Energy Policy

Ailt is 40 years since the end of Trofim Lysenkobés dict
agronomist, Lysenko gained political support during the agricultural crisis of the 1930s by denouncing

conventional genetics as a dourgeois deceptiondand promising improved crop yields on the basis of

crude and un sxpbrisméntss bt Hat edcéame the autocrat of Stalinis:
results that linger today.

ALysenkoism was a tr agi came aceepigdlasrealityf, despitelalucentraryn t hat bec

evidence, because it was continually affirmed at meeti |
- Paul Reiter, journal Nature, Volume 431, 14 October 2004.

Principles

Sound science, not environmental activism or available business subsidies, should be the basis of energy
policy. Fr om fipeak hysteria,gunksocende ¢ steebing energyaolicy awayg fiom a
foundation of sound science to one of regulation on the basis of i ¢ 0 n s e 8dencs is fact-based, not
consensus-based. Energy policy is often restricted and undermined under the guise of environmental
protection, with fossil fuels especially criticized. Energy independence is an impossible goal, given the
global energy market. The goal of the nation should be energy security instead. That means ensuring
safe, stable and economically viable sources of energy. Expensive, unreliable and insufficient sources of
energy harm economic growth and stability. To that end, domestic resources should be safely explored
and exploited, not put off-limits. Government should allow markets to operate unhindered and
unsubsidized, should not pick winners and losers, and should encourage innovation and research. The
choices of individuals in a market-driven environment will encourage the kind of competition and ingenuity
that ensures energy diversity, conservation, efficiency and technologies that will protect the environment
and ensure reliability.

Agenda:

e Support responsible use of domestic resources (including oil and gas exploration on
national public lands and offshore and coastal areas)

e Weigh the cost and benefits of climate change regulations on the economy and energy
policy

e Facilitate nuclear power generation as a clean source of energy

e Encourage innovation, not regulation, to transition this nation from a carbon-based
economy and energy policy

e End subsidies and mandates for fossil fuels and renewable energy

e Prohibit regulatory barricades to conservation and efficiency such as restrictive
building codes and zoning ordinances

Facts

The Elba Island liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminal near Savannah is one of five existing LNG import
sites in the United States.

Coal is the primary fuel for electricity generation in Georgia. The United St at es has some 250 yea
worth of coal resources at current rates of use.”

Toget her, Georgi

a 6 s tiviPant Yogte hnel Rlant Hatochwtgpicallpaccaunttfos
aboutone-f ourth of t he

Stateds electricity generation.

! Energy Information Administration
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The industrial sector is one of the largest energy-consuming sectors in the state, in part because
Georgia is a leader in the energy-intensive wood and paper products industry.

Georgiabs electricity generation and coOlhesstatmmpaiks on ar e al
26" in the nation for per-capita energy consumption (2005) and is responsible for 3.6 percent of net
energy generation.’

Scientists at the U.S. Department of Energy's National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL)
announced in August 2009 they had set a world record in solar cell efficiency with a photovoltaic
device that converts 40.8 percent of the light that hits it into electricity. The 40.8 percent efficiency was
measured under concentrated light of 326 suns. One sun is about the amount of light that typically hits

Earth on a sunny day. The new cell was described as fa
market and for terrestrial concentrated photovoltaic arrays, which use lenses or mirrors to focus

sunlight onto®the solar cells.?d

Agenda

Support responsible use of domestic resources (including oil and gas exploration on national
public lands and offshore and coastal areas)

Households in the United States are getting smaller, but own more vehicles, indicating greater mobility
needs and increasing energy needs for the nation. At the same time as households are shrinking,
however, the size of residences is increasing, also increasing energy needs.

For example, in 1950 the average American home size was 983 square feet; by 1978 it was 1,750
square feet and by 2007 it was 2,479 square feet. In the South, the average house size was 1,800
square feet in 1978. By 2007, it was 2,538 square feet, an increase of 41 percent, according to the
National Association of Home Builders.* With abundant land available, American homes, on average,
are nearly twice as large as those in many European countries, including Britain, France and
Germany.

The smaller homes in Europe and some Asian countries are understandable, given that population

density, housing needs and competition for scarce land drive up the cost of land. At 16,033 square

miles, the Netherlands, for example, is less than twice the size of New Jersey, the most densely

populated U.S. state. The Netherlands has a population of 16.5 million compared with New Jer s ey 0 s
8.7 million. New Jersey is one of the most expensive states in the nation, with an overall cost of living

32 percent above the national average, and housing 73 percent above the average. In the

Netherlands, 68 percent of the land is used for agriculture and 19 percent is covered by water. About

6.2 percent of the land is used for housing.” In New Jersey, 20 percent of the state is productive

farmland.

