Wake Forest Debate 

41/44
[___User Name___]

***AFF***

***Impacts***

Impacts – Agriculture 

Peak oil collapses global agriculture 
Marcroft 10 (Paul, Vice President of Sales & Marketing and Director of Business Development at APR Energy, LLC., “A century of deep anointing,” Stimulus: The New Zealand Journal of Christian Thought & Practice, 18(3), p. 23-29) KGH

Of all the predicaments we and our children face, the diminishment of oil production within the decade 2010 to 2020 is one of the most pressing. The reduced flow of its liquid energy into our economies, work, and homes will have many far reaching effects and affects. Although oil is only one source of energy amongst many, it happens to be the most concentrated, most abundant, and most transportable. It has also been the cheapest which is why it formed the backbone of modern industrial culture. In the same way that harnessed power from coal energised the industrial revolution of the nineteenth century, harnessed power from oil energised twentieth century modernity, producing all the things we take for granted. In just a single century oil fuelled the development of mass transportation, unlocked vast blocks to agriculture, created great cities (and even Paul Marcroft surveys ... A century of deep anointing greater suburban development) and under-pinned the establishment of a global trading system. Not only does oil power the tractors that till the land, but it is also the feedstock for pesticides, fertilisers and herbicides that are essential inputs into high yielding agriculture. Without fossil fuels the whales would have been hunted to extinction, slavery would have persisted and there would have been no green revolution. For every calorie eaten, between five and ten calories went into land preparation, growing, harvesting, production and distribution. Much of this energy was derived from oil and natural gas. It has been said that we eat oil. It is always revealing to look around the room one happens to be in and consider what items have had oil energy embedded in them either directly as a feedstock, or indirectly through the manufacture or delivery of other products. It is sobering to realise how few things do not have oil energy or hydrocarbons embedded – plastics, paints, medicines, fabrics, furniture, timber processing, plasterboard, roofing steel, lighting, plumbing, the list goes on. The production of raw materials for civil infrastructure, cement, aggregates, steel, bitumen, asphalt is deeply dependent on fossil fuels, as is earth-moving, tree felling and lawn mowing. Many have pondered the impacts that declining oil production will create. The first impact of declining oil production will be price shocks to the carefully balanced financial equations that keep commerce and industry profitable. When these equations cannot be solved within the sustainable range, i.e. some form of profit, businesses will shut down. This will affect all enterprises which rely on cheap continuous supplies of energy. A shortage in one energy sector such as natural gas will immediately put pressure on electricity as there is a rush to adapt. In the industrialised nations this will affect all vehicle transportation, manufacturing, construction, maintenance of infrastructure, and of course all the service industries that support them. The most pressing risk will be to agriculture and food production which rely on fossil fuel derived fertilisers, pesticides and the agricultural apparatus necessary to produce and procure food for the market. The problem is not the running out of oil so much as the destruction to industries and economies which are highly dependent on a low cost power source. 
Impacts – Democracy 

Oil peak leads to loss of democracy
Howard 9 (Roger, author of three books on oil, including The Arctic Gold Rush: The New Race for Tomorrow’s Natural Resources, contributor to the Wall Street Journal, International Herald Tribune, The National Interest, The American Conservative, “Peak Oil and Strategic Resource Wars,” The Futurist, 43(9), p.21-25) KGH

