an approximate area of 60 million km2. It has been estimated that about 0.2 MW could be generated per km2 of tropical 

ocean without incurring significant negative environmental impacts (which include thermal pollution from the mixed sea water 

discharge and a small amount of CO2 outgassing from the depressurized deep water brought to the surface). On this basis, there 

is capacity for sustainable energy production of about 12 TW, which is about twice the current global demand for primary 

energy. In any practical scenario, however, only a fraction of this potential could be feasibly realized. 

 

4. Hydrogen costs would be very high 
 

Luis A. Vega, Hawaii Natural Energy Institute, University of Hawaii at Manoa, óOcean Thermal Energy Conversion,ò 

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF SUSTAINABILITY SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, 8ð12, p. 7298-7299. 

OTEC energy could be transported via chemical, thermal, and electrochemical carriers. The technical evaluation of 

nonelectrical carriers lead, for example, to the consideration of hydrogen produced using electricity and desalinated water 

generated with OTEC technology. The product would be transported from the OTEC plantship located at distances of about 

1,500 km (selected to represent the nominal distance from the tropical oceans to major industrialized centers throughout the 

world) to the port facility in liquid form to be primarily used as a transportation fuel. A 100 MW-net plantship can be 

configured to yield (by electrolysis) 1,300 kg/h of liquid hydrogen. Unfortunately, the production cost of liquid hydrogen 

delivered to the harbor would be equivalent to at least $300 barrel-of-crude-oil (approximately four times present cost). The 

situation is similar for the other energy carriers considered (e.g., anhydrous ammonia). Presently, the only energy carrier that is 

cost-effective for OTEC energy is the submarine power cable. This situation would be different in future decades in the post 

fossil-fuels era. 
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OTEC Neg: U.S. Inappropriate  
 

1. OTEC is only useful in tropical waters 
 

Todd J. Griset, attorney, ñHarnessing the Oceanôs Power: Opportunities in Renewable Energy Resources,ò OCEAN AND 

COASTAL LAW JOURNAL v. 16, 2011, p. 405. 

In theory, OTEC has great potential to produce power. Some estimates suggest that the total resource within 200 miles of the 

United States' coasts could provide a large portion of the nation's electricity demands.  However, OTEC systems rely upon 

large temperature differentials to operate, needing a temperature differential of approximately 20 [degrees] C for efficient 

operation.  In practice, this restricts the geographic scope of potential sites to tropical waters.  

 

2. OTEC is only viable in tropical waters 
 

Robin Pelc and Rod M. Fujita, Environmental Defense, ñRenewable Energy from the Ocean,ò MARINE POLICY v. 26, n. 6 

2002, pp. 471-479, p. 473. 

OTEC is only viable in the tropical seas, in areas where the thermal gradient between the surface and a depth of 1000m is at 

least 221C. Regions of the open ocean with this temperature difference, suitable for floating OTEC plants, total about 60 

million km2 in area. For a shore-based plant, an additional requirement is topography that allows access to very deep water 

(1km or deeper) directly offshore, conditions that exist at certain tropical islands, coral atolls, and a limited number of 

continental sites. In the United States, potential sites include Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the continental shelf of the Gulf of 

Mexico.Area s of the world ocean with the appropriate thermal gradient are shown in Fig.2. 

 

3. OTEC is not really suited for North American or European markets 
 

Peter Bond, ñQuest to Harness Power of the Deep,ò THE INDEPENDENT, 4ð17ð94, p. 6. 

Although the concept of using thermal energy from the oceans was first proposed in France over a century ago, little progress 

was made until the oil price shocks in the 1970s prompted a search for cheaper, more reliable sources of energy. Since then, the 

situation has swung back, as fossil-fuel prices have collapsed due to overproduction. The technology has also been inhibited by 

the lack of a domestic market in North America and Europe, where ocean conditions are generally unsuitable. ''You could just 

about do it off Greece,'' Mr Lennard says, ''but the water is not really deep enough.'' 
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Hydrogen Fails: Alternatives Superior 
 

1. Hydrogen inferior to electricðcost  
 

Ron Minsk, Senior Vice President, Securing Americaôs Energy Future (SAFE), Sam P. Ori, Director of Policy, SAFE and Sabrina 

Howell, Senior Policy Analyst, SAFE, ñPlugging Cars into the Grid: Why the Government Should Make a Choice,ò ENERGY LAW 

JOURNAL v. 30, 2009, p. 374. 

Fourth, hydrogen fuel cells are significantly more expensive than petroleum or GEVs. While batteries currently make GEVs more 

expensive than conventional gasoline-powered ones, fuel cells are understood to be significantly more expensive, though how much 

so is unclear because having never been produced at scale it is difficult to estimate manufacturing costs. Nevertheless, most experts 

agree that hydrogen fuel cells seem to be much further away from commercialization than batteries.  

 

2. Hydrogen inferior to electricðwill always be more expensive 
 

Ron Minsk, Senior Vice President, Securing Americaôs Energy Future (SAFE), Sam P. Ori, Director of Policy, SAFE and Sabrina 

Howell, Senior Policy Analyst, SAFE, ñPlugging Cars into the Grid: Why the Government Should Make a Choice,ò ENERGY LAW 

JOURNAL v. 30, 2009, p. 374-375. 

Finally, perhaps the largest obstacle to the development of a hydrogen-fueled light-duty fleet is the fact that hydrogen itself is much 

more expensive than electricity, and likely always will be. Hydrogen is not a source of new energy, but a carrier of energy processed 

from either natural gas or with the use of electricity. The process of producing hydrogen, preparing it for transport, distributing it, and 

converting it back into electricity is itself energy intensive and can consume as much as seventy-five percent of the initially available  

energy.  In contrast, transmission losses from the distribution of electricity, the same electricity that can be used to either make 

hydrogen or power cars directly, have averaged just below ten percent in recent years.  While it is difficult to predict the nature of 

future technological developments, it may prove to be very difficult for hydrogen to overcome this price disparity. 

 

3. Hydrogen is not feasible as a petroleum alternativeðmultiple reasons 
 

John Heywood et al., Professor, Mechanical Engineering, MIT, AN ACTION PLAN FOR CARS, 12ð09, p. 18. 

Hydrogen has also been proposed as a low carbon substitute for petroleumȤbased fuels in vehicles. At present, hydrogen has many 

limitations that make it an unlikely near term solution. First, hydrogen is a gas and carries with it the inconvenience of transporting, 

storing, and using a gaseous fuel. Second, it is an energy carrier and must be produced from primary fuel sources, the least expensive 

of which are fossil sources. Third, although fuel cells are desirable for their high efficiencies, they are also at present far too 

expensive. The other alternative, burning hydrogen in an internal combustion engine, is less efficient. Fourth, an infrastructure that 

delivers hydrogen or its precursors does not exist and would need to be constructed. In our view, these limitations place hydrogen in a 

category apart from the other options discussed here, although hydrogenôs potential as a transportation fuel in the longer term should 

not be ignored. 

 

4. Electrification is a far superior alternative to hydrogen 
 

Lisa Zyga, ñWhy a Hydrogen Economy Doesnôt Make Sense,ò PHYS.ORG, 12ð11ð06, http://phys.org/news85074285.html, 

accessed 5-7-14. 

Economically, the wasteful hydrogen process translates to electricity from hydrogen and fuel cells costing at least four times as much 

as electricity from the grid. In fact, electricity would be much more efficiently used if it were sent directly to the appliances instead. If 

the original electricity could be directly supplied by wires, as much as 90% could be used in applications. ñThe two key issues of a 

secure and sustainable energy future are harvesting energy from renewable sources and finding the highest energy efficiency from 

source to service,ò he says. ñAmong these possibilities, biomethane [which is already being used to fuel cars in some areas] is an 

important, but only limited part of the energy equation. Electricity from renewable sources will play the dominant role.ò To Bossel, 

this means focusing on the establishment of an efficient ñelectron economy.ò In an electron economy, most energy would be 

distributed with highest efficiency by electricity and the shortest route in an existing infrastructure could be taken. The efficiency of an 

electron economy is not affected by any wasteful conversions from physical to chemical and from chemical to physical energy. In 

contrast, a hydrogen economy is based on two such conversions (electrolysis and fuel cells or hydrogen engines). ñAn electron 

economy can offer the shortest, most efficient and most economical way of transporting the sustainable ógreenô energy to the 

consumer,ò he says. ñWith the exception of biomass and some solar or geothermal heat, wind, water, solar, geothermal, heat from 

waste incineration, etc. become available as electricity. Electricity could provide power for cars, comfortable temperature in buildings, 

heat, light, communication, etc. ñIn a sustainable energy future, electricity will become the prime energy carrier. We now have to 

focus our research on electricity storage, electric cars and the modernization of the existing electricity infrastructure.ò 
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Hydrogen Fails: Cost 
 

1. Tech barriers, enormous costs mean that they donôt solve 
 

DISCOVER, ñHydrogen Car Goes Down Like the Hindenburg: DoE Kills the Program,ò 80 Beats, 5ð8ð09, 

http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/80beats/2009/05/08/hydrogen-car-goes-down-like-the-hindenburg-doe-kills-the-program/, 

accessed 7-7-14. 

But experts say there are a host of obstacles to overcome before hydrogen cars can regularly cruise Americaôs highways. They 

are still very expensive, and producing the hydrogen on which they run is not cheap, or completely clean, either. At the 

moment, most hydrogen used in fuel cells is extracted from natural gas, a non-renewable hydrocarbon just like oil. A new 

hydrogen distribution system would also have to be built from scratch ï and wonôt be cheap [The Wall Street Journal]. One 

recent report from the National Research Council estimated that the total cost of building hydrogen pipelines and filling 

stations could be as high as $200 billion. 

 

2. Hydrogen is really expensiveðefficiency is a far better strategy 
 

Joseph Romm, Center for Energy & Climate Solutions, ñChapter 5: Energy Myth FourðThe Hydrogen Economy Is a Panacea 

to the Nationôs Energy Problems,ò ENERGY AND AMERICAN SOCIETY: THIRTEEN MYTHS, ed. B.K. Sovacool & M.A. 

Brown, 2007, pp. 103-124, p. 104. 

However, this chapter promotes a starkly different view. Contrary to what many in the media may think, hydrogen cars are an 

exceedingly costly greenhouse gas strategy. Such cars are also an inefficient way to utilize renewable or zero-carbon primary 

energy resources, which will be critical to achieving any ambitious greenhouse gas target. In the near-term, the most cost-

effective strategy for reducing emissions and fuel use is efficiency. Instead of hydrogen cars, a much better option remains the 

hybrid gasoline-electric vehicle, because it can reduce gasoline consumption and greenhouse gas emissions 30 to 50% with no 

change in vehicle class and hence no loss of jobs or compromise on safety or performance (Romm, 2004b). Because of these 

advantages, it, and not hydrogen powered automobiles, will likely become the dominant vehicle platform by the year 2020. 

 

3. Hydrogen is 10x more expensive than other CO2 abatement strategies 
 

Joseph Romm, Center for Energy & Climate Solutions, ñChapter 5: Energy Myth FourðThe Hydrogen Economy Is a Panacea 

to the Nationôs Energy Problems,ò ENERGY AND AMERICAN SOCIETY: THIRTEEN MYTHS, ed. B.K. Sovacool & M.A. 

Brown, 2007, pp. 103-124, p. 110. 

In fact, Well-to-Wheels Analysis of Future Automotive Fuels and Powertrains in the European Context, a January 2004 study 

by the European Commission Center for Joint Research, the European Council for Automotive R&D, and an association of 

European oil companies, concluded that using hydrogen as a transport fuel might well increase Europeôs greenhouse gas 

emissions rather than reduce them. (JRC et al., 2004) That is because many pathways for making hydrogen, such as grid 

electrolysis, can be quite carbon-intensive and because hydrogen fuel cells are so expensive that hydrogen internal combustion 

engine vehicles may be deployed instead (which is already happening in California, see below). Using fuel cell vehicles and 

hydrogen from zero-carbon sources such as renewable power or nuclear energy has a cost of avoided carbon dioxide of more 

than $600 a metric ton, which is more than a factor of ten higher than most other strategies being considered today (JRC et al., 

2004). 

 

4. Hydrogen is too expensive to store/transport 
 

Jeff Wise, journalist, ñThe Truth About Hydrogen,ò POPULAR MECHANICS v. 183, 11ð06, p. 82. 

And while oil and gas are easy to transport in pipelines and fuel tanks-they pack a lot of energy into a dense, stable form-

hydrogen presents a host of technical and economic challenges. The lightest gas in the universe isn't easy to corral. Skeptics say 

that hydrogen promises to be a needlessly expensive solution for applications for which simpler, cheaper and cleaner 

alternatives already exist. "You have to step back and ask, 'What is the point?'" says Joseph Romm, executive director of the 

Center for Energy & Climate Solutions. Though advocates promote hydrogen as a panacea for energy needs ranging from 

consumer electronics to home power, its real impact will likely occur on the nation's highways. After all, transportation 

represents two-thirds of U.S. oil consumption. "We're working on biofuels, ethanol, biodiesel and other technologies," says 

David Garmin, assistant secretary of energy, "but it's only hydrogen, ultimately, over the long term, that can delink light-duty 

transportation from petroleum entirely." 
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Hydrogen Fails: Cost [contôd] 
 

5. Hydrogen failðelectrolysis is too expensive, most economical production is from hydrocarbons 
 

Robert Zubrin, aerospace engineer and President, Pioneer Astronautics, ñThe Hydrogen Hoax,ò THE NEW ATLANTICS, 

Winter 2007, http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/the-hydrogen-hoax, accessed 5-7-14. 

The spokesmen for the hydrogen hoax claim that hydrogen will be manufactured from water via electrolysis. It is certainly 

possible to make hydrogen this way, but it is very expensiveðso much so, that only four percent of all hydrogen currently 

produced in the United States is produced in this manner. The rest is made by breaking down hydrocarbons, through processes 

like pyrolysis of natural gas or steam reforming of coal. Neither type of hydrogen is even remotely economical as fuel. The 

wholesale cost of commercial grade liquid hydrogen (made the cheap way, from hydrocarbons) shipped to large customers in 

the United States is about $6 per kilogram. High purity hydrogen made from electrolysis for scientific applications costs 

considerably more. Dispensed in compressed gas cylinders to retail customers, the current price of commercial grade hydrogen 

is about $100 per kilogram. For comparison, a kilogram of hydrogen contains about the same amount of energy as a gallon of 

gasoline. This means that even if hydrogen cars were available and hydrogen stations existed to fuel them, no one with the 

power to choose otherwise would ever buy such vehicles. This fact alone makes the hydrogen economy a non-starter in a free 

society. 

 

6. Delivery of hydrogen is enormously expensive 
 

Daniel Sperling, Director, Institute of Transportation Studies and Professor, Engineering and Environmental Policy, UC-Davis 

and Joan Ogden, Associate Professor, Environmental Science and Policy, UC-Davis, ñThe Hope for Hydrogen,ò ISSUES IN 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY v. 20 n. 3, 2004, pp. 82-86. 

The third supply-related challenge is logistical in nature. How can hydrogen be provided at local refueling sites, offering both 

convenience and acceptable cost to consumers during a transition? Today's natural gas and petroleum distribution systems are 

not necessarily good models for future hydrogen distribution, especially in the early stages of hydrogen use when consumption 

is small and dispersed. If future hydrogen systems attempt to simply mimic today's energy systems from the beginning, 

distribution costs could be untenably large, and the hydrogen economy will be stillborn. Unlike liquid transportation fuels, 

hydrogen storage, delivery, and refueling are major cost contributors. Astoundingly, delivering hydrogen from large plants to 

dispersed small hydrogen users is now roughly five times more expensive than producing the hydrogen. Even for major fossil 

fuel-based hydrogen production facilities under study, distribution and delivery costs are estimated to be equal to production 

costs. 

 

7. Hydrogen is enormously expensiveðhuge infrastructure costs  
 

Joel Bainerman, ñThe Myths and Hype of Hydrogen,ò THE MIDDLE EAST n. 367, 5ð06, pp. 36-38. 