More estimates:

e The United Kingdom (England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland) is 94,251 square miles,
about the size of Oregon or Colorado, or twice the size of New York State, with a population of

61 million. Oregonds populati dmoins add7 Nmwl IYioo k0 sSCols
million. England alone is about the size of Alabama, with a population of 51 million compared
with Alabamadés 4.5 million.

2 Energy Information Administration,

http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/state/state _energy profiles.cim?sid=GA

3 http://www.nrel.gov/news/press/2008/625.html

* http://www.nahb.org/category.aspx?sectionlD=819&channellD=311

® Netherlands Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment,
http://www.sharedspaces.nl/pagina.html?id=10902
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e France is about twice the size of Colorado, but has a population of about 62 million, compared
withColoradodéds 4.8 million.

e Germany is smaller than Montana but has a population of about 82.5 million, compared with
Mont anabés 950, 000.

e Italy is slightly | arger than Arizona but has a pop
6.2 million.

e Japan covers 145,840 square miles of territory i just 300 square miles bigger than Montana i
but is home to 127.5 million people while Montana has 950,000.

Americans cherish their space. Nevertheless, the dispersed U.S. population, large land area, low

density development, low land costs, housing affordability and distances traveled all increase the total

cost and use of energy by Americans, from heating to electricity to motor fuels. Transit is rarely cost-

effective or time-efficient, so the automobile is the preferred mode of travel. With a higher cost of living

comes more discretionary trips in the automobile. With a growing population, even conservation

measures i from fewer miles traveled per individual to energy-saving measuresi d ondét compensat e.
All of this highlights the growing need for low-cost and reliable supplies of energy. No economy can

thrive on an uncertain energy supply. Nor can any country achieve energy independence in a global

economy. Energy security should be the goal, and that means including domestic resources and

enhancing domestic infrastructure.

Unfortunately, domestic exploration and production has not improved despite the growing needs of
Americans. Since 1975, U.S. energy consumption has grown 40 percent, U.S. oil production has
dropped 32 percent and oil imports have more than doubled.

An increase in domestic production of oil and natural gas will lower the price of petroleum and reduce

the cost of imported oil and improve the cost of living and quality of life for Americans and Georgians.

Responding to an inquiry by U.S. Rep Jack Kingston of Georgia, Guy Caruso, administrator of the

Energy I nformation Admini st r abringing 1 milion loatreds ofccrudediu | y 2, 20
productive capacity online today, prices could be expected to decline by up to $20 per barrel.

Oil

The federal government owns 78 percent of the nationds
Institute. A moratorium on offshore drilling left Georgia without exploratory and production opportunity.

According to the Energy I nformation Administration, th

gas and oil supplies unavailable for development.

Ailn the United States, estimated undiscovered conventi
Offshore area total 75 billion barrels of oil (BBO) and 362 trillion cubic feet (Tcf) of gas, of which an

estimated 21 percent of the oil and 17 percent of the gas are in the moratorium area. As of 2000,

undiscovered conventionally recoverable resources in the Gulf of Mexico were estimated at 193 Tcf of

gas and 37 BBO, with the moratorium area in the Gulf containing about 4 percent of the gas and 7

percent of the oil. Along both the East and West coasts, all estimated undiscovered conventionally

recoverable resources (47 Tcf of gas and 13 BBO) are in the moratorium area. In the North Aleutian

Basin in Alaska, about 6 percent of the estimated 123 Tcf of gas resources are in the moratorium area

and about 1 percent of ‘the estimated 25 BB of oil .o

*AEIA Letter Regarding i mpact of ANWR on Gas Prices, o0 July 2,
http://kingston.house.gov/UploadedFiles/ANWR%20-%20EIA%20LETTER%20-
%201%20MILLION%20BARRELS%20PER%20DAY .pdf

"™oratorium on Offshore Drilli ng (1990)0 Energy Information
http://www.eia.doe.gov/oil_gas/natural_gas/analysis_publications/ngmajorleg/moratorium.html
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In September 2008, leaders of the Natural gas
Democratic majority in Congress decided Crude oil (trillion
not to challenge President George W. OCS areas (billion barrels) cubic feet)
Busho6s promised vet o |Available for leasing and development
would have extended the ban on new oil Eastern Gulf of Mexico 297 10.14
leases in the U.S. Outer Continental Shelf. Central Gulf of Mexico 22.67 113.61
Western Gulf of Mexico 15.98 86.62
ACCording to the Associated Pressy Total available 40.92 210.37
i C fotnia has more than half the Unavailable for leasing and development
undiscovered oil that federal officials believe Washington-Oregon 0.40 2.28
could be recovered off U.S. shores. At least Northern California 2.08 d:99
92 percent of California's oil reserves lie o s b o 241
within 25 miles of the coast, according to szmf"'" ,(”ah/ m""(f, "6")8 ‘.‘9,/,7.