A Nationalist and Islamist Reaction As oil becomes scarcer, producing countries will become increasingly dependent on foreign skills and technology. There are two key respects in which Western companies — oil majors like Total and ExxonMobil, as well as service companies like Halliburton and Schlumberger — are far more skilled than their counterparts elsewhere in the world. One is in making the most of existing sources of oil by using highly sophisticated methods of enhanced or tertiary recovery to squeeze as much as possible out of existing wells. The other is offshore work, finding and then exploiting resources in deep waters. Again, Western companies not only have the technology to undertake this immensely challenging and frequently dangerous work, but also have often gained considerable experience in places such as the North Sea, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Caspian. In the coming years, many producers will be forced to make a clear choice. Either they must watch their output reach a plateau and then gradually decline, with disastrous economic and political consequences, or they must swallow their pride and accept that they are dependent on foreign assistance to secure their future. Since the late 1960s — even longer in the case of Iran — Middle East producers have tried to go it alone, expelling international oil companies from their soil and establishing their own rival national corporations instead. But to confront the challenge of diminishing output, these countries will need to revert to bygone days and accept the support of Western companies. For some fiercely nationalistic countries, such as Kuwait or Iran, accepting any foreign support to secure what many producing states regard as their birthright and national treasure would be humiliating enough. Accepting Western companies as the key to their future would be even harder to swallow and might even aggravate anti-West anger. Contemporary Kuwait provides one example of the powerful nationalist reaction that the involvement of Western companies might provoke. This principality certainly has massive resources, but their exploitation has been seriously hampered by the poor performance of the state-owned national oil company, which has been seriously starved of expertise, organization, and efficiency since its nationalization in 1974. Officials from the Kuwait Petroleum Company continue to warn that, without greater involvement from foreign oil companies, it will be a struggle to in crease production. They openly admit that output is now barely onesixth of the 2015 target. They have therefore worked hard to enlist the support of Western majors such as Chevron, ExxonMobil, and BP but found their moves repeatedly and determinedly blocked by members of parliament, who fear foreign exploitation. As a result, Project Kuwait — the strategy to boost oil production and, hence, economic development — has gone nowhere since it was first drafted in the 1990s. If producers like Kuwait, Venezuela, Syria, or Saudi Arabia are forced to bow to Western companies and enlist their support, then they are likely to provoke a serious, perhaps heavy, nationalist and Islamist reaction by doing so. Perhaps the closest single parallel is with Iran in the mid-twentieth century, when the AngloIranian Oil Company came to exemplify everything about foreign exploitation that most Iranians feared. Because oil was, and remains, so central to the national economy, the company made a convenient scapegoat upon which nationalist politicians like Mohammad Mosaddeq could vent popular anguish and blame social and economic ills. Mosaddeq’s anti-imperialist motives were also served in nationalizing oil, as it broke the power of the Westsupported Shah. Though Mosaddeq understood the international strategic significance of oil, nationalization led to the loss of British expertise and foreign trade, with devastating impacts on the Iranian economy. Suppression of Democracy Desperate to enlist the support of Western companies but perhaps encountering fierce domestic resistance, the rulers of some petrostates may also be tempted to override any democratic opposition and impose their own rule. Today, Kuwait has the most open form of democracy in the Middle East, but in the years ahead, parliamentary powers may be drastically curtailed, or candidates much more vigorously vetted, if the rulers of the principality are confronted with this stark choice between an economic future and presentday freedom. There are other ways in which democratic freedoms are likely to be imperiled by growing fears about the future of oil. In particular, some states will become more secretive than ever before about the size of their reserves, withholding crucial geological information not only from the outside world but also from their fellow nationals. This is already common practice among members of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) because their production quotas — and therefore their revenues — have long been linked to the size of their reserves. Some countries are also concerned that reports of diminishing resources might induce panic and alarm among their populations. The Saudis, for example, are so guarded that one U.S. consultancy even used satellites to spy on their oil installations, monitoring levels of activity to determine whether output from the massive Ghawar complex is waning. Confronted by dwindling supplies, some producer countries are at the very least likely to become even more insular, imposing more stringent conditions on any organization, domestic or foreign, that tries to gauge the size of its reserves. Others might urge their elected parliaments to allow the involvement of foreign companies in their energy sector but at the same time be increasingly tempted to withhold any evidence of diminishing reserves that might induce panic at home or abroad. This undermines democracy because elected representatives would be unable to determine how much money they have to spend. In July 2007, for example, several prominent Kuwaiti MPs called on the government to publicly disclose the true size of the state’s national oil reserves, claiming that they were unable to plan the country’s budget without being given better information. When oil production does eventually diminish and revenues wane, elected representatives will also be more likely than ever to ask searching questions about levels of corruption and inefficiency in government circles. Under heavy pressure to meet the needs of their booming populations, many politicians will be desperate to make the most of national income and come under immense pressure to keep waste to an absolute minimum. Anyone who has visited Saudi Arabia, Iran, or any other Middle Eastern state will be well aware of the endemic levels of corruption in these societies and glimpse just how much income is streamlined away from government coffers into private pockets. These pressures might potentially force governments to become more transparent than ever before, carefully searching for signs of corruption and then ruthlessly stamping it out. But it is at least as likely that vested interests will want to guard their livelihoods and step in to thwart any reformist advances that threaten them. With large sums of money at their disposal, they would be able to bribe their critics into silence or even suppress dissent altogether beits relations with its neighbors are likely to be affected in a variety of ways. 
Oil justifies destruction of democracy

Freeman 4(Richard, journalist on education and econ, “Will The End of Oil Mean The End of America?” http://www.commondreams.org/views04/0301-12.htm) KGH 
In his first released tape after 9/11, Osama bin Laden stated that he carried out the attacks for three reasons: 1) to drive US military forces from Saudi Arabia, the most sacred place of Islam; 2) to avenge the deaths of over half a million Iraqi children killed, according to UNICEF, as a result of the US-sponsored embargo of the 1990s; and, 3) to punish US sponsorship of Israeli oppression against the Palestinian people. Oil and the need to control it are critically implicated in all three reasons. But now comes the sobering part. In response to the 9/11 attacks, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld stated that the US was engaged in a thirty to forty year war (!) against fundamentalist Islam. It is the fever of War, of course, that becomes the all-purpose justification for the rollback of civil liberties. Lincoln used the Civil War to justify the suspension of habeas corpus. Roosevelt used the cover of World War II to inter hundreds of thousands of Japanese Americans. And now Bush is using the self-ratcheting War on Terror to effect even more sweeping, perhaps permanent rescissions of civil liberties. Under the Patriot Act, a person can be arrested without probable cause, held indefinitely without being charged, tried without a lawyer or a jury, sentenced without the opportunity to appeal, and put to death all without notification of anybody. This is simply a Soviet Gulag and it has been rationalized by the hysterical over-hyping of the War on Terror. The fact that it is not yet widespread does not diminish the more important fact that it has been put in place precisely in anticipation of such procedures needing to be being carried out on a mass scale in the future. The broader implications of the Patriot Acts go far beyond the abusive treatment of criminals or terrorists. Their portent can be glimpsed in the language used to justify them. When Attorney General John Ashcroft testified on behalf of the Act, he stated, those who oppose us are providing aid and comfort to the enemy. These are carefully chosen words. Aid and comfort to the enemy are the words used in the Constitution to define Treason, the most fateful of crimes against the state. In other words, protest against the government the singular right without which America would not even exist is now being defined as trying to overthrow the government. And by the internal logic of a global Oil Empire, this is entirely reasonable. The needs of the people of any one country must be subordinated to the larger agenda of Empire itself. This is what the Romans learned in 27 B.C. when Augustus proclaimed himself Emperor. It was the end of the Roman Republic and the disappearance of representative government on earth for almost 1,700 years, until the English Civil Wars in the 1600s. That is the reality we are confronting today offering up our democracy in propitiation to an Empire for Oil. It will be a fateful, irreversible decision. Returning to Pirsigs metaphor, the choice of a Grab the Oil strategy is the equivalent of the monkey holding onto the handful of food, remaining trapped by the coconut. It is an ironclad guarantee of escalating global conflict, isolation of the US in the world, unremitting attacks on the US by those whose oil is being expropriated and whose societies are being dominated, the militarization of the US economy, the irreversible rescission of civil liberties, and the eventual extinguishment of American democracy itself. It is the conscious, self-inflicted consignment to political and economic death. 