What typically gets lost in the hype about hydrogen as an all-purpose fuel source to replace hydrocarbons for fuelling the 

transportation sector, is the cost. That cost comprises establishing a completelynew infrastructure to distribute hydrogen 

estimated to be at least $5,000 per vehicle, because transporting, storing and distributing a gaseous fuel as opposed to a liquid 

involves many difficult technical problems. Billions more dollars will be needed to develop hydrogen fuel cells that can match 

the performance of today's gasoline engines. 

 

8. Are not enough hydrogen fueling stations, are very expensive to build 
 

Joshua P. Fershee, Assistant Professor, Law, University of North Dakota, ñStruggling Past Oil: The Infrastructure Impediments 

to Adopting Next-Generation Transportation Fuel Sources,ò CUMBERLAND LAW REVIEW v. 40, 2009-2010, p. 114. 

Nevertheless, simply generating hydrogen is not the only hurdle. There must also be a way to get the fuel. This would most 

likely be at a commercial service station, like a traditional gas station, that sells hydrogen. The service station option is 

conceivable, but it is also an expensive infrastructure upgrade due to the current limited hydrogen infrastructure.   There are 

only sixty-two hydrogen-fueling stations in the United States, and nine more in Canada.   One major reason for the slow rollout 

is the expensive nature of these commercial projects.   For example, Shell recently opened a hydrogen filling station near 

Washington, D.C., which was built at a cost of $ 2 million.   This is an especially expensive project when there are so few 

potential customers currently on the road. 
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Hydrogen Fails: Energy Loser 
 

1. Hydrogen is an energy loser and tech cannot solve thisðmaking it requires enormous quantities, as do  

 moving and storing it 
 

Lisa Zyga, ñWhy a Hydrogen Economy Doesnôt Make Sense,ò PHYS.ORG, 12ð11ð06, http://phys.org/news85074285.html, 

accessed 5-7-14. 

In his study, Bossel analyzes a variety of methods for synthesizing, storing and delivering hydrogen, since no single method 

has yet proven superior. To start, hydrogen is not naturally occurring, but must be synthesized. ñUltimately, hydrogen has to be 

made from renewable electricity by electrolysis of water in the beginning,ò Bossel explains, ñand then its energy content is 

converted back to electricity with fuel cells when itôs recombined with oxygen to water. Separating hydrogen from water by 

electrolysis requires massive amounts of electrical energy and substantial amounts of water.ò Also, hydrogen is not a source of 

energy, but only a carrier of energy. As a carrier, it plays a role similar to that of water in a hydraulic heating system or 

electrons in a copper wire. When delivering hydrogen, whether by truck or pipeline, the energy costs are several times that for 

established energy carriers like natural gas or gasoline. Even the most efficient fuel cells cannot recover these losses, Bossel 

found. For comparison, the "wind-to-wheel" efficiency is at least three times greater for electric cars than for hydrogen fuel cell 

vehicles. Another headache is storage. When storing liquid hydrogen, some gas must be allowed to evaporate for safety 

reasonsðmeaning that after two weeks, a car would lose half of its fuel, even when not being driven. Also, Bossel found that 

the output-input efficiency cannot be much above 30%, while advanced batteries have a cycle efficiency of above 80%. In 

every situation, Bossel found, the energy input outweighs the energy delivered by a factor of three to four. ñAbout four 

renewable power plants have to be erected to deliver the output of one plant to stationary or mobile consumers via hydrogen 

and fuel cells,ò he writes. ñThree of these plants generate energy to cover the parasitic losses of the hydrogen economy while 

only one of them is producing useful energy.ò This fact, he shows, cannot be changed with improvements in technology. 

Rather, the one-quarter efficiency is based on necessary processes of a hydrogen economy and the properties of hydrogen itself, 

e.g. its low density and extremely low boiling point, which increase the energy cost of compression or liquefaction and the 

investment costs of storage. 

 

2. Hydrogen is simply unsustainableðrequires too much energy to make, move, and store 
 

Lisa Zyga, ñWhy a Hydrogen Economy Doesnôt Make Sense,ò PHYS.ORG, 12ð11ð06, http://phys.org/news85074285.html, 

accessed 5-7-14. 

In a recent study, fuel cell expert Ulf Bossel explains that a hydrogen economy is a wasteful economy. The large amount of 

energy required to isolate hydrogen from natural compounds (water, natural gas, biomass), package the light gas by 

compression or liquefaction, transfer the energy carrier to the user, plus the energy lost when it is converted to useful electricity 

with fuel cells, leaves around 25% for practical use ð an unacceptable value to run an economy in a sustainable future. Only 

niche applications like submarines and spacecraft might use hydrogen. ñMore energy is needed to isolate hydrogen from 

natural compounds than can ever be recovered from its use,ò Bossel explains to PhysOrg.com. ñTherefore, making the new 

chemical energy carrier form natural gas would not make sense, as it would increase the gas consumption and the emission of 

CO2. Instead, the dwindling fossil fuel reserves must be replaced by energy from renewable sources.ò While scientists from 

around the world have been piecing together the technology, Bossel has taken a broader look at how realistic the use of 

hydrogen for carrying energy would be. His overall energy analysis of a hydrogen economy demonstrates that high energy 

losses inevitably resulting from the laws of physics mean that a hydrogen economy will never make sense. ñThe advantages of 

hydrogen praised by journalists (non-toxic, burns to water, abundance of hydrogen in the Universe, etc.) are misleading, 

because the production of hydrogen depends on the availability of energy and water, both of which are increasingly rare and 

may become political issues, as much as oil and natural gas are today,ò says Bossel. 

 

3. Hydrogen failsðis a net energy loser 
 

Alice Friedemann, systems architect/engineer, ñThe Hydrogen economy ï Energy and Economic Black Hole,ò ENERGY 

PULSE, 2ð25ð05, www.energypulse.net/centers/article/article_display.cfm?a_id=940, accessed 5-7-14 

Before we invest trillions of dollars, let's take a hydrogen car out for a spin. You will discover that hydrogen is the least likely 

of all the alternative energies to solve our transportation problems. Hydrogen uses more energy than you get out of it. The only 

winners in the hydrogen scam are large auto companies receiving billions of dollars via the FreedomCAR Initiative to build 

hydrogen vehicles. And most importantly, the real problem that needs to be solved is how to build hydrogen trucks, so we can 

plant, harvest, and deliver food and other goods. 
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Hydrogen Fails: Energy Loser [contôd] 
 

4. Hydrogen is a horrible energy transmitterð75% of energy is potentially lost 
 

Ulf Bossel, journalist, ñA Sustainable Future?ò POWER ENGINEERING INTERNATIONAL, 9ð1ð04, pp. 77-78. 

In future renewable electricity will be the main source of energy, generated near consumer sites to minimize transmission 

losses. Electrolysis and fuel cells may be used for temporary energy storage with hydrogen, but for the sake of overall 

efficiency renewable electricity    will be transmitted directly by electrons and not by synthetic chemical energy carriers. 

Today, only ten per cent of the electrical energy is lost by optimized power transmission between power plant and consumer. 

However, if renewable electricity is converted to hydrogen, and hydrogen is later reconverted to electricity, more energy is 

needed    to drive the process. In fact, only about 25 per cent of the original electrical energy may be recovered by the 

consumer. At first glance this may sound unbelievable, but the high losses are related to the two electrochemical conversion 

processes and the difficulty of distributing the light energy carrier. The energy consumption associated with all significant 

stages of a hydrogen economy has been analysed and the results have surprised the hydrogen community world-wide, but the 

underlying physics can neither be debated nor improved by additional research and development. In Table 1 representative 

numbers are presented for all significant    stages of a hydrogen economy. In most cases electricity is consumed.    All energy 

losses are scaled by the true energy content of hydrogen,    i.e. its higher heating value HHV (142 MJ/kg). A hydrogen 

economy will be based on optimized mixes of these analysed stages. Hydrogen may be compressed to 100 bar for distribution 

to filling stations in pipelines, and then compressed to 850 bar for rapid transfer into pressure tanks of automobiles. 

Liquefaction of hydrogen may be preferred to compression to save transportation energy, or    onsite production of hydrogen 

with less efficient electrolysers may offer economic advantages over hydrogen production in large centralized plants and 

distribution by pipelines.  Whatever scheme is selected, a hydrogen economy will be wasteful compared to today's energy 

system and also compared to a sustainable energy future based on the efficient use of renewable energy, i.e. the direct use of 

electricity and liquid fuels from biomass. 

 

5. Hydrogen will never workðtakes more energy to make than you get from it 
 

Ulf Bossel, journalist, ñA Sustainable Future?ò POWER ENGINEERING INTERNATIONAL, 9ð1ð04, pp. 77-78. 

Certainly, hydrogen is the most abundant element in the biosphere. Unfortunately, it appears only in chemical compounds like 

water. More    energy is needed to split water than can ever be retrieved from the generated hydrogen. How much energy is 

really consumed to make, package, distribute and transfer hydrogen? Where does the energy come from? How efficient is the 

distribution of the lightest, thus most impractical of all energy gases? How much energy is needed to run a hydrogen economy? 

These questions need to be answered before investments are made in a hydrogen future. It will cost trillions of dollars to 

convert the entire energy system to hydrogen. Therefore, it would be diligent to question the optimistic claims of hydrogen 

promoters before tax money is spent for research, development and hardware. Any new energy technology must be based on a 

sound platform of physics, engineering and economics. There is no room for vision. 

 

6. Transporting to fuel stations consumes enormous quantities of energy 
 

Alice Friedemann, ñThe Hydrogen Economy: Savior of Humanity or an Economic Black Hole?ò SKEPTIC v. 14 n. 1, Spring 

2008, pp. 48-51. 

Canister trucks ($250,000 each) can carry enough fuel for 60 cars.(28) These trucks weigh 40,000 kg, but deliver only 400 kg 

of hydrogen. For a delivery distance of 150 miles, the delivery energy used is nearly 20% of the usable energy in the hydrogen 

delivered. At 300 miles, that is 40%. The same size track carrying gasoline delivers 10,000 gallons of fuel, enough to fill about 

800 cars. (29) 
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Hydrogen Fails: Fuel Cell Limits 
 

1. Fuel cells canôt be upscaled into a viable technologyðmultiple reasons 
 

Robert Zubrin, aerospace engineer and President, Pioneer Astronautics, ñThe Hydrogen Hoax,ò THE NEW ATLANTICS, 

Winter 2007, http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/the-hydrogen-hoax, accessed 5-7-14. 

Fuel cells are electrochemical systems that generate electricity directly through the combination of hydrogen and oxygen in 

solution. Essentially electrolyzers operating in reverse, they are attractive because they have no moving parts (other than small 

water pumps), and under conditions where the quality of their hydrogen and oxygen feed can be perfectly controlled, they are 

quite efficient and reliable. These features have provided sufficient advantages to make fuel cells the technology of choice for 

certain specialty applications, such as the power system for NASAôs Apollo capsules and the space shuttle. Yet despite their 

successful use for four decades in the space program, and many billions of dollars of research and development funds expended 

over the years for their improvement and refinement, fuel cells have thus far found little use in broader commercial 

applications. The reasons for this are threefold. First, in ordinary terrestrial applications, a practical power system must last 

years, not just the few weeks required to support a manned space flight. Second, on Earth, the oxygen supply for the fuel cell 

must come from the atmosphere, which contains not only nitrogen (which decreases the fuel cell efficiency compared to a pure 

oxygen source), but carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, and many other pollutants. Even in trace form, such pollutants can 

contaminate the catalysts used in the fuel cells and cause permanent degradation, ultimately rendering the system inoperable. 

Finally, and decisively, fuel cells are very expensive. For NASA, which spends hundreds of millions of dollars on every shuttle 

launch, it makes little difference if its 10 kilowatt fuel cell system costs $100,000, a million dollars, or ten million dollars. For a 

member of the public, however, such costs matter a great deal. 

 

2. Fuel cells wonôt be able to compete with diesel 
 

Joseph Romm, Center for Energy & Climate Solutions, ñChapter 5: Energy Myth FourðThe Hydrogen Economy Is a Panacea 

to the Nationôs Energy Problems,ò ENERGY AND AMERICAN SOCIETY: THIRTEEN MYTHS, ed. B.K. Sovacool & M.A. 

Brown, 2007, pp. 103-124, p. 111. 

Furthermore, a number of major studies and articles have recently come out on the technological challenges facing hydrogen. 

Transportation fuel cells currently cost about $2,000/kW, some 50 times greater than the cost of internal combustion engines 

(DOE, 2003). Even with the most optimistic assumptions, the fuel cell powered vehicle offers only a marginal efficiency 

improvement over the advanced [diesel]-hybrid and with no anticipation yet of future developments of IC engines. At 

$100/kW, the fuel cell does not offer a short term advantage even in a European market.ò (Oppenheim and Schock, 2004) 

 

3. Fuel cell tech advancements are a pre-requisite to use of hydrogen in the transportation sector 
 

Antonia Herzog, Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and Marika Tatsutani, ñA Hydrogen Future? An Economic and 

Environmental Assessment of Hydrogen Production Pathways,ò ISSUE PAPER, NRDC, 11ð05, p. 5. 

Investments to date in hydrogen and hydrogen fuel cells have spurred significant technological improvements, but have also 

revealed the many difficulties of designing fuel cell and hydrogen storage and dispensing systems that are practical, cost-

effective, and safe to operate. In this context, it is worth noting that hydrogen can also be used apart from fuel cells as a fuel for 

combustion engines and gas turbines in a variety of transport as well as stationary applications (potential examples include 

hydrogen internal combustion engine vehicles and hybrid electric vehicles; hydrogen engines and/or turbines for heavy-duty 

transportation applications such as forklifts or maritime vessels; and hydrogen gas turbines for power generation). These uses 

may eventually help support the development of a hydrogen distribution infrastructure even in market segments where fuel 

cells have not yet become established. At best, however, they are likely to represent only an interim step in the gradual 

deployment of hydrogen-based technology. Ultimately, in the transportation sector only fuel cellsðwhich can take advantage 

of hydrogenôs unique characteristics to achieve substantially higher efficiencies than combustion-based technologiesðare 

likely to make hydrogen competitive and to provide the overall benefits that would compensate for its higher costs (per unit of 

energy content) relative to conventional fuel alternatives. The successful development and commercialization of fuel cell 

technology is therefore another key prerequisite for establishing the long-term viability of hydrogen as a primary fuel for the 

U.S. transportation sector. 
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Hydrogen Fails: Fuel Cell Limits [contôd] 
 

4. Fuel cells are not more efficient than are the alternatives 
 

Robert Zubrin, aerospace engineer and President, Pioneer Astronautics, ñThe Hydrogen Hoax,ò THE NEW ATLANTICS, 

Winter 2007, http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/the-hydrogen-hoax, accessed 5-7-14. 

Furthermore, despite all their cost and hype, the fuel cell vehicles themselves offer no increase in efficiency relative to more 

conventional systems. (In this context, ñefficiencyò means the percentage of energy in the fuel that is spent on actual work 

rather than wasted.) While the theoretical efficiency of a hydrogen/oxygen fuel cell approaches 85 percent, the actual efficiency 

of real PEMFC stacks using hydrogen and air near maximum output (where they must operate, because fuel cell capacity is so 

expensive) is about 38 percent. If we then factor in an estimated efficiency for the power electronics of 92 percent and a real-

world motor efficiency of 85 percent, we obtain an estimate of about 30 percent efficiency for a fuel-cell vehicle. Ordinary 

internal combustion engine cars can already match this, with systems offering up to 38 percent efficiencies well in sight. 

Conventional diesel engines operate today at about 42 percent efficiency. With variable valve timing, they should be able to 

attain 58 percent efficiency. Thatôs nearly twice the efficiency offered by a fuel cell vehicle, at 1/400th the cost. 

 

5. Fuels cells are heavy, decreases efficiency 
 

Alice Friedemann, ñThe Hydrogen Economy: Savior of Humanity or an Economic Black Hole?ò SKEPTIC v. 14 n. 1, Spring 

2008, pp. 48-51. 