. . astern Gulf of Mexico 3.98 22.16
estlmates by the Minerals Management Atlantic 389 26.99
Service, part of the U.S. Department of Total unavailable 18.17 77.17
Interior. If tapped, federal officials say Total Lower 48 OCS 59.09 287.54
California's oil reserves could produce 10

times as much oil as has been drilled over the Figurel: Technically Recoverabléndiscovered Oil and Natural Ge
| ast 40 years. 0 Resources ithe Lower 48 Outer Continentabhelfas of Janary 1,
2003.(Source: Energy Information Administration
The Interior Department estimates that there
are 18 billion barrels of recoverable oil beneath coastal waters that were off limits. The U.S. consumes
about 8 billion barrels per year. Projections indicate
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. 50

TheElIAalsonot es t hat, fiAlthough a significant volume of un;
natural gas resources is added in the [Outer Continental Shelf] access case, conversion of those

resources to production would require both time and money. In addition, the average field size in the

Pacific and Atlantic regions tends to be smaller than the average in the Gulf of Mexico, implying that a

significant portion of the additional resource would not be economically attractive to develop at the

N

reference dase prices. o
However, as economist E. Frank Stephenms,on points out i

ifRegardl ess of any effect increased drilling may ha
worthwhile policy. Even if it takes five or 10 years for new drilling to expand the flow of

available oil, the increased supply of oil will make future prices lower than they would

otherwise be. How much lower is, of course, impossible to forecast with any reasonable

degree of certainty. But a reduction of, say, 50 cents per gallon of gas below the price

that would otherwise prevail would translate into savings of $250 per year for a consumer

who logs 15,000 miles per year in a car getting 30 miles per galloné .

AAdvocating drilling is not claiming we can odril/|l
prices; future generations may still face higher prices arising from increased demand for

oil in China, India, and other developing countries. Nor does advocating drilling mean that

future generations should not adopt more fuel efficient lifestyles. Higher gas prices have

led people i almost as if they are guided by an invisible hand i to drive less, to buy more

fuel efficient vehicles and make myriad other changes. Even if drilling is permitted, the

S%fichances remote for more drilling off Cal i f. Coast, 0 Associ a
http://www.mercurynews.com/breakingnews/ci_10577187

9ﬁmpacts of Increased Access to Oil and Natural Gas Resource
Energy Information Administration, http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/aeo/otheranalysis/ongr.html

1oﬁmpacts of Increased Access to Oil and Natural Gas Resource

Energy Information Administration, http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/aeo/otheranalysis/ongr.html

Agenda 2009: Energy 4 Georgia Public Policy Foundation


http://www.mercurynews.com/breakingnews/ci_10577187
http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/aeo/otheranalysis/ongr.html
http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/aeo/otheranalysis/ongr.html

strong possibility of higher prices is likely to provide an incentive for continued fuel

conservation and for the development of new technologieso™*

Environmentally sound exploration should be implemented to confirm whether Georgia has offshore

resources that can be economically and responsibly drilled.

Furthermore, Geor gi aés | egi sl ator s
not demonize, the use of domestic resources of oil and other fossil fuels.

Last, in the wake of hurricane-related shortages several times over the last few years, expanding and
diversifying the pipelines that carry oil to and through Georgia should be a priority to ensure a reliable fuel

supply to Georgians.

Oil shale

Oil shale is a sedimentary rock containing solid bituminous materials that are released as petroleum-
like liquids when the rock is heated. According to the U.S. Department of the Interior, the Western
United States holds an estimated 800 billion barrels of recoverable oil in shale formations, or nearly 40
times as much oil as the estimated amount that's currently off-limits offshore. The largest known
deposits of oil shale in the world are located in a 16,000-square mile area in the Green River formation
in Colorado, Utah and Wyoming. Federal lands comprise 72 percent of the total surface of oil shale

acreage in the Green River formation.”
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Figure 2: Green River Formation of Oil Shale
YAaDrill Now, For the Children,o E. Frank

http://www.gppf.org/article.asp?RT=&p=pub/Environment/Energy/Drill080905.htm

Zanvest er n
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Shal e

Potenti al

http://www.doi.gov/news/08 News Releases/080722.html
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That, according to the Rand Corp., fAis more than tripl
Present U.S. demand for petroleum products is about 20 million barrels per day. If oil shale could be

used to meet a quarter of that demand, 800 billion barrels of recoverable resources would last for

mor e t han 4 hthe faoe af suxH a loag recovery period, it is appropriate to recognize the

futility of trying to develop accurate estimates of recoverable resources. How and how much oil shale

is eventually developed depends |l ess on todayds technol
technologies available a hundred or more years hence.