Impacts – Economy 
Oil peak collapses econ

Lundberg 4 (Jan, environmentalist activist and son of oil analyst, “Here comes the nutcracker: Peak oil in a nutshell,” http://www.energybulletin.net/node/842) KGH

The end of abundant, affordable oil is in sight, and the implications are colossal. About now in our hydrocarbon phase of human history, we have pulled out of the Earth approximately half of the available petroleum (crude oil and natural gas). The other half still in the ground is harder to extract and may not - as assumed - fuel the global economy or even provide a transition to another phase. To hope for an increase in discoveries is to turn a blind eye to the world trend in declining oil extraction which has been relentless for the past four decades. The approximate bell curve of petroleum extraction cannot be changed by any one big new discovery. Yet, the idea of "the Caspian" or any other mega-field du jour is an example of the constant hope for perpetual energy for high living in contradiction with nature. The same can be said of the dominant assumption that petroleum will be replaced by other "technologies." This ignores the overwhelming petroleum-based infrastructure we have, and neglects to account for the lesser return on energy from non-petroleum sources of energy. But, "they" (scientists, leaders, corporations) will "think of something." Another common assumption popular among "radicals" is that "the ruling elite will refuse" to allow the global economy or the lucrative capitalist system to collapse. If peak oil means we are at a half-way point, does this mean we now have years to either plan energy use or get used to recession, as claimed by many a writer on peak oil? Before the reader makes assumptions on how society may utilize the remaining store of petroleum, let me repeat what I told The Institute of Petroleum in London two years ago (on February 17, 2003): "What the world went through in 1979’s oil crisis, which my former company warned of in the U.S., based on our projection of a 9% shortfall in gasoline deliveries, can happen again. The difference will be that global production of oil will be falling instead of increasing." This means that the next tough oil shortage, even if it is not acknowledged as a post-peak oil extraction phenomenon of diminishing supply, will cripple the globalized economy. Understanding of both the economics and social dynamics of collapse is rare, and even when it is present there is an absence of taking into account the "market factor" in ushering in collapse. Despite the need to be prepared for imminent, final energy shortage - which could happen now or in several years at the latest - people persist in focusing too much on the likely date of the passing of the peak. It is already clear that the oil industry and OPEC numbers on oil reserves are suspect. So we can simply offer a range of oft-quoted peak-oil arrival times: 2005-2012. Some more distant figures such as 2020 are based on infinite technological improvements on extraction and removing the problematic sulfur, for example. Factoring in the "irregular" petroleum sources, the peak year of world oil extraction is to be 2007, according to the Association for the Study of Peak Oil and Gas. A flurry of peak oil stories hit last fall. But in general, the price of oil is deliberately about where the main players want it, as it is so profitable. So let us not look at the $50 price neighborhood as proof of peak oil being here now - although it may be a factor. Taking peak oil doctrine further The bell curve of oil "production" was devised by Marion King Hubbert, a Shell Oil and U.S. government geologist. Although Hubbert has on the whole been borne out except in the minds of fundamentalist-classical economists, what he did not factor in was collapse. Therefore, the curve will be truncated to a cliff just as the gap between supply and demand is felt and hits. The scenario I foresee is that market-based panic will, within a few days, drive prices up skyward. And as supplies can no longer slake daily world demand of over 80 million barrels a day, the market will become paralyzed at prices too high for the wheels of commerce and even daily living in "advanced" societies. There may be an event that appears to trigger this final energy crash, but the overall cause will be the huge consumption on a finite planet. The trucks will no longer pull into Wal-Mart. Or Safeway or other food stores. The freighters bringing packaged techno-toys and whatnot from China will have no fuel. There will be fuel in many places, but hoarding and uncertainty will trigger outages, violence and chaos. For only a short time will the police and military be able to maintain order, if at all. The damage that several days' oil shortage and outage will do will soon wreak permanent damage that starts with companies and consumers not paying their bills and not going to work. After an almost instant depression seizes the modern industrialized world, and nation-states break down, the frantic attempts of people to feed themselves, stay warm and obtain fresh water (pumped presently via petroleum to a great extent), there will be no rescue. Die-off begins. The least petroleum-dependent communities will survive best. These "backward" nations will be emulated by the scrounging survivors of the U.S. and the rest of the "developed" world, as far as local food production will be tried - in a paved-over, toxic landscape by people who have lost touch with the land. What about renewable energy and other alternatives? They are not ready, and will never be as long as oil is king. This is something not acknowledged by the boosters of the technofix. When oil abdicates, no one can fill the shoes. 

Impacts – Resource Wars 

Oil peak leads to bloody resource wars

Howard 9 (Roger, author of three books on oil, including The Arctic Gold Rush: The New Race for Tomorrow’s Natural Resources, contributor to the Wall Street Journal, International Herald Tribune, The National Interest, The American Conservative, “Peak Oil and Strategic Resource Wars,” The Futurist, 43(9), p.21-25) KGH