Fuel cells are heavy. According to Rosa Young, a physicist and vice    president of advanced materials development at Energy 

Conversion Devices in Troy, Michigan: "A metal hydride storage system that can hold    5 kg of hydrogen, including the alloy, 

container, and heat exchangers, would weigh approximately 300 kg (661 lbs), which would lower the fuel efficiency of the 

vehicle." (21) 

 

6. Fuel cells are enormously expensive 
 

Kara Rowland, journalist, ñFuel-Cell Vehicles Stalled by Price Tag,ò WASHINGTON TIMES, 2ð20ð08, p. A1. 

Fuel cells now in use are mostly limited to industrial applications such as forklifts or air-conditioning systems. Every major car 

company is exploring fuel-cell technology, but most hydrogen-powered vehicles are still in testing or development. The 

technology faces several large obstacles, beginning with cost. The labor involved in designing a fuel cell is expensive because 

it requires the help of highly educated scientists. Most fuel cells use platinum, which costs more than gold. One 200-

horsepower fuel-cell system costs about $75,000 to make, according to Plunkett Research of Houston. Then there's the 

availability of fuel, likened to a "chicken and egg" predicament. That is, consumers won't buy hydrogen-powered cars if 

hydrogen refueling stations aren't easily accessible, but energy companies won't build the infrastructure if the market isn't there. 

 

7. Fuel cells are not practicalðwill take a big tech advance for them to be viable 
. 

Joseph J. Romm, Executive Director, Center for Energy and Climate Solutions, ñThe Hype About Hydrogen,ò ISSUES IN 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY v. 20 n. 3, 2004, pp. 74-81. 

Fuel cells are small, modular electrochemical devices, similar to batteries, but which can be continuously fueled. For most 

purposes, you can think of a fuel cell as a "black box" that takes in hydrogen and oxygen and puts out only water plus 

electricity and heat. The most promising fuel cell for transportation uses is the proton exchange membrane (PEM), first 

developed in the early 1960s by General Electric for the Gemini space program. The price goal for transportation fuel cells is to 

come close to that of an internal combustion engine, roughly $30 per kilowatt. Current PEM costs are about 100 times greater. 

It has taken wind and solar power each about 20 years of major government and private-sector investments in R & D to see a 

10-fold decline in prices, and they still each comprise well under 1 percent of U.S. electricity generation. A major technology 

breakthrough is needed in transportation fuel cells before they will be practical. 
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Hydrogen Fails: Leaks Turn 
 

1. Hydrogen will leakðcauses warming, ozone depletion, and kills soil microbes 
 

Charles W. Petit, journalist, ñYellow Light for a Green Fuel,ò U.S. NEWS & WORLD REPORT, 12ð22ð03, p. 54+. 

Last year Yuk Yung, an expert in planetary atmospheres at the California Institute of Technology, was amazed to hear the Bush 

administration's vision of swapping the colossal system of refineries, pipelines, industrial furnaces, and vehicles devoted to 

fossil fuels for a pollution-free hydrogen economy. The goal: no more climate-warming carbon dioxide, no more smog, only 

benign water vapor wafting from tailpipes and smokestacks. But boy, he thought to himself, that will take a lot of hydrogen. 

With colleagues he soon calculated that it would take around 600 million tons of hydrogen yearly to generate the energy that 

natural gas and oil now provide the world. And Yung is sure some of that hydrogen would leak. In a series of reports--most 

recently at last week's American Geophysical Union meeting in San Francisco--he and others are warning that hydrogen that 

escapes could seriously harm the environment.   The lure of a hydrogen economy is clear. Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham 

calls it a route to "a world where our pollution problems are solved and where our need for abundant and affordable energy is 

secure." Surrounded by auto industry chiefs, he unveiled its first major component, a program called FreedomCAR, in early 

2002 at a Detroit auto show. The overall plan even got a mention in President Bush's State of the Union address early this year-

-with at least $ 1.7 billion to be spent on research over the next few years.  Critics call the program a distraction from more 

immediate steps to clean the air, like boosting fuel economy. They also stress that no one knows how to liberate hydrogen from 

water or fossil fuels cleanly and cheaply.  But even critics didn't worry much about the hydrogen itself until last June, when 

Yung and like-minded colleagues published an article in the journal Science listing potential consequences if much hydrogen 

gets loose. If the tanks, pipelines, and other components of a hydrogen economy leaked 10 or 20 percent of the gas, as they feel 

is plausible, the air's minuscule hydrogen content could rise as much as fourfold. While the free hydrogen wouldn't be toxic and 

would be too dilute to burn, Hindenburg-style, they say it could:  Affect weather patterns by cooling the stratosphere, a dry 

layer of the atmosphere 10 to 50 miles up. Worsen the ozone holes over the north and south poles. The cooling of the 

stratosphere could intensify the vortexes of wind where ozone is trapped and broken down.  Warm the climate. Methane, a 

greenhouse gas, could increase as the hydrogen reacted with airborne chemicals that normally degrade methane.  Change the 

mix of bacteria and other microbes in the soil, with unknown effects on the environment. 

 

2. Hydrogen leakage risks are huge, spurs warming and ozone depletion 
 

Anil Ananthaswamy, ñReality Bites for the Dream of a Hydrogen Economy,ò NEW SCIENTIST, 11ð15ð03, p. 6. 

IT WAS never going to be that easy. Cars and power plants running on hydrogen have been touted as the answer to all our 

environmental problems, from global warming to pollution and smog. But a more problematic vision of hydrogen is now 

emerging, in which spiralling leakage rates contribute to ozone depletion and even to global warming. If we are to avoid these 

downsides we had better start planning now. That's the warning from researchers modelling the effects of hydrogen in the 

atmosphere, such as Tracy Tromp and John Eiler from the California Institute of Technology in Pasadena. In June, they pointed 

out that leaked hydrogen could end up in the stratosphere. There it could react with hydroxyl (OH) radicals to form water 

vapour, helping to form colder and longer-lasting clouds over the poles. This, they argued, would provide a reaction site for 

halogens such as chlorine to deplete stratospheric ozone, delaying the repair of the ozone layer (Science, vol 300, p 1740).  

Now other scientists are warning of other potentially damaging effects. At the American Geophysical Union meeting in San 

Francisco next month, Larry Horowitz of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and his colleagues will report 

that leaked hydrogen could increase the concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. Again, the main problem is 

destruction of OH radicals, but this time in the troposphere .  
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Hydrogen Fails: Long Timeframe 
 

1. It is far too earlyðthe tech and infrastructure  wonôt be ready for decades 
 

Joseph Romm, Center for Energy & Climate Solutions, ñChapter 5: Energy Myth FourðThe Hydrogen Economy Is a Panacea 

to the Nationôs Energy Problems,ò ENERGY AND AMERICAN SOCIETY: THIRTEEN MYTHS, ed. B.K. Sovacool & M.A. 

Brown, 2007, pp. 103-124, p. 104. 

In the truly long-term, Americans will need to replace gasoline with a zero-carbon fuel. Yet all alternative fuel vehicle (AFV) 

pathways require technology advances and strong government action to succeed. Hydrogen is the most challenging of all 

alternative fuels, particularly because of the enormous effort needed to change our existing gasoline infrastructure. 

Unfortunately, we are many decades away from a time when hydrogen cars could be a cost-effective greenhouse gas mitigation 

strategy. Thus, devoting significant public resources to expensive hydrogen infrastructure and vehicles based on existing 

technologies is wildly premature. 
 

2. There is no way that hydrogen will be cost effective before 2035 
 

Joseph Romm, Center for Energy & Climate Solutions, ñChapter 5: Energy Myth FourðThe Hydrogen Economy Is a Panacea 

to the Nationôs Energy Problems,ò ENERGY AND AMERICAN SOCIETY: THIRTEEN MYTHS, ed. B.K. Sovacool & M.A. 

Brown, 2007, pp. 103-124, p. 110. 

Hydrogen cars face enormous challenges in overcoming each of the major historical barriers to AFV success. The central 

challenge for any AFV seeking government support beyond R&D is that the deployment of the AFVs and the infrastructure to 

support them must cost effectively address some energy or environmental problems facing the nation. Yet in the spring issue of 

Issues and Science and Technology, two hydrogen advocates, Dan Sperling and Joan Ogden of University of California at 

Davis, wrote, ñHydrogen is neither the easiest nor the cheapest way to gain large near- and medium-term air pollution, 

greenhouse gas, or oil reduction benefits.ò (Sperling and Ogden, 2004) A 2004 analysis by Pacific Northwest National 

Laboratory concluded that even ñin the advanced technology case with a carbon constraintéhydrogen doesnôt penetrate the 

transportation sector in a major way until after 2035.ò (Geffen et al., 2004) A push to constrain carbon dioxide emissions 

actually delays the introduction of hydrogen cars because sources of zero-carbon hydrogen such as renewable power can 

achieve emissions reductions far more cost-effectively simply replacing planned or existing coal plants. As noted above, our 

efforts to reduce GHG emissions in the vehicle sector must not come at the expense of our efforts to reduce GHG emissions in 

the electric utility sector. 
 

3. Even with government R&D, hydrogen wonôt be ready before 2030 
 

Joseph Romm, Center for Energy & Climate Solutions, ñChapter 5: Energy Myth FourðThe Hydrogen Economy Is a Panacea 

to the Nationôs Energy Problems,ò ENERGY AND AMERICAN SOCIETY: THIRTEEN MYTHS, ed. B.K. Sovacool & M.A. 

Brown, 2007, pp. 103-124, p. 112. 

A variety of major technology breakthroughs and government incentives will be required for hydrogen vehicles to achieve 

significant commercial success by the middle of this century. Continued research and development (ñR&Dò) in hydrogen and 

transportation fuel cell technologies remains important because of their potential to provide a zero-carbon transportation fuel in 

the second half of the century. But neither government policy nor business investment should be based on the assumption that 

these technologies will have a significant impact in the near- or medium-term. Bill Reinert, U.S. manager of Toyotaôs advanced 

technologies group said in January 2005, absent multiple technology breakthroughs, we wonôt see high-volume sales of fuel 

cell vehicles until 2030 or later (Truett, 2005). 
 

4. U.S. already spends $1.2 billion on fuels cells research, development is slow 
 

Kara Rowland, journalist, ñFuel-Cell Vehicles Stalled by Price Tag,ò WASHINGTON TIMES, 2ð20ð08, p. A1. 

Politicians and scientists have been touting hydrogen as the fuel of the future for years. But as the price of oil tops $100 a barrel 

and more alternative energies find their way to market, consumers might be wondering: Where are the hydrogen fuel cells? "It's 

a very difficult technology to bring to the real world," said Taras Wankewycz, vice president of Horizon Fuel Cell 

Technologies, a Singapore company that makes products powered by fuel cells. "The ability to run your car on something that 

doesn't burn or something that doesn't pollute is still considered very futurist." A fuel cell creates electricity by combining 

hydrogen and oxygen in a chemical reaction. Water and heat are the only byproducts. The technology dates back to 1839, but 

its first modern use was to supply power to command and lunar modules during the Apollo space program. In 2003, President 

Bush announced a five-year, $1.2 billion Hydrogen Fuel Initiative to speed the development of fuel-cell vehicles and 

supporting infrastructure. The Energy Department program set targets for lowering the cost of hydrogen and making fuel cells 

last longer. 
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Hydrogen Fails: Long Timeframe [contôd] 
 

5. Hydrogen tech wonôt be ready for 40 yearsðtoo slow to solve, diverts resources from better areas 
 

Chuck Squatriglia, journalist, ñHydrogen Cars Wonôt Make a Difference for 40 Years,ò WIRED, 5ð12ð08, 

http://www.wired.com/cars/energy/news/2008/05/hydrogen?currentPage=1, accessed 5-7-14. 

President Bush, Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger and the big automakers agree on this much: They love hydrogen-powered fuel 

cell technology and its promise of a zero-emission, petroleum-free future. Unfortunately, experts say it will be 40 years or more 

before hydrogen has any meaningful impact on gasoline consumption or global warming, and we can't afford to wait that long. 

In the meantime, fuel cells are diverting resources from more immediate solutions. "As a climate strategy, it's not very good," 

said Dr. Joseph Romm, executive director of the Center for Energy and Climate Solutions and author of The Hype About 

Hydrogen: Fact and Fiction in the Race to Save the Climate. "We don't have the time. Climate experts and alternative-fuel 

researchers, including some hydrogen proponents, agree that hydrogen is at best a long-term solution. In the short and medium 

term, however, other technologies offer far greater benefit at far less cost: Cleaner internal combustion engines, hybrids and 

plug-in hybrids. 

 

6. Hydrogen has been ô15 years awayô forever 
 

Robert Schoenberger, journalist, ñThe Electric Carôs Promise,ò PLAIN DEALER, 10ð9ð08, p. C1. 

Hydrogen To auto industry insiders, the promise that "hydrogen-powered cars will be on sale in 15 years" has become a joke. 

Hydrogen fuel cells have been 15 years away since the 1970s, and they still look to be at least 15 years off. Fuel cells generate 

electricity by mixing oxygen and hydrogen, a chemical reaction that leads to a massive release of energy, leaving behind only 

water. 

 

7. Hydrogen is a long ways offðbest case scenario says it will not do anything about oil consumption for  

 at least 25 ears 
 

Joseph J. Romm, Executive Director, Center for Energy and Climate Solutions, ñThe Hype About Hydrogen,ò ISSUES IN 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY v. 20 n. 3, 2004, pp. 74-81. 

Yet for all the hype, a number of recent studies raise serious doubts about the prospects for hydrogen cars. In February 2004, a 

study by the National Academies' National Academy of Engineering and National Research Council concluded, "In the best-

case scenario, the transition to a hydrogen economy would take many decades, and any reductions in oil imports and carbon 

dioxide (CO2) emissions are likely to be minor during the next 25 years." Realistically, a major effort to introduce hydrogen 

cars before 2030 would actually undermine efforts to reduce emissions of heat-trapping greenhouse gases such as CO2.  As 

someone who helped oversee the Department of Energy's (DOE's) program for clean energy, including hydrogen, for much of 

the 1990s--during which time hydrogen funding was increased by a factor of 10--I believe that continued research into 

hydrogen remains important because of its potential to provide a pollution-free substitute for oil in the second half of this 

century. But if we fail to limit greenhouse gas emissions over the next decade, and especially if we fail to do so because we 

have bought into the hype about hydrogen's near-term prospects, we will be making an unforgivable national blunder that may 

lock in global warming for the United States of 1 degree Fahrenheit per decade by midcentury. 
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Hydrogen Fails: Multiwarrant / General  
 

1. Hydrogen is bad policy, cannot provide energy independence 
 

Robert Zubrin, aerospace engineer and President, Pioneer Astronautics, ñThe Hydrogen Hoax,ò THE NEW ATLANTICS, 

Winter 2007, http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/the-hydrogen-hoax, accessed 5-7-14. 

Unfortunately, itôs all pure bunk. To get serious about energy policy, America needs to abandon, once and for all, the false 

promise of the hydrogen age. The idea of hydrogen as the fuel of the future dates back to Jules Verne, and by the 1930s was a 

staple of science fiction. With the advent of nuclear energy after World War II, technologists expected that atomic power 

would provide electricity ñtoo cheap to meteròðelectricity that could be used to produce pure hydrogen at low cost, which 

could then be used as a fuel. By the 1970s, however, it was apparent that nuclear energy, while potentially competitive with 

conventional power, did not usher in a new golden age of cheap electricity. Still, researchers devoted to the idea of the 

ñhydrogen economyò soldiered on, and with increased public concern about carbon dioxide emissions in the 1990s and about 

Americaôs dependence on foreign oil after 9/11, the pro-hydrogen crowd seized a new opportunity to make their pitch. 

Incredibly, the Bush administration swallowed it, hook, line, and sinker. As a result, over the past six years, billions of dollars 

have been dished out to national labs, auto companies, fuel-cell firms, and other beneficiaries of government largesse on 

hydrogen show projects that have no practical application. The problem with this expenditure is not simply the waste; the 

government throws away vaster sums on any number of other useless programs all the time. Rather, the real issue is that the 

myth of the hydrogen economy has masked the administrationôs total failure to address the nationôs vulnerability to energy 

blackmail. In consequence, despite the obvious relationship between oil dependence and the war with Islamist terrorism, no 

competent policy for achieving energy security has been put forth. If we are to achieve any progress on this most critical issue, 

the myth of the hydrogen economy needs to be debunked. It is bad science, bad economics, and bad public policy. 