Al f the devel opment of adomestk mdustrg capablesodprafitablys r esul t s i n
producing a crude oil substitute, the United States would benefit from the economic profits and jobs

created by that industry, o0 the Rand study adds. HAAddit |
consumers by reducing world oil prices, and that price reduction will likely have some national security

benefits for the United States. o

Natural Gas

The federal government owns 62 percent of the nationds
Petroleum Institute. U.S. natural gas resources are estimated at anywhere from 1,190 trillion cubic feet to

1,179 trillion cubic feet.* About 96 percent of the world's proven natural gas reserves are outside North

America, but this country consumes about 25 percent of the world's annual natural gas production.

States , 3

United Arah

Emirates, 4 . .
Saudi Arabia,

4

Figure 3: Proved Natural Gas Reserves (%), Jan. 1, 2003.
Source: Energy Information Administration

Natural gas burns cleanly, produces fewer pollutants and is easy to transport, and has a variety of uses.
According to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), 40 percent of natural gas consumption
is for industrial activities; 22 percent is for residential uses, such as, heating cooling and cooking; 15
percent is accounted for by the business sector and 14 percent is used for electricity generation.'® The
demand for natural gas is expected to grow more than 38 percent by 2025.

Baoil Shal e Development in the United States Prospects and P
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2005/RAND _MG414.pdf
“AHow much natural gas is there?0 Naturalgas.org, http:// www

15 http://www.ferc.gov/for-citizens/citizen-guides/citz-guide-Ing.pdf
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Natural gas can be condensed into a liquid, known as Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG), when it is cooled to
about -260°F at normal pressure. LNG is practical for transportation; it takes up about 1/600th the volume
of gaseous natural gas. LNG imported to the United States is efficiently transported by ocean tanker,
mostly from Trinidad and Tobago, Qatar and Algeria, to one of the LNG terminals where it is

pumped from the ship to insulated storage tanks at the terminal. LNG is converted back to a gas at the
terminal, which is linked to natural gas pipelines that transport the gas to where it is needed.

LNG, when vaporized to gaseous form, will only burn in concentrations of between 5-15 percent mixed
with air. In addition, LNG, or any vapor associated with LNG, will not explode in an unconfined
environment. Thus, even if LNG spills, the natural gas has little chance of igniting an explosion. When it is
cooled to LNG, oxygen, carbon dioxide, sulfur and water are removed from the natural gas, resulting in
LNG that is almost pure methane.

USA

A. Everett,
Mass.

B. Cove Point,
Md.

C. Elba Island,
Ga.

D. Lake
Charles, La.
E. Gulf of
Mexico

F. Offshore
Boston:

G. Freeport,
Texas,

H. Sabine, La.

Mexico

I. Altamira,
Tamaulipas
J. Baja
California,
Mexico

US Jurisdiction

O FERC

() US Coast Guard
As of September 18, 2008

Figure 4: North American LNG Terminals. Source: Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)

The Elba Island LNG import terminal is in Chatham County, five miles downstream from Savannah, and is
in the process of expansion to meet growing needs in the Southeastern United States. The expansion,
although already approved by FERC, continues to be met with opposition from groups citing safety and
environmental concerns.

One option to consider, amid Elba Island expansion opposition and growing natural gas demands, is
offshore expansion. In 2008, FERC approved a proposal for construction and operation of the first U.S.
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floating LNG terminal to meet increasing energy demand in New York and Connecticut. The Broadwater
Energy project would deliver up to 1.25 billion cubic feet (Bcf) of natural gas per day to fuel electric
generating plants and heat homes. It would consist of a floating storage and regasification unit that would
measure about 1,215 feet long and 200 feet wide, rising approximately 80 feet above the water line of
Long Island Sound in New York State Waters. The project would be located nine miles off the coast of
Riverhead, in Suffolk County, New York and 10.2 miles from the nearest onshore point in Connecticut.