The economic and social impacts of diminishing oil revenues on producer countries will likely be powerful. Many exporting states, particularly in the Middle East, South America, and Africa, have booming populations that in the years to come will impose an immense strain on their national infrastructures. If these countries fail to diversify their economies, then it is not easy to see how they will afford the housing, roads, schools, and job-creation schemes that future generations are likely to demand. Saudi Arabia is already struggling to reduce its rate of domestic unemployment, reckoned to stand at around 15%, and may well struggle even more after around 2020, when its oil output is expected to reach a plateau. The prospect of “resource wars” has also been much discussed. Conflict could break out, it is sometimes said, not only as consuming countries use their military weight to seize diminishing reserves of petroleum and other natural assets, but also between and within producing countries. Desperate to secure their future, these exporting nations, or factions within them, could perhaps try to stake their claim over disputed oil-rich regions or even blatantly disregard international law by attacking vulnerable neighbors. Current wars in western Africa illustrate how dangerous and bloody such conflicts might become. But the political consequences of peak oil on producer countries are in fact likely to be much more far-reaching and complex. Growing fears about future output may drive these states to react in ways that could have adverse repercussions for local democracy and political freedom or increase tension with neighboring states in unexpected ways. 
US will take supplies by force

Freeman 4(Richard, journalist on education and econ, “Will The End of Oil Mean The End of America?” http://www.commondreams.org/views04/0301-12.htm) KGH 

In Zen and the Art of Motorcycle Maintenance, Robert Pirsig tells the story of a South American Indian tribe that has devised an ingenious monkey trap. The Indians cut off the small end of a coconut and stuff it with sweetmeats and rice. They tether the other end to a stake and place it in a clearing. Soon, a monkey smells the treats inside and comes to see what it is. It can just barely get its hand into the coconut but, stuffed with booty, it cannot pull the hand back out. The Indians easily walk up to the monkey and capture it. Even as the Indians approach, the monkey screams in horror, not only in fear of its captors, but equally as much, one imagines, in recognition of the tragedy of its own lethal but still unalterable greed. Pirsig uses the story to illustrate the problem of value rigidity. The monkey cannot properly evaluate the relative worth of a handful of food compared to its life. It chooses wrongly, catastrophically so, dooming itself by its own short-term fixation on a relatively paltry pleasure. America has its own hand in a coconut, one that may doom it just as surely as the monkey. That coconut is its dependence on cheap oil in a world where oil will soon come to an end. The choice we face (whether to let the food go or hold onto it) is whether to wean ourselves off of oil to quickly evolve a new economy and a new basis for civilization or to continue to secure stable supplies from the rest of the world by force. As with Pirsigs monkey, the alternative consequences of each choice could not be more dramatic. Weaning ourselves off of cheap oil, while not easy, will help ensure the vitality of the American economy and the survival of its political system. Choosing the route of force will almost certainly destroy the economy and doom Americas short experiment in democracy. To date, we have chosen the second alternative: to secure oil by force. The evidence of its consequences are all around us. They include the titanic US budget and trade deficits funding a gargantuan, globally-deployed military and the Patriot Act and its starkly anti-democratic rescissions of civil liberties. There is little time left to change this choice before its consequences become irreversible. The world is quickly running out of oil. In the year 2000, global production stood at 76 Million Barrels per Day (MBD). By 2020, demand is forecast to reach 112 MBD, an increase of 47%. But additions to proven reserves have virtually stopped and it is clear that pumping at present rates is unsustainable. Estimates of the date of peak global production vary with some experts saying it already may have occurred as early as the year 2000. New Scientist magazine recently placed the year of peak production in 2004. Virtually all experts believe it will almost certainly occur before the end of this decade. And the rate of depletion is accelerating. Imagine a production curve that rises slowly over 145 years the time since oil was discovered in Pennsylvania in 1859. Over this time, the entire world shifted to oil as the foundation of industrial civilization. It invested over one hundreds trillion dollars in a physical infrastructure and an economic system run entirely on oil. But oil production is now at its peak and the right hand side of the curve is a virtual drop off. Known reserves are being drawn down at 4 times the rate of new discoveries. The reason for the drop off is that not only have all the big discoveries already been made, the rate of consumption is increasing dramatically. Annual world energy use is up five times since 1945. Increases are now driven by massive developing countries China, India, Brazil growing and emulating first or at least second world consumption standards. Fixed supply. Stalled discoveries. Sharply increased consumption. This is the formula for global oil depletion within the next few decades. The situation is especially critical in the US. With barely 4% of the worlds population, the US consumes 26% of the worlds energy. But the US produced only 9 MBD in 2000 while consuming 19 MBD. It made up the difference by importing 10 MBD, or 53% of its needs. By 2020, the US Department of Energy forecasts domestic demand will grow to 25 MBD but production will be down to 7 MBD. The daily shortfall of 18 MBD or 72% of needs, will all need to be imported. Perhaps it goes without saying but it deserves repeating anyway: oil is the sine qua non of industrial civilization the one thing without which such civilization cannot exist. All of the worlds 600 million automobiles depend on oil. So do virtually all other commodities and critical processes: airlines, chemicals, plastics, medicines, agriculture, heating, etc. Almost all of the increase in world food productivity over the past 50 years is attributable to increases in the use of oil-derived additives: pesticides; herbicides; fungicides; fertilizers; and machinery. When oil is gone, civilization will be stupendously different. The onset of rapid depletion will trigger convulsions on a global scale, including, likely, global pandemics and die-offs of significant portions of the worlds human population. The have countries will face the necessity kicking the have-nots  out of the global lifeboat in order to assure their own survival. Even before such conditions are reached, inelastic supply interacting with inelastic demand will drive the price of oil and oil-derived commodities through the stratosphere, effecting by market forces alone massive shifts in the current distribution of global wealth. If the US economy is not to grind to a halt under these circumstances it must choose one of three alternate strategies: dramatically lower its living standards (something it is not willing to do); substantially increase the energy efficiency of its economy; or make up the shortfall by securing supplies from other countries.
Oil shortages lead to militarism and totalitarian retrenchment