 

2. We already spend more than we should on hydrogen developmentðdistorts the market 
 

Joseph Romm, Center for Energy & Climate Solutions, ñChapter 5: Energy Myth FourðThe Hydrogen Economy Is a Panacea 

to the Nationôs Energy Problems,ò ENERGY AND AMERICAN SOCIETY: THIRTEEN MYTHS, ed. B.K. Sovacool & M.A. 

Brown, 2007, pp. 103-124, p. 121. 

Take a long-term, conservative perspective on hydrogen. While hydrogen might ultimately prove to be a viable and 

environmentally desirable alternative fuel post-2035, it is currently getting federal funding and policy attention that is vastly 

disproportionate to both its probability of success and its likely environmental benefits. This in turn has helped encourage a 

comparably disproportionate focus on hydrogen by state governments and private sector investors. Hydrogen should be viewed 

as a long-term, high-risk R&D effort, requiring at least three major scientific breakthroughs (fuel cell membranes, storage, and 

renewable hydrogen generation) before it is practical or desirable. It is worth continuing hydrogen R&D, but at least twenty 

years premature to be investing substantial funds in deploying vehicles or infrastructure. The only pilots that are justified are 

those that feed back directly into the R&D process. Also, hydrogen cars cannot be a cost-effective way to reduce greenhouse 

gas emissions until the government has sharply shifted our current energy policy and made CO2-free power the primary source 

of U.S. electricity. 
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Hydrogen Fails: Path Dependence 
 

1. Hydrogen commitment backfiresðtrades off with research into better, greener energy sources 
 

David Morris, Vice-President, Institute for Local Self-Reliance,ò ALTERNET, 2ð23ð03, 

http://www.alternet.org/story/15239/a_hydrogen_economy_is_a_bad_idea?paging=off accessed 5-7-14. 

As the President's 2004 budget demonstrates, any new money for hydrogen will be taken largely from budgets for energy 

efficiency and renewable energy. From a federal point of view, then, the more aggressively we pursue hydrogen, the less 

aggressively we pursue more beneficial technologies. To be successful, a hydrogen initiative will require the expenditure of 

hundreds of billions of dollars to build an entirely new energy infrastructure (pipelines, fueling stations, automobile engines). 

Much of this will come from public money. Little of this expenditure will directly benefit renewables. Indeed, it is likely that 

renewable energy will have about the same share of the hydrogen market in 2040 as it now has of the transportation and 

electricity markets. 

 

2. Locking in hydrogen creates path dependence, risks wasting money on inferior technology 
 

Garry Boulard, ñThe Great Hydrogen Hope,ò STATE LEGISLATURES MAGAZINE v. 30 n. 2, 2ð04, p. 12+. 

Although few people today will defend the wisdom of basing an economy entirely upon the use of fossil fuels, many experts 

think that the states should be cautious before embracing hydrogen as the single and only solution to the nation's pressing 

energy needs. "If you pick just one new technology in advance and say 'it's going to be the hydrogen car' or something like that, 

you may end up surprised if later we see that hybrids make more sense and are more cost effective," warns MacLeod. "I think 

the states should do all they can to provide research and development dollars for these emerging technologies," says MacLeod. 

"But it would be a major mistake, in my opinion, to get behind only one approach." 

 

3. Hydrogen detracts attention from more effective renewables 
 

Garry Boulard, ñThe Great Hydrogen Hope,ò STATE LEGISLATURES MAGAZINE v. 30 n. 2, 2ð04, p. 12+. 

In fact, not all experts are even in agreement that the hydrogen economy--especially with its promise of a cleaner environment-

-can really work. Richard Muller, professor of physics at the University of California at Berkeley, counts himself among the 

skeptics who doubt that hydrogen really is, as its supporters claim, the "clean fuel" of the future. "The primary downside to the 

hydrogen economy is the possibility that its value will be incorrectly perceived," Muller says, "and therefore competing 

technologies such as renewable energy technologies will not get sufficient attention." Mark MacLeod agrees: "Obviously no 

state should take only one approach to these challenges," he says. "Instead the real opportunity for the states, as I see it, is to be 

a part of the early developmental stages where you have a new or nascent technology and are trying to see where it works 

best." "I think the states that explore and embrace all of the new technologies will be those that will ultimately find themselves 

on the cutting edge of a new era." 

 

4. Hydrogen investments are a bad ideaðrisk óstrandingô a huge quantity of infrastructure investment 
 

Joseph J. Romm, Executive Director, Center for Energy and Climate Solutions, ñThe Hype About Hydrogen,ò ISSUES IN 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY v. 20 n. 3, 2004, pp. 74-81. 

Stranded investment is one of the greatest risks faced by near-term hydrogen production technologies. For instance, if during 

the next two decades we built a hydrogen infrastructure around small CH4 reformers in local fueling stations and then decided 

that U.S. greenhouse gas emissions must be dramatically reduced, we would have to replace that infrastructure almost entirely. 

John Heywood, director of the Sloan Automotive Lab at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, argues, "If the hydrogen 

does not come from renewable sources, then it is simply not worth doing, environmentally or economically." A major 

technology breakthrough will be needed to deliver low-cost zero-carbon hydrogen. 
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Hydrogen Fails: Public Opposition / Safety 
 

1. Hydrogen is inferior-safety concerns 
 

Ron Minsk, Senior Vice President, Securing Americaôs Energy Future (SAFE), Sam P. Ori, Director of Policy, SAFE and 

Sabrina Howell, Senior Policy Analyst, SAFE, ñPlugging Cars into the Grid: Why the Government Should Make a Choice,ò 

ENERGY LAW JOURNAL v. 30, 2009, p. 374. 

Third, the use of hydrogen raises several safety issues. Hydrogen is highly flammable and easily ignitable.  Also, because 

hydrogen molecules are so small, they leak easily.  Moreover, the gas is clear and burns invisibly, making it difficult to tell if it 

has leaked or is on fire.  One approach to enhance safety issues would be to add an odorant, as we currently do to natural gas so 

that leaks in homes may be detected. The addition of an odorant, however, would likely be incompatible with use in a fuel cell.  

Finally, to the extent that hydrogen is stored and transported at high pressures in order to make transport more cost effective, it 

increases the risk of tank or pipeline failure, which again raises the risk of fire. 

 

2. Public opposition blocks hydrogen deployment 
 

Kara Rowland, journalist, ñFuel-Cell Vehicles Stalled by Price Tag,ò WASHINGTON TIMES, 2ð20ð08, p. A1. 

There are public relations hurdles, too. Companies will have to persuade consumers that fuel-cell vehicles are safe, since 

hydrogen is known to be a flammable gas. "I think there's still a fear and lots of misconceptions about hydrogen," said Tom 

Fuller, a professor at the Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta and director of the school's Center for Innovative Fuel Cell 

and Battery Technologies. "It's not nearly as dangerous as people think when you compare it to a tank of gasoline or a large 

lithium battery. ... It's going to disperse into the atmosphere and probably not cause a major problem" 

 

3. Public fear limits growth of hydrogen economy 
 

Keith Guy, Professor & Institution of Chemical Engineers, ñWhoôs Getting High on Hydrogen? Some,ò POWER 

ENGINEERING INTERNATIONAL v. 15 n. 10, 12ð07, pp. 37-39. 

Unfortunately, while moves towards an increased use of hydrogen are starting to gather speed, as things stand the growth of the 

hydrogen economy is restricted by a number of constraints at a political, commercial, technical and social level. Safety 

concerns are still widespread with the spectre of the Hindenburg accident in the minds of those that can remember. The public 

perception of the dangers around the transportation and distribution of hydrogen need to be addressed if they are to see 

widespread use in the future. 

 

4. Hydrogen has major safety problemsðflammability, low ignition energy, brittling of metals  
 

Joseph J. Romm, Executive Director, Center for Energy and Climate Solutions, ñThe Hype About Hydrogen,ò ISSUES IN 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY v. 20 n. 3, 2004, pp. 74-81. 

Yet hydrogen has its own major safety issues. It is highly flammable, with an ignition energy that is 20 times smaller than that 

of natural gas or gasoline. It can be ignited by cell phones or by electrical storms located miles away. Hence, leaks pose a 

significant fire hazard, particularly because they are hard to detect. Hydrogen is odorless, and the addition of common odorants 

such as sulfur is impractical, in part because they poison fuel cells. Hydrogen burns nearly invisibly, and people have 

unwittingly stepped into hydrogen flames. Hydrogen can cause many metals, including the carbon steel widely used in gas 

pipelines, to become brittle. In addition, any high-pressure storage tank presents a risk of rupture. For these reasons, hydrogen 

is subject to strict and cumbersome codes and standards, especially when used in an enclosed space where a leak might create a 

growing gas bubble. Some 22 percent or more of hydrogen accidents are caused by undetected hydrogen leaks. These leaks 

occur "despite the special training, standard operating procedures, protective clothing, electronic flame gas detectors provided 

to the limited number of hydrogen workers," points out Russell Moy, former group leader for energy storage programs at Ford, 

in the November 2003 Energy Law Journal. Moy concludes that "with this track record, it is difficult to imagine how hydrogen 

risks can be managed acceptably by the general public when wide-scale deployment of the safety precautions would be costly 

and public compliance impossible to ensure." Thus, major innovations in safety will be required before a hydrogen economy is 

practical. 
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Hydrogen Fails: Public Opposition / Safety [contôd] 
 

5. The cars themselves are technologically infeasible, potentially dangerous 
 

Robert Zubrin, aerospace engineer and President, Pioneer Astronautics, ñThe Hydrogen Hoax,ò THE NEW ATLANTICS, 

Winter 2007, http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/the-hydrogen-hoax, accessed 5-7-14. 

The Queen in Lewis Carrollôs Through the Looking Glass says that she could believe ñsix impossible things before breakfast.ò 

Such an attitude is necessary to discuss the hydrogen economy, since no part of it is possible. Putting aside the intractable 

issues of fundamental physics, hydrogen production costs, and distribution show stoppers, let us proceed to discuss the 

problems associated with the hydrogen cars themselves. In order for hydrogen to be used as fuel in a car, it has to be stored in 

the car. As at the station, this could be done either in the form of cryogenic liquid hydrogen or as highly compressed gas. In 

either case, we come up against serious problems caused by the low density of hydrogen. For example, if liquid hydrogen is the 

form employed, then storing 20 kilograms onboard (equivalent in energy content to 20 gallons of gasoline) would require an 

insulated cryogenic fuel tank with a volume of some 280 liters (70 gallons). This cryogenic hydrogen would always be boiling 

away, which would create concerns for those who have to leave their cars parked for any length of time, and which would also 

turn the atmospheres in underground or otherwise enclosed parking garages into explosive fuel-air mixtures. Public parking 

garages containing such cars could be expected to explode regularly, since hydrogen is flammable over concentrations in air 

ranging from 4 to 75 percent, and the minimum energy required for its ignition is about one-twentieth that required for gasoline 

or natural gas.  Compressed hydrogen is just as unworkable as liquid hydrogen. If 5,000 psi compressed hydrogen were 

employed, the tank would need to be 650 liters (162 gallons), or eight times the size of a gasoline tank containing equal energy. 

Because it would have to hold high pressure, this huge tank could not be shaped in an irregular form to fit into the vehicleôs 

empty space in some convenient way. Instead it would have to be a simple shape like a sphere or a domed cylinder, which 

would make its spatial demands much more difficult to accommodate, and significantly reduce the usable vehicle space within 

a car of a given size. If made of (usually) crash-safe steel, such a hydrogen tank would weigh 1,300 kilograms (2,860 

pounds)ðabout as much as an entire small car! Lugging this extra weight around would drastically increase the fuel 

consumption of the vehicle, perhaps doubling it. If, instead of steel, a lightweight carbon fiber overwrapped tank were 

employed to avoid this penalty, the car would become a deadly explosive firebomb in the event of a crash.  While hydrogen gas 

can be used as a fuel in internal combustion engines, there is no advantage in doing so. In fact, hydrogen reduces the efficiency 

of such engines by 20 percent compared to what they can achieve using gasoline. For this reason, nearly all discussion of 

hydrogen vehicles has centered on power systems driven by fuel cells. 
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Hydrogen Fails; Tech Barriers 
 

1. Hydrogen failsðfour reasons, no one wants to research them anymore 
 

Hank Green, staff, ñOur Hydrogen Future Is in the Past,ò ECOGEEK, 11ð5ð09, 

http://www.ecogeek.org/component/content/article/2734, accessed 5-7-14. 

It's starting to seem a lot like all of those wonderful images of the future hydrogen economy were foolish fantasy. A foolish 

fantasy that Honda, GM and the U.S. government sank billions of dollars into.  The Obama Administration just cut funding for 

hydrogen car projects, preferring to focus on more near-term energy saving measures. This was one of Bush's only green-tech 

programs, a $1.2 B project to fund hydrogen car infrastructure and technology. And it didn't get us measurably closer to a 

viable hydrogen vehicle.  Let's break this down a bit, because while it might look like bad news, it might also just be an idea 

who's time has come. What are the big problems with hydrogen?  There's currently no cheap way produce the fuel. There's no 

good, cheap way to transport it. Gas stations would have to be completely overhauled with new expensive infrastructure 

Hydrogen-powered cars remain an order of magnitude more expensive than gasoline cars I've actually stopped encountering 

hydrogen car enthusiasts. The new excitement is all around various kinds of electric vehicles, and with good reason. They're 

already cheaper than hydrogen cars, there is more infrastructure in place, and battery technology is advancing more rapidly 

than fuel cell technology.  I've repeatedly asked executives at major car companies if they're disappointed in their hydrogen 

vehicle programs, but of course they say no. Their actions, on the other hand, say differently. Permanent R&D shifts are going 

on from hydrogen and fuel cells to advanced battery research. 

 

2. Hydrogen is not feasible as a petroleum alternativeðmultiple reasons 
 

John Heywood et al., Professor, Mechanical Engineering, MIT, AN ACTION PLAN FOR CARS, 12ð09, p. 18. 

Hydrogen has also been proposed as a low carbon substitute for petroleumȤbased fuels in vehicles. At present, hydrogen has 

many limitations that make it an unlikely near term solution. First, hydrogen is a gas and carries with it the inconvenience of 

transporting, storing, and using a gaseous fuel. Second, it is an energy carrier and must be produced from primary fuel sources, 

the least expensive of which are fossil sources. Third, although fuel cells are desirable for their high efficiencies, they are also 

at present far too expensive. The other alternative, burning hydrogen in an internal combustion engine, is less efficient. Fourth, 

an infrastructure that delivers hydrogen or its precursors does not exist and would need to be constructed. In our view, these 

limitations place hydrogen in a category apart from the other options discussed here, although hydrogenôs potential as a 

transportation fuel in the longer term should not be ignored. 

 

3. Hydrogen will wreck the pipelinesðcorrodes metals 
 

Robert Zubrin, aerospace engineer and President, Pioneer Astronautics, ñThe Hydrogen Hoax,ò THE NEW ATLANTICS, 

Winter 2007, http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/the-hydrogen-hoax, accessed 5-7-14. 

In principle, a system of pipelines could, at enormous cost, be built for transporting gaseous hydrogen. Yet because hydrogen is 

so diffuse, with less than one-third the energy content per unit volume as natural gas, these pipes would have to be very big, 

and large amounts of energy would be required to move the gas along the line. Another problem with this scheme is that the 

small hydrogen molecules are brilliant escape artists. Hydrogen can not only penetrate readily through the most minutely 

flawed seal, it can actually diffuse right through solid steel itself. The vast surface area offered by a system of hydrogen 

pipelines would thus afford ample opportunity for much of the hydrogen to leak away during transport. As hydrogen diffuses 

into metals, it also embrittles them, causing deterioration of pipelines, valves, fittings, and storage tanks used throughout the 

entire distribution system. These would all have to be constantly monitored and regularly inspected, tested, and replaced. 