The terminal would be able to withstand events exceeding 100-year storm conditions. The project would
include eight LNG storage tanks capable of storing the equivalent of 8 Bcf of regasified LNG, a
regasification plant and a 21.7 mile long pipeline extending from the LNG terminal to a subsea
interconnection with the Iroquois Gas Transmission System, which will bring the gas onshore. Among the
more than 80 mitigation measures in the final Environmental Impact Statement were requirements that
the developer submit, at least 60 days before construction, plans detailing how the FERC order will be
implemented. City, county and state opposition have been encountered to the Broadwater plan, but
FERC has stood firm in refusing to reconsider its approval.*®

(For more about LNG, read, fAhGuildde Knoow,NG:byWhtahte AFleld e
Regulatory Commission, at http://www.ferc.gov/for-citizens/citizen-guides/citz-quide-Ing.pdf)

Coal

The United States has the world's largest known coal reserves, about 263.8 billion short tons, or enough
coal to last approximately 225 years at today's level of use, according to the Energy Information
Administration. Coal is mined in 27 states, with Wyoming mining the most coal, followed by West Virginia,
Kentucky, Pennsylvania and Texas. U.S. coal is mainly found in three regions, the Appalachian Coal
Region, the Interior Coal Region and the Western Coal Region, which includes the Powder River Basin.

The EIA has projected that the 2008 cost of coal for electric utilities would rise 12 percent over 2007

costs. Not only are regulatory hurdles increasing the cost of coal-fired power generation, but record

international prices and a lower U.S. dollar are spurring competition for U.S. coal from abroad. During the

second quarter of 2008, U.S. production dropped to its lowest level in several years, the EIA reported.

T h e <£lhtekn@tional Energy Outlook projectsthatcoal 6 s share of total U.S. el ect
(including electricity produced at combined heat and power plants in the industrial and commercial

sectors) will decline from 50 percent in 2005 to 49 percent in 2015, then rises to 54 percent in 2030."’

The effects of global markets, combined with domestic regulation, is hurting coal-fired generation. Since

2002, the price of Central Appalachian Coal has increased 243 percent. Powder River Basin Coal

increased 138 percent, and transportation costs have increased 78 percent. Uncertainty over future

carbon emissions regulations has made utilities leery of capital investment in coal-fired plants. But coal

will i and should i remain a dominant part of the generation mix in Georgia, especially as technological

advances bring cleaner plants on line. The onus is on legislators and policy-makers to ensure that

environmental activism does not overshadow these advances. Utilities must be able to make efficient and
cost-effeciveus e of the nationés most &depgedemtng cagacityapace of f oss
with population and economic growth.

® #FERC refuses to reconsider Br oadwat er permito Suffolk Times, September 1
http://www?2.timesreview.com/ST/Stories/T091108 broadwater den

7 International Energy Outlook 2008, Energy Information Administration, http:/www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/ieo/coal.html
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Figure 5: Share of Electric Power Sector Net Generation by Energy Source, 2005 vs. 2006 (Source:
Energy Information Administration)

U.S. coal-fired power plants account for about 1 percent of global environmental mercury. Mercury

emi ssions from industrial sources in the United States
Power plants are responsible for about 40 percent of remaining U.S. emissions. Imposing mercury

emission standards that are stricter than federal laws on power plants and other sources would be

counter-productive, environmentally unnecessary and raise electricity rates. Should the federal

government move to stricter standards, legislators should demand a cap-and-trade approach to mercury

reduction, which would be more effective than a proposal by the federal Environmental Protection Agency

to mandate Maximum Achievable Control Technology.'®

In February 2008, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit in State of New Jersey, et

al. v. Environmental Protection Agency vacated (i.e., voided) EPA's rule removing power plants from the

Clean Air Act list of sources of hazardousai r pol |l utants. At the same time, th
Clean Air Mercury Rule, which the EPA is currently reviewing.

Weigh the cost and benefits of climate change regulations on the economy and energy policy.

The consensus among policy-makers at the state and national level is that regulations are imminent to
reduce human (anthropogenic) emissions of greenhouse gases, particularly carbon dioxide (C02), in an
effort to reduce global warming. Despite a climatological trend of declining temperatures in Georgia, the
push for regulation and legislation is intensifying in the state.

'8 Fact Sheet - Direct Final Rule and Parallel Proposal for Two Optional Mercury (Hg) Emissions Test Methods, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, http://www.epa.gov/mercury/control_emissions/index.htm
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Figure 7: Georgia Annual Temperatures, 1895-2008

The anticipated regulations from the federal Environmental Protection Agency to govern carbon dioxide

emissions will have major consequences. Among them are costly new fees and technology updates, and

a shift to natural gas from coal, the primary generation fuel for power plants in Georgia.| t 6s a domi no
effect: The increasing demand for natural gas, coupled with limited supplies, would increase the cost of
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natural gas, therefore the cost of electricity, and lead to an increase in the cost of doing business and the
cost of living for Georgians.