Marcroft 10 (Paul, Vice President of Sales & Marketing and Director of Business Development at APR Energy, LLC., “A century of deep anointing,” Stimulus: The New Zealand Journal of Christian Thought & Practice, 18(3), p. 23-29) KGH

Stimulus Vol 18 No 3 August 2010 Heinberg, John Michael Greer and others make the reasons for this melting ever plainer. A recent paper by Jorg Friederichs21 presents three case studies showing how governments have responded in the past. The first is Predatory Militarism as exemplified by Japan’s WWII conquest of the East Indies to secure oil supplies. The second is Totalitarian Retrenchment as seen in North Korea’s handling of the loss of Soviet oil in the 1990’s, and the starvation of 3-5% (nearly a million lives) of the population. The most hopeful response was Cuba’s Socio-economic Adaptation to the collapse of the Soviet Union after which Cuba’s oil supply between 1989-1993 dropped by 71%. Fidel Castro was forced to proclaim an emergency and announced a “Special Period”. Although the economy was devastated and people lost weight, the desperation did not descend into spiralling violence, crime and social breakdown. The extended family, barrio culture, frozen property structures and traditional agricultural knowledge at least allowed people to self-organise, grow food and help each other. 
***Answers To***

AT: Slow Timeframe
Oil peak in 2015

Smith 7 (Michael, DOE and EPA official, “Resource Depletion: Modeling and

Forecasting Oil Production,” Modeling the Oil Transition: A Summary of the Proceedings of the DOE/EPA Workshop on the Economic and Environmental Implications of Global Energy Transitions) KGH

aking all of the above into consideration, global oil production can be analyzed and my analysis shows that it is truly due to peak between 2010 and 2020 (Figure 19.6). Onshore production (shown in green) has been on a plateau for the past 25 years, largely due to OPEC’s restrictions on production. Offshore production will peak around 2015, at which time global oil production will as well. Although Figure 19.6 does not include the production of synthetic crude oil from unconventional sources, this will not come on-stream fast enough to delay peak by more than a year. Depending on how rapidly petroleum demand grows, an enormous gap will rapidly open between petroleum demand and supply after 2015 (Figure 19.7). Even if demand is flat, the gap will reach nearly 4 million barrels per day by 2020. But if demand is growing, as it has been, at roughly 2% per year, the gap will exceed 30 million barrels per day as soon as 2020. I am not saying these figures are exactly right, but they are realistic and the message is clear and compelling. Governments and industry must take many more energy risks in the form of capital intensive projects, alternative forms of energy, alternative means of transport, and increased taxes on petroleum, even rationing systems and even at the expense of votes. Concerns about the environment, in particular global warming, can only help provide the impetus for them to do this. The need is urgent and the time is short.
UK task force warns oil peak before 2015

Nelder 10 (Chris, former software engineer, devoted post 9/11 life to Oil Peak research, “Part 1: The End of Peak Oil Denial,” http://www.energyandcapital.com/articles/the-end-of-peak-oil-denial/1111) KGH

The first bombshell was actually dropped on February 10, when the UK Industry Task Force on Peak Oil and Energy Security issued a report called "The Oil Crunch: A wake-up call for the UK economy." I only mentioned it in passing at the time, but it was a stern warning that "oil shortages, insecurity of supply and price volatility will destabilise economic, political, and social activity potentially by 2015." It only made the news because Sir Richard Branson personally endorsed it; but the fact that the task force comprised top UK executives and energy experts lent it enough weight to be rather widely circulated in the press. The British government, including energy minister Lord Hunt, responded by staging a closed-door summit meeting with the taskforce on March 22. As the UK's Guardian reported, the government intended to develop an action plan to contend with a near-term peak, and to "calm rising fears over peak oil." Veteran peak oil analyst and taskforce member Jeremy Leggett explained: "Government has gone from the BP position — '40 years of supply left, the price mechanism works, no need to worry' — to 'crikey'." He urged the assembly to properly assess the risks of peak oil, and to immediately begin preparing for the end of globalization and an era of oil shortages in the West. According to reports from attendees, the summit yielded some important conclusions: Peak oil is either here, or close enough. Prices will have to go higher as demand outstrips supply. Governments will be forced to intervene to maintain critical levels of oil supply, and limit volatility. Rationing measures may be unavoidable. Electrification of transport must be pursued in order to reduce demand. Communities will need to work quickly to reorganize around walking instead of driving, producing food and energy locally instead of importing, and generally try to reduce their need for oil. However, the notion that peak oil will mean the end of economic growth, as I have argued, apparently fell on deaf ears. Still, the very fact that the government has engaged with the peak oil community and formed a parliamentary group to study the issue offers a sliver of hope that, at least in the UK, we'll have some measure of consciousness about the issue and an idea of what to do about it as we drive off the peak oil cliff. 
Oxford study says peak before 2015

Nelder 10 (Chris, former software engineer, devoted post 9/11 life to Oil Peak research, “Part 1: The End of Peak Oil Denial,” http://www.energyandcapital.com/articles/the-end-of-peak-oil-denial/1111) KGH
Oxford Report: Reserves Exaggerated by One Third On March 22, another bombshell exploded in the press as former UK chief scientist David King and researchers from Oxford University released a paper claiming that the world's oil reserves had been "exaggerated by up to a third," principally by OPEC. Their "objective analysis" showed that conventional oil reserves stand at just 850-900 billion barrels — not the 1,150-1,350 billion barrels that are officially claimed by oil producers and accepted by the politically influenced IEA. They anticipated that demand could outstrip supply by 2014-2015. In a statement that sounded like a direct echo of what peak oil analysts like me have been saying for years, co-author Dr. Oliver Inderwildi remarked, "The belief that alternative fuels such as biofuels could mitigate oil supply shortages and eventually replace fossil fuels is a pie in the sky. Instead of relying on those silver bullet solutions, we have to make better use of the remaining resources by improving efficiency