Otherwise the distribution system would become a continuous source of catastrophes. 

 

4. Are not enough hydrogen fueling stations, are very expensive to build 
 

Joshua P. Fershee, Assistant Professor, Law, University of North Dakota, ñStruggling Past Oil: The Infrastructure Impediments 

to Adopting Next-Generation Transportation Fuel Sources,ò CUMBERLAND LAW REVIEW v. 40, 2009-2010, p. 114. 

Nevertheless, simply generating hydrogen is not the only hurdle. There must also be a way to get the fuel. This would most 

likely be at a commercial service station, like a traditional gas station, that sells hydrogen. The service station option is 

conceivable, but it is also an expensive infrastructure upgrade due to the current limited hydrogen infrastructure.   There are 

only sixty-two hydrogen-fueling stations in the United States, and nine more in Canada.   One major reason for the slow rollout 

is the expensive nature of these commercial projects.   For example, Shell recently opened a hydrogen filling station near 

Washington, D.C., which was built at a cost of $ 2 million.   This is an especially expensive project when there are so few 

potential customers currently on the road. 
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Hydrogen Fails; Tech Barriers [contôd] 
 

5. Hydrogen is inferiorðinfrastructure demands 
 

Ron Minsk, Senior Vice President, Securing Americaôs Energy Future (SAFE), Sam P. Ori, Director of Policy, SAFE and 

Sabrina Howell, Senior Policy Analyst, SAFE, ñPlugging Cars into the Grid: Why the Government Should Make a Choice,ò 

ENERGY LAW JOURNAL v. 30, 2009, p. 374. 

Second, reliance on hydrogen would require the construction of an entirely new infrastructure to distribute it to consumers. 

Hydrogen can be produced on board a vehicle from gasoline, but doing so would not resolve our dependence on oil. It could be 

produced at refueling stations from natural gas, but that again raises questions regarding the availability of sufficient supplies 

of natural gas. It could be produced in central plants, but that would require development of a trucking network to distribute it 

to refueling stations, an expensive endeavor at large-scale volumes. Building pipelines would be difficult because hydrogen can 

make pipeline materials brittle and prone to failure.  

 

6. Hydrogen vehicles are very energy inefficient 
 

Joseph Romm, Center for Energy & Climate Solutions, ñChapter 5: Energy Myth FourðThe Hydrogen Economy Is a Panacea 

to the Nationôs Energy Problems,ò ENERGY AND AMERICAN SOCIETY: THIRTEEN MYTHS, ed. B.K. Sovacool & M.A. 

Brown, 2007, pp. 103-124, p. 112-113. 

Moreover, because of the energy consumed in generating hydrogen (from natural gas or electricity, for instance) and 

compressing hydrogen for storage, the ñwell-to-wheelò energy use of a hydrogen ICE vehicle may actually be higher than that 

of a gasoline ICE (Romm, 2004a). A 2002 analysis of ten different alternative fuel vehicles found that ICEs running on 

hydrogen from natural gas had the lowest overall efficiency on a life-cycle (well-to-wheel) basis (Kreith et al., 2002). Running 

an ICE car on hydrogen from natural gas would probably not save any greenhouse gas emissions compared with running a 

gasoline ICE car and would increase emissions compared to a hybrid gasoline-electric car (Romm, 2004a). Running an ICE car 

on hydrogen made from renewable electricity is one of the most wasteful uses of that renewable electricity conceivable, 

especially compared to using that renewable electricity to run a plug-in hybrid (see below) (Romm, 2004a). If mitigating global 

warming is the goal, hydrogen ICE cars are not a viable strategy for the foreseeable future. 

 

7. We may never see a viable hydrogen-powered auto 
 

Joseph Romm, Center for Energy & Climate Solutions, ñChapter 5: Energy Myth FourðThe Hydrogen Economy Is a Panacea 

to the Nationôs Energy Problems,ò ENERGY AND AMERICAN SOCIETY: THIRTEEN MYTHS, ed. B.K. Sovacool & M.A. 

Brown, 2007, pp. 103-124, p. 113. 

When I was at the U.S. Department of Energy, the only reason we were interested in hydrogen ï a fuel that is expensive, 

difficult to store in small volumes, and very inefficient to make ï was the possibility that it could be converted with very high 

efficiency in fuel cells and because of the challenging technical hurdles that made it difficult for the private sector to justify 

investing without government cost-sharing. That very high efficiency was needed to compensate for the added cost, the storage 

problems, and the inefficiency in hydrogen generation. As for hydrogen fuel cell vehicles, they still face major challenges to 

overcome each and every one of the barriers discussed in the previous section. It is possible we may never see a durable, 

affordable fuel cell vehicle with an efficiency, range, and annual fuel bill that matches even the best current hybrid vehicle 

(Brooks, 2004). Of all AFVs and alternative fuels, fuel cell vehicles running on hydrogen are probably the least likely to be a 

cost-effective solution to global warming, which is why the other pathways deserve at least equal policy attention and funding. 

 

8. Storage problems block the technologyðNational Research Council report 
 

Joseph Romm, Center for Energy & Climate Solutions, ñChapter 5: Energy Myth FourðThe Hydrogen Economy Is a Panacea 

to the Nationôs Energy Problems,ò ENERGY AND AMERICAN SOCIETY: THIRTEEN MYTHS, ed. B.K. Sovacool & M.A. 

Brown, 2007, pp. 103-124, p. 111. 

A prestigious National Research Council panel concluded a major report in February 2004 with a variety of important technical 

conclusions (NRC, 2004). For instance, the panel said, ñThe DOE should halt efforts on high-pressure tanks and cryogenic 

liquid storage.  They have little promise of long-term practicality for light-duty vehicles.ò A March 2004 study by the 

American Physical Society concluded that ña new material must be discoveredò to solve the storage problem (APS, 2004). An 

analysis in the May 2004 issue of Scientific American stated, ñFuel-cell cars, in contrast [to hybrids], are expected on about the 

same schedule as NASAôs manned trip to Mars and have about the same level of likelihoodò (Wald, 2004). 
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Hydrogen Fails; Tech Barriers [contôd] 
 

9. Hydrogen is infeasibleðmassive transition issues 
 

Joseph Romm, Center for Energy & Climate Solutions, ñChapter 5: Energy Myth FourðThe Hydrogen Economy Is a Panacea 

to the Nationôs Energy Problems,ò ENERGY AND AMERICAN SOCIETY: THIRTEEN MYTHS, ed. B.K. Sovacool & M.A. 

Brown, 2007, pp. 103-124, p. 111. 

There is a tendency in analyses of a future hydrogen economy to assume the end state ï mass production of low-cost fuel cells, 

pipeline delivery, and so on. Yet while transportation fuel cells would undoubtedly be far cheaper if they could be produced at 

quantities of one million units per year, the unanswered question is who will provide the billions of dollars in subsidies during 

the many years when vehicle sales would be far lower and vehicle costs far higher. Additionally, while pipelines are the desired 

end game, and ñthe costs of a mature hydrogen pipeline system would be spread over many years,ò as the National Research 

Council panel noted, ñthe transition is difficult to imagine in detailò (NRC, 2004). The AFV problem is very much a systems 

problem where the transition issues are as much of the crux as the technological ones. It therefore follows that AFV analysis 

should be conservative in nature, stating clearly what is technologically and commercially possible today, and, when discussing 

the future, be equally clear that projections are speculative and will require both technology breakthroughs and major 

government intervention in the marketplace. Analysis should treat the likely competition fairly: If major advances in cost 

reduction and performance are projected for hydrogen technologies, similar advances should be projected for hybrids, batteries, 

biofuels, and the like. After all, AFVs must compete against the most efficient gasoline-power vehicles for market share. 

 

10. We cannot rely on hydrogen cars to address warmingðare not a panacea 
 

Joseph Romm, Center for Energy & Climate Solutions, ñChapter 5: Energy Myth FourðThe Hydrogen Economy Is a Panacea 

to the Nationôs Energy Problems,ò ENERGY AND AMERICAN SOCIETY: THIRTEEN MYTHS, ed. B.K. Sovacool & M.A. 

Brown, 2007, pp. 103-124, p. 121. 

Some have argued that hydrogen fuel cell cars will allow us to avoid the difficult choices inherent in government mandates 

(Lovins and Cramer, 2004). Unfortunately, hydrogen is no alternative to government regulations; indeed, for hydrogen and fuel 

cell vehicles to become commercially successful, the federal government will have to intervene in the vehicle marketplace (and 

fuel marketplace and infrastructure marketplace) far more than it has ever done in the past. As the 2004 National Academy 

report on hydrogen noted, in no prior case has the government attempted to promote the replacement of an entire, mature, 

networked energy infrastructure before market forces did the job. The magnitude of change required  exceeds by a wide margin 

that of previous transitions in which the government has intervened. (NRC, 2004) Thus the notion that the hydrogen economy 

is a panacea to the nationôs energy problems is nothing more than a pervasive myth. And we may well find that in the race to 

avoid catastrophic global warming, hydrogen fuel cell cars never even make it to the finish line. 
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Status Quo Solves Wind: Federal ActionðGeneral  
 

1. The Department of Energy will continue to expand its support of offshore wind energy development 
 

Greg Matzat, Senior Advisor, Offshore Wind Technologies, U.S. Department of Energy, ñGearing Up for Offshore Wind 

Energy,ò DNV FORUM n. 1, 2013, 

www.dnv.com/resources/publications/dnv_forum/2013/forum_01_2013/gearing_up_for_offshore_wind_energy.asp, accessed 

5-7-14. 

Besides funding these demonstration projects, are there any other plans to stimulate off- shore wind energy? ñThe Department 

of Energy will continue to make investments in offshore wind beyond the demonstration projects. This work includes 

additional offshore resource measurements and assessments, turbine-to-turbine wake studies, wind farm control optimization, 

and improvements to offshore design tools including real world validation to enable the design and evaluation of technological 

improvements. The Department is also developing fixed-bottom and floating reference turbine and wind farm models to enable 

the assessment of technology and operations and maintenance improvements with respect to the cost of energy and other 

economic impacts. We are always looking for input from industry and other stakeholders as to where further investments could 

be considered.ò 

 

2. New R&D funding locks in U.S. leadership in the field now 
 

ENERGY MATTERS, ñU.S. Offshore Wind Power a Winner,ò 9ð19ð11, 

www.energymatters.com.au/index.php?main_page=news_article&article_id=1771, accessed 4-15-14. 

The USA plans to cement its position as one of the world leaders in the field of wind power generation with a $43 million fund 

aimed at speeding development of offshore wind energy systems. Announcing the fund, U.S Energy Secretary Steven Chu said 

tapping offshore wind power would provide America with a "vast clean, domestic, renewable resource," critical to meeting the 

nationôs ever-growing energy demands. 41 projects across 20 states will receive cash through the Office of Energy Efficiency 

and Renewable Energy (EERE) to advance wind turbine design through innovation and new technology and make 

improvements to critical areas of wind energy investment, such as infrastructure planning and supply chain development. 

According to a statement from the EERE, it will be Americaôs heavily populated coastal cities that would benefit most from 

improved wind energy systems. "The awards announced today will help the United States to compete in the global wind energy 

manufacturing sector, promote economic development and job creation, and support the development of an emerging industry 

that will provide clean electricity to American families." Over half - $26.4 million - of the funding will be concentrated on 

three technical approaches to advancing offshore wind technology; including innovations in wind plant design to maximise 

energy capture, improved research and development of wind turbine rotors and other components, and better wind farm 

modelling and cost assessment systems. The remainder will focus on the removing key market barriers to sustainable offshore 

wind power in the USA, such as expediting permits for wind farms, developing strategies for national manufacturing to support 

offshore wind deployment, and boosting investment by fostering transparency in the decision-making process. "Through these 

awards, the Department of Energy is developing the critical technology and knowledge base necessary to responsibly develop 

this resource, enhance our energy security, and create new clean energy jobs," Secretary Chu said. 

 

3. The U.S. is already streamlining wind permitting 
 

UPI, ñU.S. Streamlines Offshore Wind Energy,ò 5ð16ð11, www.upi.com/Business_News/Energy-

Resources/2011/05/16/US-streamlines-offshore-wind-energy/UPI-20461305551559/, accessed 4-26-14. 

The U.S. Energy Department announced it was teaming with federal regulators to make it easier to install wind farms on the 

outer continental shelf. U.S. Interior Secretary Ken Salazar and Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and 

Enforcement Director Michael Bromwich announced regulators were making it easier to get a lease to develop commercial 

renewable energy projects off the U.S. coast. "This streamlined approach could cut up to a year off the leasing process for some 

commercial wind energy projects in the Atlantic," Salazar said in a statement. "It would increase regulatory efficiency without 

affecting our ability to rigorously review, analyze and monitor projects to assure they are carried out in a safe and 

environmentally responsible manner." Under the plan, the BOEMRE would eliminate the need for a company to go through a 

second process for a lease even it's the only company expressing interest. The Interior Department said that could save up to a 

year in the leasing process. The BOEMRE in April approved the construction of a 130-turbine wind farm off Nantucket Island 

on the eastern seaboard, the first offshore wind farm in the United States approved by federal regulators. 

http://www.energymatters.com.au/index.php?main_page=news_article&article_id=1771
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Status Quo Solves Wind: Federal ActionðGeneral  [contôd] 
 

4. Federal push is workingðoffshore wind is expanding 
 

Peter Galuszka, ñSmooth Sailing for Offshore Wind?ò SLATE, 3ð4ð13, 

www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/alternative_energy/2013/03/east_coast_wind_farms_deepwater_wind_and_cape_w

ind_are_close_to_construction.html, accessed 4-15-14. 

Now, however, the fledgling wind industry is showing signs of life, including the possible construction starts for two projects 

and the first-ever federal competitive bidding of locations for new wind farms off of New England and Virginia set for later 

this year. President Barack Obama specifically gave offshore wind a boost in his State of the Union address on Feb. 12. By 

some estimates, East Coast wind could eventually generate 127 gigawatts of powerðenough to meet half of the energy needs 

of coastal states. A second firm, Cape Wind, likewise plans to get construction started by later this year or in early 2014. It is 

the countryôs first firm to propose a large offshore wind farm, planning a 420-megawatt project in Nantucket Sound. It has 

received its final regulatory approvals and is ready to seek large-scale financing in this yearôs third quarter, says Cape Wind 

spokesman Mark Rodgers. It could be a toss-up whether Deepwater or Cape Wind, operated by Bostonôs Energy Management 

Inc., becomes the first to start building. Also later this year, the federal government is to start its first competitive lease-sales of 

some 164,750 acres 9.2 miles off the Rhode Island and Massachusetts coasts and 112,800 acres about 23.5 miles off the 

Virginia coast. (The Deepwater and Cape Wind projects did not involve bidding.) The two federal tracts to be auctioned off 

could eventually host enough turbines to generate 4,000 megawatts of power or enough to supply 1.4 million homes. 

 

5. Federal action to promote offshore wind is significant now 
 

Catherine Bowes and Justin Allegro, THE TURNING POINT FOR ATLANTIC OFFSHORE WIND ENERGY: TIME FOR 

ACTION TO CREATE JOBS, REDUCE POLLUTION, PROTECT WILDLIFE, AND SECURE AMERICAôS ENERGY 

FUTURE, National Wildlife Federation, 2012, p. 1-2. 

The Federal government is leading an ambitious initiative to deliver offshore wind energy in the Atlantic Ocean, with leases 

expected this year: Å Task Forces are underway in 10 Atlantic Coast states ðï Maine, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New 

York, New Jersey, Maryland, Delaware, Virginia, North Carolina, and South Carolina ðï to ensure coordination among state, 

federal, tribal, and local officials throughout the offshore wind energy leasing process. Å Over 2,000 sq. nautical miles of 

federal waters with high wind speeds and low potential conflicts have been designated for wind energy development off of 6 

states. Environmental reviews that have been completed for these areas have found that no significant impacts will result from 

granting leases to developers to collect data needed for their project designs. Industry competition is intense, with as many as 

11 companies lined up to bid for leases in some states this year. Å The federal government is also currently reviewing lease 

applications for a utility-scale project in New York, a floating turbine demonstration project in Maine, and an undersea 

transmission line from Virginia to New York.  