There may be political consensus about imminent regulation, but there is no scientific consensus about
global warming. As two international surveys of climate scientists from 27 different countries revealed, the
debate over why the climate is changing continues. Additionally, just one-third of climate scientists said
they have confidence in climate predictions 10 years out while only 27 percent they were confident in
predictions of what climate would do 100 years from now.™

Lord Christopher Monckton, a British critic of global warming theory, opines that, Thi& need to look to the
State for very nearly all science funding has inflicted upon the scientific community a dull, dishonest
uniformity, so that the deliberate falsification of results to support the current official orthodoxy has
become commonplace, particularly where the climate question is concerned.&®

Greenhouse Gases

Over 95 percent of the fiGreenhouse Effectois —
the result of atmospheric water vapor in Sources of COZ Emissions
Earth's atmosphere. In fact,thewo rs d 6 -

natural wetlands produce more greenhouse
gas contributions annually than all human
sources combined. Just 0.28 percent of the
Greenhouse Effect is attributable to humans,
according to the National Center for Policy
Analysis.

With 96.6 percent of CO2 emissions
produced by nature, the economic and social 96.6% Nature
cost of attempting to mitigate the 3.4 percent
of CO2 contributed by human activity in
hopes of reducing global warming needs to
be seriously weighed against the

effectiveness of such efforts. Figure8: A Global Warming Primer, National Center for Policy
Analysis, 200y

Dr. John R. Christy, professor of atmospheric

science and director of the Earth System Science Center at the University of Alabama in Huntsville, is

Alabama state climatologist and a contributor and lead author of several reports of the U.N.

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, addr essed Minnesotabés Center

Experiment on i 8arching for Climate Change: A More Temperate Take on Global Warming.o

firhe Supreme Court has declared that carbon dioxide is a pollutant, even though plant
life depends on it and would love to have more of it.

As a scientist, | just could not understand how that decision could be made. Thered &l
Gore, with an Academy Award and school presentations everywhere. East and West
Coast states are legislating emissions controls. Presidential campaigns interject the topic
of global warming about every fourth point. There are one-sided hearings going on in
Congress. Then, there& the IPCC, which when reported on in the media sounds as if it&

YAsScientific Consensus on Global War mi ng, Resul ts of an

and James L. Taylor
®fFHockey Stick? What Hockey Stick?0 by Lord Christopher
2008, http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/stories/papers/monckton/monckton_what_hockey_stick.pdf
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advocating alarmism. In summary, | think you could say that alarmism is winning in the
arena of public opinion.

| donbot see a disaster Human Contribution to the Greenhouse Effect
developing, but a lot of people
have been convinced that 4.72%

global warming really is a Ocean Biologic Activity, Volcanoes,
problem and that something | Decaying Plants, Animal Activity, etc. \8
should be done aboutit. Solet § s g
discuss what we can do.

()]

| think that Americans
understand that without energy,

life would be brutal and short. If 95% Water Vapor
they understood the fact that
most global warming proposals,
if enacted, would make them
pay more for gasoline,
electricity, and every product, Figure9 : A Global Warming Primer, National Center for Policy
and that global warming Analysis, 200y

proposals really would do

nothing to alter the climate, then | think we would be dealing with this topic more
intelligently.

Consider this: In 1900, the energy technology of the day supported 56 billion human life

yearsi t h a1.6@illion people times 35 yearsélife expectancy. In 2005, energy

technology supported429 b i | | i on h u ma naspectdcelar 3ckievement. That 6s
The fact is extra carbon dioxide in the atmosphere is there because it has helped

preserve, secure, and extend human life.

H e r ¢hé dilemma: The demand for energy will rise. The benefits are just ubiquitous and
innumerable. People want energy. It brings health, security, longevity, and so on. So how
can we, at the same time, reduce carbon dioxide emissions substantially so that there
might be a detectable impact? As | said earlier, you can G¢ttually manage the climate in
a predictable way, b u t juseassbiree we can. If we want to return the climate to the
way it was in the 19th century, we have no way to predict how to get there through the
enactment of any of the bills that Congress might propose.

Then what can we do? We could have a centrally planned, top-down regulatory process.
Lots of people like this. The Kyoto Protocol might have provided a good example of such
a process, but as it turned out, its verification measurements were very difficult and even
unknowable. Under the Kyoto Protocol, violators were volunteers, and there is no way to
coerce a volunteer into compliance. Meanwhile, the non-violators turned out simply to be
the people who learned how to game the system.

If you set up a regulatory system, the first thing people are going to do is find a way
around it, and that &vkat happened in Europe. In the last seven years, the European
emissions of carbon dioxide have gone up faster than U.S. emissions, and the United
States doesn thave European-style regulatory control. Some Americans want to change
the climate back to something from the past.