At least ten years’ mitigation before peak is needed to avoid catastrophes

Marcroft 10 (Paul, Vice President of Sales & Marketing and Director of Business Development at APR Energy, LLC., “A century of deep anointing,” Stimulus: The New Zealand Journal of Christian Thought & Practice, 18(3), p. 23-29) KGH

The peaking and reduction of the world oil supply is also known by the unfortunately vague term “Peak Oil” and the coded term “Energy Security”. The former term describes the period when the world oil supply rises to a peak and then falls away as the resource is depleted. Marion King Hubbert first described the bell curve pattern of oil well production over time. Initially production rises quickly as bores are drilled into the field, but as the oil is drained off pressure reduces and eventually production declines. In 1956 Hubbert accurately predicted that USA oil production would peak between 1965 -1970.1 He was scoffed at, but US oil production did peak in 1970. Estimates vary as to the date for the peaking of the world oil production with some saying that it will be 2030 and others that it has already occurred – future production may never exceed the peak of 74.74 million barrels of conventional crude oil per day set in July 2008.2 Peak oil has become the subject of intense investigation (and understandable obfuscation on the part of market players) yet its significance to the general public has been under-played by a media industry focussed on day to day politics, sporting events, and a general rapture with hi-tech, lo-brow culture. “The most pressing risk will be to agriculture and food production which rely on fossil fuel derived fertilisers, pesticides and the agricultural apparatus necessary to produce and procure food for the market.” “Peak oil has become the subject of intense investigation (and understandable obfuscation on the part of market players) yet its significance to the general public has been underplayed by a media industry focussed on day to day politics, sporting events, and a general rapture with hi-tech, lobrow culture.” 25 Stimulus Vol 18 No 3 August 2010 The precise date of the peak can only be known some time after it has happened, and it is not the peak that is the problem, but the severity of the decline afterward that will determine the damage. Over the five years that I have been tracking this issue there has been a narrowing of the likely range, and authorities such as the International Energy Agency (IEA) have significantly reduced their expectations about future oil production. A whistleblower from within the IEA stated Nov 2009 that “the US has played an influential role in encouraging the watchdog to underplay the rate of decline from existing oil fields while overplaying the chances of finding new reserves.” 3 As Governments including NZ’s rely on IEA’s World Energy Outlook for formulating energy policy, the skewing of data is damaging to nations attempting to position their energy estates to suit future expectations. 4 Those critical of the official data are senior analysts and geologists from within the oil industry. One of the first to put the current position into the public domain was Colin Campbell, a British petroleum geologist with 40 years experience in the oil industry. In 2000, he formed the Association for the Study of Peak Oil and Gas (ASPO), to better investigate production and reserve data. ASPO’s analysis and claims of imminent peak in the period 2005 – 2015 are hotly contested but in my view the data seems to be justifying their concerns. The Hirsch Report 5published for the US Department of Energy in 2005 confirmed ASPO’s concerns and was uncompromising. The peaking of world oil production presents the U.S. and the world with an unprecedented risk management problem. As peaking is approached, liquid fuel prices and price volatility will increase dramatically, and, without timely mitigation, the economic, social, and political costs will be unprecedented. Viable mitigation options exist on both the supply and demand sides, but to have substantial impact, they must be initiated more than a decade in advance of peaking. 
Oil peak will happen before 2020, even oil companies agree
Micu 10 (Mirela, Doctoral School of Econ Studies Academy, Bucharest, ““Peak Oil” – Are We There Yet?” Gas University of Ploiesti Bulletin, Technical Series, 63(3B), p. 99-104) KGH

At least one oil company, French super-major Total S.A., announced plans in 2008 to shift their focus to nuclear energy instead of oil and gas. A Total senior vice president explained that this is because they believe oil production will peak before 2020, and they would like to diversify their position in the energy markets.[119] In October 2009, a report published by the Government-supported UK Energy Research Centre, following 'a review of over 500 studies, analysis of industry databases and comparison of global “PEAK OIL” – Are we there yet? 101 supply forecasts', concluded that 'a peak in conventional oil production before 2030 appears likely and there is a significant risk of a peak before 2020'.[121] The authors believe this forecast to be valid 'despite the large uncertainties in the available data'.[122] The study was claimed to be the first to undertake an 'independent, thorough and systematic review of the evidence and arguments in the 'peak oil’ debate'.[123] The authors noted that 'forecasts that delay a peak in conventional oil production until after 2030 are at best optimistic and at worst implausible' and warn of the risk that 'rising oil prices will encourage the rapid development of carbon-intensive alternatives that will make it difficult or impossible to prevent dangerous climate change[123] and that 'early investment in low-carbon alternatives to conventional oil is of considerable importance' in avoiding this scenario.[124] A 2010 report by Oxford University researchers in the journal Energy Policy predicted that production would peak before 2015.
AT: Oil Reserves
Oil reserve far overstated