 

6. The DoE is already pushing offshore wind 
 

Steve Goreham, Executive Director, Climate Science Coalition of America, ñOffshore Wind: The Enormously Expensive 

Energy Alternative,ò WASHINGTON TIMES, 6ð7ð13, http://communities.washingtontimes.com/neighborhood/climatism-

watching-climate-science/2013/jun/7/offshore-wind-enormously-expensive-energy-alternat/, accessed 4-15-14. 

The US Department of the Interior announced the first offshore wind energy lease sale earlier this month. Interior plans a July 

auction of 164,750 acres off the southern coasts of Rhode Island and Massachusetts for commercial wind farms. But why are 

federal and state governments promoting expensive offshore wind energy? The auction is a continuation of the ñSmart from the 

Startò program for expediting offshore wind begun by former Energy Secretary Steven Chu and former Secretary of the Interior 

Ken Salazar in 2011. Sally Jewell, the new Secretary of the Interior, has embraced the program, stating, ñThis is history in the 

making as we mark yet another major milestone in the Presidentôs all-of-the-above energy strategy. Today we are moving 

closer to tapping into the enormous potential offered by offshore wind to create jobs, increase our sustainability, and strengthen 

our nationôs competitiveness in this new energy frontier.ò 

 

7. The Obama administration is already pushing offshore wind production 
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Status Quo Solves Wind: Federal ActionðStreamlining 
 

1. The federal government is already streamlining the permitting process 
 

Dave Levitan, ñWill Offshore Wind Finally Take Off on U.S. East Coast,ò YALE ENVIRONMENT 360, 9ð23ð13, 

http://e360.yale.edu/feature/will_offshore_wind_finally_take_off_on_us_east_coast/2693/, accessed 4-15-14. 

Meanwhile, the Obama administration and the U.S. Department of the Interior have been aggressively moving to streamline 

permitting processes for offshore wind farms, and this summer completed the first two auctions for large offshore parcels for 

wind development off the East Coast. Rhode Island-based Deepwater Wind ð owned in part by investment firm D.E. Shaw 

and by First Wind, a Boston-based developer ð won the first-ever offshore wind auction held by a division of the Interior 

Department known as the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM). With its winning $3.8 million bid, Deepwater Wind 

now holds the wind power rights to 165,000 acres off the coasts of Rhode Island and Massachusetts. 

 

2. The federal government is already promoting offshore wind developmentðincentives, regulatory  

 streamlining 
 

Todd J. Griset, attorney, ñHarnessing the Oceanôs Power: Opportunities in Renewable Energy Resources,ò OCEAN AND 

COASTAL LAW JOURNAL v. 16, 2011, p. 417-418. 

The U.S. federal government has expressed a commitment to developing our oceans' renewable energy resources in a 

responsible and cost-effective manner. The retooling of MMS as BOEMRE has been coupled with increased federal support for 

renewable ocean energy development. In November 2010, Secretary Salazar announced a "'Smart from the Start' wind energy 

initiative for the Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf to facilitate siting, leasing and construction of new projects." As part of this 

initiative, BOEMRE proposed regulatory reforms to simplify the leasing process for offshore wind in situations where there is 

only one qualified and interested developer.  Under preexisting regulations, two separate processes applied to noncompetitive 

leases: one set of regulations applied to unsolicited requests for noncompetitive leases, while a separate set of regulations 

applied to the acquisition of noncompetitive leases in response to a Request for  Interest (RFI) or a Call for Information and 

Nomination (Call).  In the event of an unsolicited request for a noncompetitive lease, the current regulations allow for the 

awarding of a noncompetitive lease if "BOEMRE determines that there is no competitive interest after publishing a single 

notice of a request for interest relating to the unsolicited request for a noncompetitive lease." On the other hand, if in response 

to an RFI or Call, a developer "submits an area of leasing interest to BOEMRE for which no other nominations are submitted, 

BOEMRE may [only] offer a lease through a noncompetitive process" after publishing "a second RFI notice to confirm the 

absence of competition before proceeding with the noncompetitive process." BOEMRE proposed to streamline those two 

processes into a simpler regulatory process. The "Smart from the Start" initiative also includes streamlined environmental 

assessments for pre-screened designated wind energy areas.  BOEMRE notes that this revision, which became effective in early 

2011, could shorten the leasing process by "up to 6-12 months." BOEMRE is now in the process of offering its first 

commercial offshore wind site lease to NRG Bluewater Wind Delaware, LLC for its proposed project eleven nautical miles 

offshore of Dewey Beach, Delaware. 

 

3. Permitting is being streamlined and many states are pushing offshore wind 
 

Walter Musial, National Renewable Energy Laboratory and Bonnie Ram, Energetis, LARGE-SCALE OFFSHORE WIND 

POWER IN THE UNITED STATES: ASSESSMENT OF OPPORTUNITIES AND BARRIERS, NREL/TP-500-40745, 9ð

10, p. 2-3. 

Untested regulatory and permitting requirements in federal waters (outside the three-nautical-mile state boundary) have posed 

major hurdles to development, but recent progress is clarifying these processes. Most notably, after 9 years in the permitting 

process, the Cape Wind project off of Massachusetts was offered the first commercial lease by the Department of Interior in 

April 2010. The U.S. Department of the Interior bears responsibility for reducing the uncertainties and potential risks to the 

marine environment and making the federal permitting process more predictable under the Bureau of Ocean Energy 

Management (In June 2010, the Minerals and Management Service [MMS] was reorganized and renamed Bureau of Ocean 

Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement [BOEM]). Some states have been proactive in promoting offshore wind 

demonstration projects in their own waters close to shore, which may provide a more efficient regulatory path to meet their 

renewable energy obligations, while jump-starting a new locally grown industry. 
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Status Quo Solves Wind: Japan 
 

1. Japan has already deployed floating turbines 
 

Pete Danko, ñJapanôs Floating Wind Turbine Parade Begins,ò EARTH TECHLING, 10ð29ð13, 

http://earthtechling.com/2013/10/japans-floating-wind-turbine-parade-begins/, accessed 4-15-14. 

Japan officially began drawing power from a 2-megawatt floating wind turbine off its southwestern coast on Monday, the first 

of two floating turbine test projects that the country hopes could prove to be a significant source of energy in the post-

earthquake/tsunami era. NHK showed a ribbon-cutting ceremony to mark the start of testing of the 170-meter tall turbine off 

Nagasaki Prefecture. A 100-kilowatt prototype had been placed in the same area in August 2012 as a test. On the other side of 

Japan and far to the north, off the coast from the damaged nuclear reactor at Fukushima, a similar 2-megawatt turbine and a 

floating substation are expected to begin operation next month ï followed by two 7-megawatt turbines before the end of 2015. 

That projectôs leader, Marubeni, and its partners said earlier this month that it expected to commence operations in November. 

The Nagasaki project is headed up by Toda, with Hitachi, Fuyo Ocean Development & Engineering, Kyoto University and the 

National Maritime Research Institute also involved, according to Reuters. Floating turbines are seen as a next big step in 

offshore wind development. Standard offshore turbines are nearly always installed in waters less than 30 meters deep, but 

deeper water accessible only with floating turbines could offer even better wind as well as fewer stakeholder and aesthetic 

conflicts. 

 

2. Wind is key to Japanôs post-nuclear energy mix 
 

Chisaki Watanabe, ñOffshore Wind May Become Key to Japanôs Energy Mix, Vestas Says,ò BLOOMBERG, 6ð20ð13, 

www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-06-20/offshore-wind-may-become-key-to-japan-s-energy-mix-vestas-says.html, accessed 4-

15-14. 

Wind energy, especially offshore, could become a key power source as the country reviews its energy strategy, Vestas Wind 

Systems A/S (VWS) Chief Marketing Officer Morten Albaek said. ñIf Japan is going to reduce its imports of fossil fuels, then 

you need to get more renewable energy into the energy mix,ò he said in an interview in Tokyo. ñWind will play a key role, and 

offshore wind will be a significant segment inside wind energy.ò Japan, the biggest buyer of liquefied natural gas, is reviewing 

its energy mix after the 2011 Fukushima nuclear disaster and the change of government in December. An incentive program 

started in July has boosted investments in clean energy, with most new capacity so far in solar power. Wind supplied 0.49 

percent of electricity demand in 2011, according to the International Energy Agency. 
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Status Quo Solves Wind: State Action 
 

1. Coastal state governors are pushing offshore wind projects 
 

Steve Goreham, Executive Director, Climate Science Coalition of America, ñOffshore Wind: The Enormously Expensive 

Energy Alternative,ò WASHINGTON TIMES, 6ð7ð13, http://communities.washingtontimes.com/neighborhood/climatism-

watching-climate-science/2013/jun/7/offshore-wind-enormously-expensive-energy-alternat/, accessed 4-15-14. 

Several governors joined the chorus for offshore wind. Massachusetts governor Deval Patrick supports the program, ñThe U.S. 

Department of Energy projects 20,000 jobs by 2020 in offshore wind. Why not host those jobs here in Massachusetts?ò 

Maryland governor Martin OôMalley agreed, ñOffshore wind is a potential win-win-win for Maryland. Todayôs vote positions 

our State for greater job creation and opportunity, while moving us forward toward securing a more sustainable energy future.ò 

Governors also voicing strong support are Paul LePage of Maine, Pat McCrory of North Carolina, Bob McDonnell of Virginia, 

and even Ted Strickland of Ohio, who would place wind turbines in Lake Erie. In 2010, governors from ten states, Delaware, 

Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Rhode Island, and Virginia, signed 

a Memorandum of Understanding to establish the Atlantic Offshore Wind Energy Consortium to promote offshore wind 

development. 

 

2. Many Atlantic states are already moving to increase offshore wind production 
 

Catherine Bowes and Justin Allegro, THE TURNING POINT FOR ATLANTIC OFFSHORE WIND ENERGY: TIME FOR 

ACTION TO CREATE JOBS, REDUCE POLLUTION, PROTECT WILDLIFE, AND SECURE AMERICAôS ENERGY 

FUTURE, National Wildlife Federation, 2012, p. 2. 

Many coastal states are leading the way in building a clean energy future with offshore wind: Å After over a decade, the Cape 

Wind project proposed for Massachusetts is within sight of the finish line and expected to begin construction in 2013. Project 

proposals for state waters in Rhode Island and New Jersey are also advancing through the permitting process. Å Three states ð

ï Maine, Massachusetts, and New Jersey ðï have set specific goals for offshore wind energy generation off their shores. Å 

Governor Patrick of Massachusetts and Governor Christie of New Jersey have signed legislation into law that will facilitate 

financing solutions and provide incentives for offshore wind energy projects. This is precisely the type of leadership needed 

along the coast and at the federal level to jumpstart a robust offshore wind industry in America. Governor OôMalley has been 

pushing for a similar measure in Maryland, which is expected to be considered by the state legislature in 2013. Å Nine states 

along the coast ðï from Maine to Delaware ðï have prioritized clean energy by requiring a certain percentage of the stateôs 

power be generated from renewable sources. The New England Governors recently signed an agreement to pursue a 

coordinated strategy to purchase energy from renewable sources. Å Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and New Jersey have pursued 

critical research and planning efforts to facilitate sound siting decisions, and similar efforts are underway in New York and 

Maryland. 

 

3. Rhode Island demonstration project is already under construction 
 

Peter Galuszka, ñSmooth Sailing for Offshore Wind?ò SLATE, 3ð4ð13, 

www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/alternative_energy/2013/03/east_coast_wind_farms_deepwater_wind_and_cape_w

ind_are_close_to_construction.html, accessed 4-15-14. 

The temperamental waters off Rhode Islandôs Block Island may be known for the Pequod and other Moby Dick-style whaling 

ships, but soon they could become notable for something else. If all goes as planned, Deepwater Wind, a Providence, R.I.-

based energy firm, could become the first company to start construction of a wind turbine farm off of the East Coast. By the 

end of this year, five turbines, each nearly as tall as the Washington Monument, could start taking shape about 3 miles off 

craggy Block Island and some 18 miles from the mainland. The goal, says Jeff Grybowski, Deepwater Windôs chief executive, 

is to demonstrate to the financial community that offshore wind is ñdoable.ò That is the key word. While coastal waters of 

state-subsidy-rich Western Europe are chock-a-block with wind turbines, offshore wind energy in this country is still waiting 

for the first breeze. 
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Wind Bad: Electricity Prices 
 

1. Wind is expensive and wonôt displace CO2 emissionsðwill result in a spike in electricity prices 
 

Robert Bryce, senior fellow, ñThe High Cost of Wind Energy as a Carbon-Dioxide Reduction Method,ò ISSUE BRIEF n. 11, 

Manhattan Institute, 10ð11, p. 1. 

For years, politicians, environmental groups, and the renewable energy lobby have been claiming that widespread use of wind 

energy would result in substantial reductions in carbon-dioxide emissions. This reportðwhich relies on data published by the 

Energy Information Administration and the National Renewable Energy Laboratoryð finds that if wind energy were to reduce 

carbon dioxide, the savings would be so small as to be insignificant and so expensive as to be impractical. Achieving the oft-

stated goal of getting 20 percent of U.S. electricity needs from wind by 2030 would require a total expenditure of more than 

$850 billion. Yet the likely carbon-dioxide savings from that expenditure would be just 2 percent of global emissions in 2030. 

If the ñ20 by ó30ò target were achieved, it would impose a tax on U.S. electricity consumers of $45 to $54 for each ton of 

carbon dioxide that was removed. The tax would take the form of an increase of as much as 48 percent over the current price of 

residential electricity in coal-dependent regions of the country. 

 

2. Wind expansion will result in a big increase in electricity prices 
 

Robert Bryce, senior fellow, ñThe High Cost of Wind Energy as a Carbon-Dioxide Reduction Method,ò ISSUE BRIEF n. 11, 

Manhattan Institute, 10ð11, p. 4. 

Put another way, if the United States were to achieve the ñ20 by ó30ò goal, U.S. residential electricity prices in coal-dependent 

regions could increase by about 48 percent over current levels. If we use the lower range of wind costs outlined by NREL in its 

2008 report, and assume that reducing a ton of carbon by 2030 will cost $45 per year, the increase in electricity costs in coal-

dependent areas will amount to about $0.049 per kilowatt-hour. That would result in an increase of 40 percent over current 

levels for residential customers in those regions. These higher electricity costs will likely accelerate the pace of electric rate 

increases now underway around the country. Since 2004, the average cost of residential electricity has gone from $0.0895 per 

kilowatt-hour to $0.1218 per kilowatt-hour, an increase of 36 percent. 

 

3. Wind substantially increases energy costsðintermittency 
 

David E. Dismukes, Professor and Director, Policy Analysis, Center for Energy Studies, Louisiana State University, 

REMOVING BIG WINDôS ñTRAINING WHEELSò: THE CASE FOR ENDING THE FEDERAL PRODUCTION TAX 

CREDIT, American Energy Alliance, 11ð1ð12, p. 14. 

Wind is an intermittent, unreliable generation resource, exhibiting relatively wide output swings and producing most of its 

electricity during off-peak evening hours when power is least needed as opposed to during day-time peaking hours when 

electricity demand is high, and when power is needed the most. Electricity grid operators must address numerous important 

operational issues when integrating wind generation, including maintaining power quality, meeting power availability 

requirements and expectations, and supporting system reliability. While all generation must address these important integration 

criteria, wind generationôs scale, intermittency, and variability creates a number of unique challenges that impose substantial 

additional costs on electricity consumers. 

 

4. Intermittency increases costsðreliability issues 
 

David E. Dismukes, Professor and Director, Policy Analysis, Center for Energy Studies, Louisiana State University, 

REMOVING BIG WINDôS ñTRAINING WHEELSò: THE CASE FOR ENDING THE FEDERAL PRODUCTION TAX 

CREDIT, American Energy Alliance, 11ð1ð12, p. 16. 