€ T HRECC dlwest estimate of the next hundred years of temperature change [is] it goes

up by 2.8° Celsius, in 2100. In response to this, the governor of California and the

California legislature decreed that by 2016 all automobile emissions of carbon dioxide will

be dropped by 27 percentinthe i r st at e. Ne v emotoneisingle t hat thereds
automobile manufactured in this country that meets that requirement today. Eleven
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northeastern states have bought into this idea and have replicated the California
legislation and have made it law in their respective states, too. € \Wat would happen if
every state in the Union were to buy into this law and actually achieve the goal of
reducing automobile emissions. The legislation would result in a temperature drop of a
grand total of one one-hundredth of a degree by 2100, which we ca n évén measure.
That is the paltry effect that would be achieved by a massive overhaul of the automobile
industry.

What about free market solutions? Innovation will deliver new sources of energy. We

have dreams of nuclear fusion, of carbon sequestration, and of discovering coal that

doesndt produce carbon dioxide. We can hope there w
coming. What about alternative fuels like wind, solar, and biomass? These sources just

dondt meet t he r doqdiorcomsistennpbveer gerferatioratisaethe

economy demands. Th ey 6-digit pegcentageg of total ertergy userfor s i ngl e

a long time. Maybe there mightbea br eakt hrough i n biomass, but righ
expensive, it takes a lot of land, and there are tremendous transmission difficulties with it.

It also has a huge negative environmental impact.

I do have a little bit of hope for biomass, if we can grow it in places that have a lot of
water. It takes a thousand gallons of water to grow the corn to produce one gallon of
ethanol. Therefore, we want to do that in places that have lots of water. We could do it in
a place like Alabama, but it would be crazy to go to a place with irrigated water, like
Arizona or California, because it would amount to burning water. There could be some
hope in a number of wet places like Brazil, central Africa, or the southeast United States.

We could start a massive program in nuclear fission power plants. It @aable, but there is
some resistance, even though in democratically accountable systems, nuclear power
plants have proven to be very, very safe. To replace ten percent of the energy that the
population currently uses would require a thousand nuclear power plants at 1.4 gigawatts
each. & The estimated effect if we were to build a thousand nuclear power plants: By
2050, a decrease of seven hundredths of a degree, which we can &neasure, and about
15 hundredths of a degree 100 years from now.

What else can we do? We can change behavior. We can start an environmental religion

and just demand that people live a primitive lifestyle. | think we see a little bit of that going

on right now, but thatd sot likely to catch on. People like energy i | ¢ ampldasize this
enough. It makes our lives so much better, so much healthier, and so much longer.

Energy demand is just going to continue to rise, especially overseas, as cultures

modernize. We could tax carbon significantly. If taxes were placed on gasoline, coal, or

other energy, that would lead to less usage and impose a more primitive lifestyle. That 6 s
the scenario most likely to have an effect. That ahe direct way to do it. Again, though,i t 6 s
going to be difficult for a democratically accountable body like Congress to come up with

a way to make you pay more money for your energy.

Is there a more rational approach? In 50 years, will we learn that the most cost-

effective path was to adapt to changes we actually observed and measured, rather than

try to outguess Mother Nature6 sourse? In Alabama, | suppose itwould me an fAbuy mor e
coats, 0 becauseceisgoingdovine mper at ur e

In 50 years, will we be surprised, not by climate change, but by the inventive minds of our
scientists and engineers if they discover profitable and affordable ways to generate
energy without carbon emissions?

The line forms behind the United States when it comes to innovation. This is the country

t h agoifgsto bring to the world the clever things that are going to get us to the next type
of energy. Wed gel there by research and development, not by decree. | see Americans
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doing what weodve al ways diotaresting, poevérfulevaygtoi ng t o find v
create energy because we are clever, because we have this drive in us, and because a
lot of us just want to get rich.

The guy who makes that new energy source, or finds it, or discovers it is going to get
rich, and that @ilsvays a motivating principle. In the 20th Century, transportation was

fi d e h o r FhefUniteddstateés was at the lead on that one. And in the 21st Century, |
think energy will be de-carbonized and, again, this country is going to be the source of
that innovation. Discussion of global warming will be over by then.&™

Facilitate nuclear power generation as a clean source of energy

Georgiabs popul ation grew 51 percent from 1é&éh4d to 2004
while the economy became more energy-efficient. Nuclear power plants, while costly to construct, provide

cheap, safe, reliable and emission-free energy. France and Japan are among the nations that have

embraced the technology.