Micu 10 (Mirela, Doctoral School of Econ Studies Academy, Bucharest, ““Peak Oil” – Are We There Yet?” Gas University of Ploiesti Bulletin, Technical Series, 63(3B), p. 99-104) KGH
To pump oil, it first needs to be discovered. The peak of world oilfield discoveries occurred in 1965[42] at around 55 billion barrels(Gb)/year.[43] According to the Association for the Study of Peak Oil and Gas (ASPO), the rate of discovery has been falling steadily since. Less than 10 Gb/yr of oil were discovered each year between 2002-2007.[44] According to a 2010 Reuters article, the annual rate of discovery of new fields has remained remarkably constant at 15-20 Gb/yr.[45] Fig. 3. Oil – proved reserves. Source: CIA – The World Factbook, June 15, 2009 One difficulty in forecasting the date of peak oil is the opacity surrounding the oil reserves classified as 'proven'. Many worrying signs concerning the depletion of proven reserves have emerged in recent years.[51][52] This was best exemplified by the 2004 scandal surrounding the 'evaporation' of 20% of Shell's reserves.[53] For the most part, proven reserves are stated by the oil companies, the producer states and the consumer states. All three have reasons to overstate their proven reserves: oil companies may look to increase their potential worth; producer countries gain a stronger international stature; and governments of consumer countries may seek a means to foster sentiments of security and stability within their economies and among consumers. The Energy Watch Group (EWG) 2007 report shows total world Proved (P95) plus Probable (P50) reserves to be between 854 billion and 1,255 billion barrels (30 to 40 years of supply if demand growth were to stop immediately). Major discrepancies arise from accuracy issues with OPEC's self-reported numbers. Besides the possibility that these nations have overstated their reserves for political reasons (during periods of no substantial discoveries), over 70 nations also follow a practice of not reducing their reserves to account for yearly production. 
Oil flow rate and efficiency trump critics

Rapier 12 (Robert, former Process Engineering Team Lead at ConocoPhillips, Chief Technology Officer at Merica International, “Peak Oil: Myth or Threat to Civilization,” Power Plays: Energy Options in the Age of Peak Oil, p. 83-98) KGH
One of the fundamental mistakes that some peak oil critics make is to misunderstand the relationship between peak oil, the size of the oil reserve, and the rate of flow from the reserve. To illustrate the problem, let's presume that in fact the world has produced 1 trillion barrels per oil, and the remaining proved reserves are indeed 1.4 trillion barrels of oil. This would mean that the total reserve that would ultimately be produced is 2.4 trillion barrels, and the world is still 200 billion barrels from the halfway mark. At the current global production rate of around 75 million bpd (just crude oil plus condensate), 200 billion barrels will last over seven more years. Hence, this would imply that peak oil could be seven years away, and maybe more if more oil reserves are discovered. There are two problems with this line of reasoning. The first is that peak oil is about flow rates, not about the size of the reserve. The easiest to extract oil has already been produced. A lot of the remaining oil falls into unconventional oil categories like oil sands and deepwater oil. The production rates for the remaining oil likely won't be ramped up as quickly as the production rates for the oil that was produced during the 20th century, and potentially not fast enough to keep up with depletion in existing fields. In this case, global oil production may start to decline even though less than half the reserve has been produced. The second problem is that the amount of energy required to produce the remaining oil will be greater than the amount of energy required to produce the previous oil. This will be addressed in a later chapter, but it essentially means that the net energy obtained from one barrel of oil in the future will be lower than for one barrel of oil produced in the past. The implication of this for the preceding example is that 1.2 trillion barrels isn't the effective halfway point because the second 1.2 trillion barrels will provide less energy to society than the first 1.2 trillion barrels did, due to the higher energy requirements to produce it. 
Reserves exaggerated- natural gas proves

Hirsch 5(Robert L. et al, Sr. Energy Program Advisor at SAIC, Sr. Energy Advisor at MISI, former director of the US fusion energy program, “Peaking Of World Oil Production:

Impacts, Mitigation, & Risk Management,” http://www.mnforsustain.org/oil_peaking_

of_world_oil_production_study_hirsch.htm) KGH

V. Learning From The Natural Gas Experience A. Introduction A dramatic example of the risks of over-reliance on geological resource projections is the experience with North American natural gas. Natural gas supplies roughly 20 percent of U.S. energy demand. It has been plentiful at real prices of roughly $2/Mcf for almost two decades. Over the past 10 years, natural gas has become the fuel of choice for new electric power generation plants and, at present, virtually all new electric power generation plants use natural gas. Part of the attractiveness of natural gas was resource estimates for the U.S. and Canada that promised growing supply at reasonable prices for the foreseeable future. That optimism turns out to have been misplaced, and the U.S. is now experiencing supply constraints and high natural gas prices. Supply difficulties are almost certain for at least the remainder of the decade. The North American natural gas situation provides some useful lessons relevant to the peaking of conventional world oil production. B. The Optimism As recently as 2001, a number of credible groups were optimistic about the ready availability of natural gas in North America. For example: In 1999 the National Petroleum Council stated “U.S. production is projected to increase from 19 trillion cubic feet (Tcf) in 1998 to 25 Tcf in 2010 and could approach 27 Tcf in 2015…. Imports from Canada are projected to increase from 3 Tcf in 1998 to almost 4 Tcf in 2010.” 51 In 2001 Cambridge Energy Research Associates (CERA) stated “The rebound in North American gas supply has begun and is expected to be maintained at least through 2005. In total, we expect a combination of US lower-48 activity, growth in Canadian supply, and growth in LNG imports to add 8.95 Bcf per day of production by 2005.” 52 The U.S. Energy Department’s Energy Information Administration (EIA) in 1999 projected that U.S. natural gas production would grow continuously from a level of 19.4 Tcf in 1998 to 27.1 Tcf in 2020.53 C. Today’s Perspectives The current natural gas supply outlook has changed dramatically. Among those that believe the situation has changed for the worse are the following: CERA now finds that “The North American natural gas market is set for the longest period of sustained high prices in its history, even adjusting for inflation. Disappointing drilling results … have caused CERA to revise the outlook for North American supply downward … The downward revisions represent additional disappointing supply news, painting a more constrained picture for continental supply. Gas production in the United States (excluding Alaska) now appears to be in permanent decline, and modest gains in Canadian supply will not overcome the US downturn.”54 Raymond James & Associates finds that “Natural gas production continues to drop despite a 20 percent increase in U.S. drilling activity since April 2003.”55 “U.S. natural gas production is heading firmly downwards…”56 “Lehman now expects full-year U.S. production to decline by 4% following a 6% decline in 2003. …. Domestic production is forecast to fall to 41.0 billion cubic feet a day by 2008 from 46.8 in 2003 and 52.1 in 1998. After a sharp 12% fall in 2003, Canadian imports are seen dropping...”57 The NPC now contends that “Current higher gas prices are the result of a fundamental shift in the supply and demand balance. North America is moving to a period in its history in which it will no longer be self-reliant in meeting its growing natural gas needs; production from traditional U.S. and Canadian basins has plateaued.”58 Canada has been a reliable U.S. source of natural gas imports for decades. However, the Canadian situation has recently changed for the worse. For example: “Natural gas production in Alberta, the largest exporter to the huge U.S. market, slipped 2 percent last year despite record drilling and may have peaked in 2001, the Canadian province's energy regulator said on Thursday … Production peaked at 5.1 trillion cubic feet in 2001. … (EUB) forecast flat production in 2004 and an annual decline of 2.5 percent through at least 2013.”59 D. U.S. Natural Gas Price History EIA data show that U.S. natural gas prices were relatively stable in constant dollars from 1987 through 1998.60 However, beginning in 2000, prices began to escalate —they were roughly 50 percent higher in 2000 compared to 1998.61 Skipping over the recession years of 2001 and 2002, prices in late 2003 and early 2004 further increased roughly 25 percent over 2000.62 While it is often inappropriate to extrapolate gas or oil prices into the future based on short term experience, a number of organizations are now projecting increased U.S. natural gas prices for a number of years. For example, CERA now expects natural gas prices to rise steadily through 2007.63 E. LNG –Delayed Salvation With North American natural gas production suddenly changed, hopes of meeting future demand have turned to imports of liquefied natural gas (LNG).64 
OPEC exaggerates