A number of recent academic studies corroborate the presence of additional, and often hidden, costs associated with 

intermittent wind generation. For example, in a recent Energy Journal article, the authors conclude, ñthe variability of wind 

resourcesò and ñthe need for higher levels of reserve generating capacity to maintain reliability standards impose additional 

costs on the system that should not be ignored.ò Applying a well-established simulation model utilized in prior-published 

research, the authors demonstrate that the capacity payments needed to back up intermittent wind generation increases 

substantially as load and/or the share of wind generation increases. 
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Wind Bad: Electricity Prices [contôd] 
 

5. Wind will substantially increase electricity costsðneed for ódumpingô 
 

William Korchinski, ñThe Limits of Wind Power," POLICY STUDY n. 403, Reason Foundation & Adam Smith Institute, 2ð13, p. 

11. 

Sometimes there is too much wind and wind must be ñdumpedò or ñspilled.ò This can happen when wind speed exceeds the 

mechanical limitations of the turbine machinery, in which case ñfeatheringò the turbines (i.e. turning the blades so that they do not 

catch the wind and become non-productive) prevents damage. Likewise, sometimes electrical demand is too low to consume all of 

the wind power. The interchangeable terms ñwind dumpingò or ñwind spillingò describe these situations. Figure 9 summarizes wind 

dumping data from Gross et al. At low wind penetrations, there is very little need to dump wind. Above about 10% wind 

penetration, however, wind dumping increases linearly with wind penetration. One implication of wind dumping is that at higher 

wind penetration levels, it is theoretically possible to build too many wind turbines for the size of the demand, placing an upper 

limit on wind penetration. When there are too many wind turbines, there will be large periods of time when many of the turbines are 

ñfeathered.ò Due to the high installed cost of wind power, this leads to very expensive electricity. In other words, excessively high 

wind penetration leads to excessively high electricity costs. 
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Wind Bad: Environment / Birds  
 

1. Wind poses environmental risksðland conversion, killing of birds 
 

Diane S. Katz, Director, Science Environment and Technology Center for Public Policy, ñThe Tradeoffs of Renewable 

Energy,ò MICHIGAN SCIENCE n. 1, 2006, p. 14. 

Wind farms also require large plots of open land ð an estimated 2 .5 acres per turbine, on average. Transmission lines must be 

built to connect remote windfarms to the power grid. Constructing a wind farm also requires the manufacture of hundreds of 

tons of cement and steel. Particularly troubling to environmentalists is the number of birds, including some endangered species, 

that are routinely killed by rotating blades (dubbed by the Sierra Club as ñCuisinarts of the Airò). For example, the sprawling 

wind farm at Californiaôs Altamont Pass, which features some 7,000 turbines, kills thousands of birds each year, including 

golden eagles, red-tailed hawks and burrowing owls. 

 

2. Wind power causes serious land disturbance problems 
 

Robert L. Bradley Jr., President, Institute for Energy Research, ñRenewable Energy: Not Cheap, Not ñGreenò,ò POLICY 

ANALYSIS n. 280, 8-27-97, www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-280.html, accessed 7-3-13. 

Wind power's land disturbance, noise, and unsightly turbines also present environmental drawbacks, at least from the 

perspective of some if not many mainstream environmentalists. Yet at least one well-known environmental group has a double 

standard when considering wind power versus other energy options. In testimony before the California Public Utilities 

Commission (CPUC), Ralph Cavanagh of the Natural Resources Defense Council argued against opening the electricity 

industry to competition and customer choice because of the development of significant new transmission and distribution lines 

to link buyers and sellers of power. In addition to the visual blight of additional power lines on the landscape, these corridors 

can displace threatened or endangered species. 
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Wind Bad: Grid Reliability  
 

- Windôs intermittency decreases the reliability of the grid 
 

William Korchinski, ñThe Limits of Wind Power," POLICY STUDY n. 403, Reason Foundation & Adam Smith Institute, 2ð

13, p. 6. 

Demand for electricity can change significantly in a matter of minutes, and if supply does not match demand there will be 

brown- or blackouts. In order to ensure that supplies match demand, power supply companies rely on detailed forecasts of 

electricity demands over periods ranging from minutes to hours to days. By being able to anticipate demands accurately, the 

companies can reliably schedule power plant loadings at minimum cost and maximum reliability. However, if wind is part of 

the generation mix, power supply companies must not only forecast demands accurately, but must also include wind forecasts 

so that if the power supplied by wind turbines suddenly decreases or stops, they can bring backup power on line quickly to 

maintain system reliability. But wind is difficult to forecast and its speed and direction can change quickly. This is a problem 

because we demand extremely high reliability from our electrical system. Hannele Holttinen et al. conclude in their analysis of 

wind power for the International Energy Agency that ñWhile the total balancing energy needed for the integration of wind 

power stems from the mean forecast error, the need for reserve power is closely connected to the largest forecast errors, i.e. the 

tail in the probability density function (pdf) of forecast errors.ò In other words, as wind penetration increases, system reliability 

will be adversely affected disproportionatelyðunless adequate reserve power is made available. 
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Wind Fails: Cheap Gas Blocks 
 

1. Cheap natural gas ensures that wind cannot be cost competitive 
 

Robert Bryce, Senior Fellow, Manhattan Institute, ñWind Energyôs Real Problems: (Hint: It Has Nothing to Do with the Wall 

Street Journal),ò ENERGY TRIBUNE, 9ð14ð10, www.energytribune.com/5560/wind-energys-real-problems-hint-it-has-

nothing-to-do-with-the-wall-street-journal#sthash.HZDg1sUM.dpbs, accessed 4-15-14. 

The other key problem facing wind energy: low natural gas prices. Wind energy competes primarily with natural gas-fired 

generation.(14) And when gas prices are low, wind energy is at a big disadvantage in the marketplace, even with huge federal 

subsidies i.e., the $0.022 per kilowatt-hour federal production tax credit. In 2008, T. Boone Pickens, one of the wind industryôs 

most reliable boosters, said that gas prices must be at least $9 per million Btu for wind energy to be competitive in the 

marketplace.(15) In March of this year, Pickens was once again talking up wind energy, and he declared that ñThe place where 

it works best is with natural gas at $7.ò(16) That same month, a reporter from Dow Jones summarized Pickensô position by 

writing ñWind power is profitable when natural gas prices are about $7 a million British thermal units, Pickens said.ò The bad 

news for the wind industry is that gas is now selling for about $4 on the spot market.(17) And Paul Sankey, an energy analyst at 

Deutsche Bank recently wrote that gas is in ñfundamental oversupplyò and will continue to be in oversupply through 2015.(18) 

That fundamental oversupply is due to several factors including a surge in natural gas liquefaction capacity in places like Qatar 

as well as the enormous increases in US gas supplies which are a direct result of the shale gas revolution. The ability of the gas 

industry to extract huge quantities of gas from shale beds could portend low domestic gas prices for years to come. 

 

2. Gas is widely available and is much cheaper 
 

Steve Goreham, Executive Director, Climate Science Coalition of America, ñOffshore Wind: The Enormously Expensive 

Energy Alternative,ò WASHINGTON TIMES, 6ð7ð13, http://communities.washingtontimes.com/neighborhood/climatism-

watching-climate-science/2013/jun/7/offshore-wind-enormously-expensive-energy-alternat/, accessed 4-15-14. 

At the same time, weôre in the midst of a hydrocarbon revolution. Advances in hydraulic fracturing and horizontal drilling will 

provide more than 100 years of natural gas at current usage rates. With electricity from natural gas at less than one-third the 

price of offshore wind, why the support for offshore wind from our political leaders? Electricity from your wall outlet is 

standard voltage and current. No one can tell the difference between electricity from hydrocarbon sources or ñgreenò sources 

such as wind. Would governors Patrick and OôMalley repurchase their current car at three times the price? 
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Wind Fails: Climate Change Defense 
 

1. Even massive wind expansion wonôt make a dent in global CO2 emissions 
 

Robert Bryce, senior fellow, ñThe High Cost of Wind Energy as a Carbon-Dioxide Reduction Method,ò ISSUE BRIEF n. 11, 

Manhattan Institute, 10ð11, p. 4. 

How does that 825 million tons of carbon dioxide compare with global emissions? In 2010, global carbon-dioxide emissions 

totaled 33.1 billion tons. Thus, if the United States were somehow able to instantly increase its wind-generated electricity to 20 

percent of total consumption, doing so might reduce global emissions by about 2.5 percent. But it is unlikely that global 

emissions will be the same in 2030 as they were in 2010. By 2030, the International Energy Agency (IEA) expects global 

emissions will total about 40.2 billion tons. Thus, the 825 million tons that NREL claims might be reduced by achieving the 

ñ20 by ó30ò goal will result in a global reduction of just 2 percent. Therefore, to justify a total investment of $850 billion in 

wind, U.S. policymakers would have to agree that reducing carbon dioxide in the year 2030 is worth spending $1,030 per ton. 

Of course, that amount would not be spent all at once. Instead it would be allocated over the coming 19 years and would be, in 

effect, a carbon tax set at $54 per ton. 

 

2. Wind is not a cost-effective way to cut emissions 
 

Robert Bryce, senior fellow, ñThe High Cost of Wind Energy as a Carbon-Dioxide Reduction Method,ò ISSUE BRIEF n. 11, 

Manhattan Institute, 10ð11, p. 5. 

Wind energy is not a cost-effective method of reducing carbon-dioxide emissions. Any effortðwhether at the state level or the 

federal levelðto dramatically increase the use of wind energy will result in a new tax on electricity consumers. If the United 

States were to achieve the ñ20 by ó30ò goal, the effective carbon tax of $45 to $54 per ton would far exceed any such tax 

regime currently in place. Further, if the stated goal were met by 2030, the likely reduction in carbon dioxide emissions would 

amount to just 2 percent of the expected global total. 

 

3. Even rapid wind growth wonôt make a dent in overall emissions 
 

Robert Bryce, Senior Fellow, Manhattan Institute, ñWind Energyôs Real Problems: (Hint: It Has Nothing to Do with the Wall 

Street Journal),ò ENERGY TRIBUNE, 9ð14ð10, www.energytribune.com/5560/wind-energys-real-problems-hint-it-has-

nothing-to-do-with-the-wall-street-journal#sthash.HZDg1sUM.dpbs, accessed 4-15-14. 

Thus, while wind promoters are claiming that carbon dioxide reductions are a key benefit of adding new wind power, their own 

projections reveal that even if the wind power sector continues growing rapidly, it will only reduce electricity-related carbon 

dioxide emissions by about 4% by 2030.(5) And given that the electric generation sector represents about 40% of total global 

carbon dioxide emissions, that 4% reduction from wind ð if it occurs ð will be almost insignificant, amounting to a reduction 

of about 1.5% of the total volume of anthropogenic carbon dioxide emissions. But letôs set aside the reference scenario and 

instead look at GWECôs most aggressive scenario, and assume that wind energy capacity soars to 2,375 GW by 2030.(6) That 

would be a 25-fold increase over 2007 levels. It would also be nearly 2.5 times all of the installed electric capacity in the 

United States.(7) Letôs further accept GWECôs claims that the result of all that capacity will be an annual emission reduction of 

3.2 billion tons of carbon dioxide.(8) Even with that 25-fold expansion in capacity, the wind sector will only cut the electric 

sectorôs overall carbon emissions by 17%. What will that mean in the big picture? The IEA expects global CO2 emissions in 

2030 to be 40.2 billion tons.(9) Thus, even with a gargantuan increase in wind generation capacity, the reduction in global CO2 

emissions will be just 8% of expected total global emissions. 

 

4. Wind powerôs CO2 benefits are minimalðlifecycle analysis proves 
 

William Korchinski, ñThe Limits of Wind Power," POLICY STUDY n. 403, Reason Foundation & Adam Smith Institute, 2ð

13, p. i. 

Environmentalists advocate wind power as one of the main alternatives to fossil fuels, claiming that it is both cost effective and 

low in carbon emissions. This study seeks to evaluate these claims. Existing estimates of the life-cycle emissions from wind 

turbines range from 5 to 100 grams of CO2 equivalent per kilowatt hour of electricity produced. This very wide range is 

explained by differences in what was included in each analysis, and the proportion of electricity generated by wind. The low 

CO2 emissions estimates are only possible at low levels of installed wind capacity, and even then they typically ignore the 

large proportion of associated emissions that come from the need for backup power sources (ñspinning reservesò). 
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Wind Fails: Climate Change Defense [contôd] 
 

5. Intermittency means that wind may actually increase CO2 emissions 
 

William Korchinski, ñThe Limits of Wind Power," POLICY STUDY n. 403, Reason Foundation & Adam Smith Institute, 2ð

13, p. 6-7. 

Several power companies have substantial experience in addressing the issues relating to wind forecasts. Take the example of 

E.ON, a large German power company that in 2004 had approximately 7,000 MW of installed wind power (7,600 turbines) 

covering a wide geographic area. Figure 3 shows a wind forecast used by E.ON over a two-week period in 2004. The gray line 

shows the forecasted wind power and the blue line shows the actual wind power over time. Note that for much of the forecast 

period (tan-colored circles), the wind forecast is actually behind in time as compared to the actual wind; this is because wind 

speed and direction have large random components, even when averaged over a large geographic area as in this case. One 

consequence of windôs variability is that it may actually lead to increased emissions as other generators (e.g. coal and gas) in a 

grid must rapidly respond to wind events. In a report prepared for Independent Petroleum Institute of Mountain States, Bentek 

Energy reports large increases of SOX and NOX emissions due to the inclusion of wind power into a grid in Colorado. 

Furthermore, Bentek reports that windôs net impact on CO2 emissions is ambiguous. 

 

6. Intermittency means that wind will actually displace very little fossil-fuel generation capacityðthe  

 problem only gets worse as wind expands 
 

William Korchinski, ñThe Limits of Wind Power," POLICY STUDY n. 403, Reason Foundation & Adam Smith Institute, 2ð

13, p. 9. 

Figure 6 shows a summary of the event. E.ON shows wind power in MW over a one-week period. On Christmas Eve, the 

winds in E.ONôs control area quickly died out, dropping wind generation from 6,000 MW down to less than 2,000 MW at a 

very high rate (16 MW/min). As the E.ON report describes it: ñWhilst wind power feed-in at 9.15 am on Christmas Eve 

reached its maximum for the year at 6,024MW, it fell to below 2,000MW within only 10 hours, a difference of over 4,000MW. 

This corresponds to the capacity of 8 x 500MW coal fired power station blocks. On Boxing Day, wind power feed-in in the 

E.ON grid fell to below 40MW. Handling such significant differences in feed-in levels poses a major challenge to grid 

operators.ò Summarizing, this event was a very large disturbance for E.ON, and had the grid operator not acted quickly, could 

have led to a widespread power outage in Germany. What does E.ON conclude from the above? As wind power capacity rises, 

the lower availability of the wind farms determines the reliability of the system as a whole to an ever increasing extent. 

Consequently, the greater reliability of traditional power stations becomes increasingly eclipsed. As a result, the relative 

contribution of wind power to the guaranteed capacity of our supply system up to the year 2020 will fall continuously to around 

4% (FIGURE 7). In concrete terms, this means that in 2020, with a forecast wind power capacity of over 48,000MW, 

2,000MW of traditional power production can be replaced by these wind farms. In other words, the more wind power capacity 

a grid has, the lower the percentage of traditional power generation wind can replace. Figure 7 summarizes this point of view, 

and as a result of this falling substitution capacity, E.ON intends in future to limit its total wind penetration to less than 4%. 

 

7. The need for backup generation means that wind will only have a minimal impact on CO2 emissions 
 

William Korchinski, ñThe Limits of Wind Power," POLICY STUDY n. 403, Reason Foundation & Adam Smith Institute, 2ð

13, p. 13. 