Nuclear power generates about 25 percent of U.S. electricity. In Georgia, about 27 percent of electricity is
generated byt he st atebdés two nucl ear plants, Pl ant Vogtle and
Augusta, plant officials highlight the safety features:
and able to withstand a hurricane, tornado and plane crash i simultaneously. Plant security ranges from
bi ometric to bullets; the safety stdndard is reflected

Pl ans are to add two reaxdrog ssiatte Py n20 Vo;gttlheeé sL 8g i0DI0at
resolutions are part of the application presented to the federal government. Technological advances since

Vogtl edbs second dome came on |line in 1989 mean the new
reactors. But the Georgia Environmental Facilities Authority noted, during its drafting of the Georgia State
Energy Strategy, that it Areceived numerous comments t|

strongly opposing any new nuclear power development. o

Constructing a nuclear plant is an enormously costly endeavor, because Americans insist on safety and
security 1 and rightfully so. Legislators must ensure that utilities are able to expedite construction by
streamlining the permit process, and must allow utilities to reduce the financial burden of construction on
ratepayers, as has been done in other Southeastern states. At the end, low fuel and operating costs for a
completed facility make nuclear energy among the cheapest forms of energy in the nation.

According to the Nuclear Energy Institute, Plant Vogtleihad t-hewésf tbhost in the Unite
1.33 cents per kilowatt-hour. If a cap-and-trade system is implemented, nuclear energy will become still
more competitive with coal. And Georgia will have energized its future.?®

Encourage innovation, not regulation, to transition this nation from a carbon-based economy
and energy policy

fsearching for Climate Change: A More Temperate Take on Gl ot

American Experiment, http://www.americanexperiment.org/uploaded/files/climate change_christy june2008.pdf

ZREner gy Strategy Must Embrace Nuclear Power, 0 Benita Dodd,
http://www.gppf.org/article.asp?RT=&p=pub/Environment/Energy/energy060922.htm

23ﬁ\luclearPowerRe-energi zed in Georgia, o0 Sean Wilson, Georgia Public
http://www.gppf.org/article.asp?RT=&p=pub/Environment/Energy/energy060922.htm
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Just as Adehorsificationbo

ingenuity and technological innovation improved the processes for exploiting fossil fuels efficiently,

occurred and brought the aut

responsibly and cost-effectively. And such creativity, not regulation, restriction or mandates, is what
will get America eventually beyond a carbon-based economy and energy policy.

Precision Drilling - A Dramatically Smaller Footprint
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Figure 10 Source: American Petroleum Institute

Americans have become more energy-efficient and improved their energy intensity, which is the amount
of energy used to generate one dollar of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). The United States, one of the
wealthiest nations in the world, is frequently denounced for consuming more energy than any other
nation. In 2004, (latest data), U.S. consumption of primary energy was the equivalent of about 17 billion
barrels of oil. U.S. GDP per capita reached $41,800 in 2005. Compared to 1950, the United States uses
only half as much energy to generate a dollar of GDP. Since 1980, total U.S. energy consumption
increased by 28 percent, and U.S. GDP doubled. This translates into a 37 percent decline in energy

intensity (energy use to GDP).24

#“fAThe Il lusion of U.S. Energy
Marshall Institute, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/484.pdf
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The goal of policy-makers should not be subsidize or mandate one form of energy over another, but to
encourage research and investment into the use of advanced technologies that will develop efficient,
cost-effective and environmentally responsible sources of energy.

Subsidies and mandates for fossil fuels or renewable energy produce more challenges than energy

solutions. For example, the technological advances by automobile manufacturers and the fleet

turnover to newer cars have had far more impact on improved Georgia air quality than the federal

boutiqgue-f uel mandates for GeoAddiattisomalohy, stlaastonspeciali ze
becomes a handicap during fuel shortages, such as those caused by hurricanes recently, when fuel

from other regions is prohibited in the metro Atlanta area.

Renewable energy portfolio mandates force utilities to use costly and unreliable energy alternatives,
increasing the cost to ratepayers. Solar, wind, geothermal, and biomass energy are used in about 2
percent of total U.S. electricity generation and are expected to produce only 2.8 percent by 2020. As
figures 11 and 12 show, solar and wind are not viable in Georgia. Georgia is focusing instead on
biomass energy and renewable cellulosic ethanol. The use of renewable energy and forecasts of its
growth are low because the cost of renewable energy-fired electricity remains high. Few analysts
believe that this will not change any time soon.
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Figure 11 Georgia has minimal potential for wind power (Source: National Renewable Energy
Laboratory)®

% United States Annual Average Wind Power, National Renewable Energy Laboratory,
http://rredc.nrel.gov/wind/pubs/atlas/maps/chap2/2-01m.html
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