This additional spinning reserve capacity, necessitated by the installation of intermittent power sources such as wind 

generators, comes with its own environmental impacts and costs. If the reserve capacity takes the form of additional natural gas 

generation, then there are increased CO2 emissions. If the reserves take the form of water storage (where this is geologically 

feasible), then there are typically environmental consequences related to reduction of wilderness, in addition to the possible 

costs of relocating communities. If the reserve capacity uses batteries, there are environmental impacts related to the 

production, use and disposal of those batteries, including the disposal of toxic chemicals and heavy metals. Note that although 

wind power by itself generates very little CO2 ðespecially at todayôs low penetrationsðthe spinning reserves required to 

ensure system reliability at higher wind penetrations partially offset windôs low CO2 emissions profile. As wind penetration 

increases from 0% of total system load to 20%, the additional spinning reserves require that gas turbines be added to the 

system, thereby increasing total system load by approximately 2%. This means that the additional gas turbines are now adding 

an additional 2% CO2 emissions to the system, even as the additional wind power is reducing CO2 emissions. 
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Wind Fails: Climate Change Offense 
 

1. Wind expansion will wreak havoc on the global climate 
 

Tsvi Bisk, director, Center for Strategic Futurist Thinking, "No Limits to Growth," WORLD FUTURE REVIEW, Spring 2012, 

p. 19. 

The laws of nature are not revoked because something is fashionable. Energy generated from wind and tide use wind and tidal 

energy. The amount of wind that ñexitsò from the blades of a windmill is less than the amount of wind that ñentersò the blades 

of the windmill. The same is true of tidal energy that ñentersò and ñexitsò a tidal turbine. That energy is of course preserved in 

another form, but it is no longer energy that is part of the natural environment. Use of either or both on a large enough scale to 

significantly affect global energy supply must necessarily have majorðand largely unpredictableðimpacts on climatic 

patterns that may be no less catastrophic than those predicted for the CO2 induced greenhouse effect. 

 

2. Wind increases warming--concrete use 
 

Tsvi Bisk, director, Center for Strategic Futurist Thinking, "No Limits to Growth," WORLD FUTURE REVIEW, Spring 2012, 

p. 19. 

It takes 5-10 times more concrete to produce a watt of energy from a windmill than from a nuclear reactor, and concrete 

manufacturing is one of the most significant sources of CO2 (7% of all manmade CO2). It also releases numerous other 

particulates and toxic materials into the environment. Moreover, we have no idea of the additional aggregate energy costs over 

the lifetime of a windmill. 
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Wind Fails: Construction Vessel Shortage 
 

1. Lack of construction vessels is a limiting factor 
 

Walter Musial, National Renewable Energy Laboratory and Bonnie Ram, Energetis, LARGE-SCALE OFFSHORE WIND 

POWER IN THE UNITED STATES: ASSESSMENT OF OPPORTUNITIES AND BARRIERS, NREL/TP-500-40745, 9ð

10, p. 42-43. 

The lack of suitable vessels for moving, constructing, installing, and maintaining offshore wind turbines may present a short-

term barrier to development (AWEA 2009). Currently oil and gas vessels are the most applicable for use in the offshore wind 

industry because they have some of the critical attributes needed for the construction and installation phases. Most of these 

vessels are located in the Gulf of Mexico, would require at least some modifications or upgrades to perform as needed, and 

may not be available to the wind industry because the demand for offshore oil exploration and development is high. Potential 

near-term construction of new, specialized vessels dedicated to offshore wind will likely be restricted by the cost of building 

such a vessel (capital outlay estimated at more than $100 million). Such a high initial investment makes it unclear who will 

build these first ships considering the current levels of uncertainty about the future offshore wind build-out. Europeans built 

their first dedicated offshore heavy-lift wind construction ships after their offshore wind project installations ramped up in the 

early part of the last decade. 

 

2. No solvencyðlack of installation equipment 
 

James Burgess, OilPrice.com, ñ4 Reasons US Offshore Wind Power Isnôt Even a Light Breeze,ò EARTH TECHLING, 3ð5ð

13, http://earthtechling.com/2013/03/4-reasons-us-offshore-wind-power-isnt-even-a-light-breeze/, accessed 4-15-14. 

3. Lacking vital equipment ï In order to secure the 450 tonne, 400+ foot tall turbine towers into the ocean floor a huge ship is 

needed, but as Chris van Beek, the president of Deepwater, mentioned, ñat this point, there is not an existing vessel in the US 

that can do this job.ò Most ships that are capable of deploying offshore wind turbines exist in Europe, and fly European flags. 

Yet due to an old maritime law from 1920 called the Jones Act, any ship that sails between two US ports must fly a US flag 

and be registered in that country. The moment a turbine is secured to the seabed it counts as a port. 
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Wind Fails: Cost 
 

1. Offshore wind is even more expensive than onshore wind 
 

Institute for Energy Research (IER), HARD FACTS: AN ENERGY PRIMER, Second Edition, 2014, p. 56, 

http://instituteforenergyresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/Hard-Facts-May-2014-Final.pdf, accessed 5-31-14. 

Offshore wind costs 2.5 times as much as onshore wind, but is being promoted by some politicians in the United States. The 

Cape Wind project, off the coast of Cape Cod in Massachusetts, is expected to be the first offshore wind farm in the United 

States. The 130-turbine wind farm is estimated to cost at least $2 billion and was approved in 2010 by Interior Secretary Ken 

Salazar after more than eight years of federal review. National Grid, the stateôs largest utility, is to buy half of Cape Windôs 

power, starting at 18.7 cents per kilowatt hour, less than EIAôs estimate of 22.15 cents per kilowatt hour, but increasing 

annually at 3.5 percent in a 15 year deal. But 18.7 cents per kilowatt hour is still about twice what the utility pays for power 

from conventional sources, and almost twice the average U.S. cost of electricityð9.87 cents per kilowatt in 2012. Not 

surprisingly, the project is having trouble finding buyers for the other half of its output because of its high cost. 

 

2. Capital costs go up as you move out from shore 
 

Walter Musial, National Renewable Energy Laboratory and Bonnie Ram, Energetis, LARGE-SCALE OFFSHORE WIND 

POWER IN THE UNITED STATES: ASSESSMENT OF OPPORTUNITIES AND BARRIERS, NREL/TP-500-40745, 9ð

10, p. 6. 

Offshore wind projects are analyzed in terms of their initial installed capital cost (ICC) as well as their life-cycle costs, also 

known as the levelized cost of energy (LCOE). Cost projections of either type for the U.S. market are difficult because of the 

many regulatory and technical uncertainties and the lack of U.S. market experience. Although the European market is based on 

a more developed supporting infrastructure and substantially different regulatory, policy, and physical environments, 

preliminary analyses of that experience provide some potentially useful insight. As in the case of land-based projects, the ICC 

for offshore wind power has been increasing over time. Costs jumped approximately 55% between 2005 and 2007, leading to 

an estimated average capital investment of $4,250 per kW for an offshore wind project in 2010. The wind turbine itself 

contributes 44% of this total. In general, capital costs are expected to increase with distance from land and water depth, and 

decrease as the size of a project increases, as a result of economies of scale. As the technology matures, prices are expected to 

decline. 

 

3. Offshore wind facilities are very expensive 
 

Emily Waltz, ñOffshore Wind May Power the Future,ò SCIENTIFIC AMERICAN, 10ð20ð08, 

www.scientificamerican.com/article/offshore-wind-may-power-the-future/, accessed 4-22-14. 

Offshore costs can be prohibitive, particularly without tax credits and incentives. Turbines and transmission lines are more 

expensive. Boats have to make long trips to and from the wind park. And some of the equipment to build in deep waters doesn't 

yet exist. In Europe, an offshore wind park costs nearly twice as much per megawatt as an onshore wind park, according to the 

European Wind Energy Association in Brussels. The question, says Paolo Berrino at the association, is whether greater wind 

generation efficiency offshore will outweigh the additional costs. 

 

4. Offshore wind is not cost-competitiveðis enormously expensive 
 

Steve Goreham, Executive Director, Climate Science Coalition of America, ñOffshore Wind: The Enormously Expensive 

Energy Alternative,ò WASHINGTON TIMES, 6ð7ð13, http://communities.washingtontimes.com/neighborhood/climatism-

watching-climate-science/2013/jun/7/offshore-wind-enormously-expensive-energy-alternat/, accessed 4-15-14. 

Unfortunately, offshore wind is enormously expensive. The US Department of Energy (DOE) estimates the levelized cost of 

wind-generated electricity at more than double the cost of coal-fired electricity and more than three times the cost of power 

from natural gas. For example, the proposed Cape Wind project off the coast of southeast Massachusetts will initially deliver 

electricity at 18.7 cents per kilowatt-hour with a built-in increase of 3.5 percent per year over a fifteen-year contract. This is 

more than triple the wholesale cost of electricity in New England. Offshore wind is only possible because of generous 

subsidies, tax breaks, and mandates from government. Today, 38 states offer property tax incentives, 28 states offer sales tax 

incentives, and 24 states offer tax credits for renewable energy sources. Twenty-nine states have Renewable Portfolio 

Standards laws requiring utilities to buy an increasing share of electricity from renewable sources, including all ten states in the 

Offshore Wind Energy Consortium. 

http://instituteforenergyresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/Hard-Facts-May-2014-Final.pdf
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Wind Fails: Cost [contôd] 
 

5. Offshore wind is expensiveðsubsidies, increased electricity prices 
 

Steve Goreham, Executive Director, Climate Science Coalition of America, ñOffshore Wind: The Enormously Expensive 

Energy Alternative,ò WASHINGTON TIMES, 6ð7ð13, http://communities.washingtontimes.com/neighborhood/climatism-

watching-climate-science/2013/jun/7/offshore-wind-enormously-expensive-energy-alternat/, accessed 4-15-14. 

At the start of the year, the US government extended the Wind Energy Production Tax Credit (PTC), providing 2.2 cents per 

kilowatt-hour for electricity generated from wind. The PTC will cost taxpayers $12 billion this year. Look for the DOE to offer 

loan guarantees to offshore wind developers. Altogether, government incentives pay 30 to 50 percent of the cost of a wind 

installation. The consumer pays twice for offshore wind. First, consumer taxes fund wind energy subsidies and tax breaks. 

Second, states like Massachusetts force utilities to buy high-cost offshore wind electricity, which then increase electricity rates 

so the consumer pays again. 

 

6. Wind power expansion will cost hundreds of billions of dollars 
 

Robert Bryce, senior fellow, ñThe High Cost of Wind Energy as a Carbon-Dioxide Reduction Method,ò ISSUE BRIEF n. 11, 

Manhattan Institute, 10ð11, p. 3. 

Even if we assume that the installation of massive amounts of new wind capacity poses no health risks, and creates no conflicts 

with rural landowners, the costs of attempting to achieve the ñ20 by ó30ò goal will be staggering. The latest data from the EIA 

put the cost of installing one megawatt of wind-energy capacity at $2.43 million. (Note that this is a major increase over the 

estimate of $1.7 million per megawatt used by NREL in its 2008 report.)19 The cost of locating wind turbines offshore will be 

even higher. The latest EIA estimate for installing one megawatt of wind-generation capacity offshore is $5.97 million. (Here, 

too, the cost is increasing, not decreasing. In 2009, EIAôs offshore estimate was $3.4 million per megawatt.)21 The United 

States has already spent about $68 billion installing the 40,000 megawatts of wind capacity now in place. Installing an 

additional 320,000 megawatts of wind power at $2.43 million per megawatt will cost the United States about $777.6 billion, or 

about $44.7 billion every year for the next 19 years. (As noted above, if policymakers prefer to pursue offshore wind, the 

annual total would be more than double that sum.) 

 

7. Offshore wind is simply too expensive 
 

Robert Bryce, Senior Fellow, Manhattan Institute, ñWind Energyôs Real Problems: (Hint: It Has Nothing to Do with the Wall 

Street Journal),ò ENERGY TRIBUNE, 9ð14ð10, www.energytribune.com/5560/wind-energys-real-problems-hint-it-has-

nothing-to-do-with-the-wall-street-journal#sthash.HZDg1sUM.dpbs, accessed 4-15-14. 

Those low gas prices make offshore wind appear even more uneconomic. The cost of building offshore wind projects is about 

$5,000 per kilowatt, or about the same as building a new nuclear plant. For comparison, a new gas-fired generation plant costs 

about $850 per kilowatt.(19) Those high costs are reflected in the prices that the developers of Cape Wind, the controversial 

offshore wind project near Cape Cod, are seeking for the electricity that could be generated by the turbines to be located in the 

waters of one of Americaôs most famous vacation spots. The likely cost for electricity from Cape Wind will be between $0.17 

and $0.21 per kilowatt-hour. An offshore project off the coast of Rhode Island, Deepwater Wind, was recently rejected by that 

stateôs public utility commission because the cost of electricity from the project was expected to be $0.244 per kilowatt-hour 

with annual increases of 3.5% per year.(20) For reference, the average retail price of electricity in the US is about $0.10.(21) In 

short, the fulminations of the wind power promoters about my Wall Street Journal article are entirely misdirected. Wind 

boosters want to believe that an evil conspiracy that has been created to short-circuit the push for ñgreenò energy. The real 

conspiracy they are fighting is a conspiracy of basic physics and basic math. 

 

8. Offshore wind is expensive 
 

Peter Galuszka, ñSmooth Sailing for Offshore Wind?ò SLATE, 3ð4ð13, 

www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/alternative_energy/2013/03/east_coast_wind_farms_deepwater_wind_and_cape_w

ind_are_close_to_construction.html, accessed 4-15-14. 

Northeastern power customers also may be more willing politically to swallow higher bills. Erecting wind turbines and the 

underwater infrastructure needed to support them and handle the power they generate can be very expensive. The Energy 

Information Agency prices offshore wind at $330.6 per megawatt hour. That is more than double what nuclear power costs and 

more than three times what a conventional coal-fired plant without carbon capture technology costs. 
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Wind Fails: CostðAnswers to ñWill Decreaseò 
 

1. Costs are not coming downðis having trouble attracting private investment 
 

Dmitry Dovgan, ñOffshore Wind Spend $20 Billion Per Year,ò MARINELINK, 10ð2ð13, 

www.marinelink.com/news/offshore-billion-spend359397.aspx, accessed 4-15-14. 

High cost levels are one of the major areas of concern in this emerging industry. At present, the cost of energy from offshore 

wind is significantly higher than for conventional thermal power plants (gas and coal) and even onshore wind. Due to high cost 

levels, offshore wind requires financial support, often referred to as subsidies. As a consequence, any uncertainty in this area 

can cause a slowdown in activity, as is being experienced in the U.K. market due to the ongoing Electricity Market Reform 

(EMR) process being undertaken by the current government. Evidence of cost reduction is limited, although an analysis of 

upcoming projects indicates that Capex rates may be starting to plateau. Opex rates are more difficult to assess as sustained 

operational experience is limited and results are opaquely reported. From a financing perspective the high cost levels and the 

risks associated with offshore construction, new wind turbine technology and offshore operations, have made it difficult for 

project developers to tap into new sources of capital. The current reliance on the public sector to provide financial support, both 

directly and indirectly and on global utilities to self-fund projects looks to be unsustainable in the long-run. 

 

2. Costs will not decrease over timeðempirically true  
 

Steve Goreham, Executive Director, Climate Science Coalition of America, ñOffshore Wind: The Enormously Expensive 

Energy Alternative,ò WASHINGTON TIMES, 6ð7ð13, http://communities.washingtontimes.com/neighborhood/climatism-

watching-climate-science/2013/jun/7/offshore-wind-enormously-expensive-energy-alternat/, accessed 4-15-14. 

Wind energy backers claim that if the government subsidizes wind systems, the cost will come down. But that idea is false. 

Wind turbines are not new technology. After 25 years of installations, about 185,000 wind turbine towers were operating across 

the world at the end of 2011. Wind technology is already well down the cost learning curve. In fact, data from the DOE shows 

that the installed cost of US wind systems has been rising, not falling. Installed costs have risen 65 percent over the last six 

years, from $1,300 per kilowatt in 2004 to over $2,100 per kilowatt in 2010. Underlying the push for offshore wind is the 

ideology of Climatism, the belief that man-made greenhouse gases are destroying Earthôs climate. But anyone who believes 

that building offshore wind turbines will stop the oceans from rising, make the hurricanes less severe, and save polar bears 

needs to reconsider. Suppose we invest in cost-effective electricity sources, rather than offshore wind? 

 

 






