Ralston 8 (Jonah, former analyst with Boeing, Master’s in Internat’l Affairs, “Peak Oil: The Eventual End of the Oil Age,” p. 12-19, http://79.99.6.166/files/Peak_Oil_

the_eventual_end.pdf) KGH
OPEC Reserves. Many government officials believe that OPEC, and in particular Saudi Arabia, will pump enough oil to meet future demand and replenish dwindling production in Non-OPEC oilfields. It is believed that the reason OPEC has not done so already is because of politics, not geological constraints. In the past, the EIA and International Energy Agency (IEA) have often used this assumption to cushion forecasts of future oil supply. The below graph from a previous IEA projection demonstrates this fact (U.S. GAO 2007, 26). 13 Reported oil reserves in OPEC countries cannot be trusted as accurate and hinging an adequate future supply of oil on significant production increases from OPEC nations is speculative at best. OPEC countries do not allow outside, independent sources to audit their confidential data on reserve figures. This fact is disconcerting since OPEC countries have an incentive to report higher reserves than they actually possess. OPEC quotas for production are based on a member country’s oil reserves. In the 1980s, dubious reserve increases were reported by OPEC nations as a means of increasing their production to generate more revenue for the state. These reserve revisions are noted in the table below (Bentley 2002, 197).

AT: Hubbert was wrong

Hubbert oil prediction accurate

Rapier 12 (Robert, former Process Engineering Team Lead at ConocoPhillips, Chief Technology Officer at Merica International, “Peak Oil: Myth or Threat to Civilization,” Power Plays: Energy Options in the Age of Peak Oil, p. 83-98) KGH

The history of the scientific study of peak oil dates to the 1950s, when Shell geophysicist M. King Hubbert reported on studies he had undertaken regarding the production rates of oil and gas fields.' In a 1956 paper. Hubbert predicted that oil production in a particular region would approximate a bell curve, increasing exponentially during the early stages of production before eventually slowing, reaching a peak when approximately half of a field had been extracted, and then going into terminal production decline. Hubbert applied his reasoning to oil production in the contiguous United States.1 He estimated that the ultimate potential reserve of the Lower 48 U.S. states and offshore areas was 150 billion barrels of oil. Based on that reserve estimate, the 6.6 million barrels per day (bpd) extraction rate in 1955. and the fact that 52.5 billion barrels of oil had been cumulatively produced in the U.S. already. Hubbert estimated that oil production in the U.S. would reach maximum production in 1965. Hubbert further calculated that if the U.S. oil reserve was 200 billion barrels, peak production would occur in 1970. a delay of five years from his base case. Hubbert's estimate of 1970 U.S. oil production based on the 200 billion barrel reserve case was 3 billion barrels, or 8.2 million bpd. Oil production in the U.S. did in fact peak in 1970 (see Figure 6-1), albeit at 9.6 million bpd. Through 2010, cumulative U.S. production stands at just over 200 billion barrels,1'1 with a remaining estimated reserve of 20 billion barrels.1" Even correcting for Alaska's cumulative 15 billion barrels of production and remaining 3.5 billion barrel reserve" that Hubbert didn't consider, the total reserve of the Lower 48 in 1955 was somewhat higher than Hubbert's higher estimate (200 billion barrels) of Lower 48 oil reserves. Hubbert's critics argue that while his technique may have some utility, the methodology is simplistic and does not account for reserve growth, unconventional oil production, or geopolitical factors. Hubbert did address Power Plays the issue of improved extraction techniques but argued that rather than significantly impacting the date of peak oil in the U.S., better extraction techniques would slow the rate of production decline—and thus skew the back half of the bell curve. And in fact, the average annual rate of decline in U.S. oil production since the 1970 peak has been under 1%—much lower than the natural decline rate of most aging oil fields. However. Hubbert's critics do make some valid points. Hubbert's model was based on a presumed global reserve of 1.25 trillion barrels of oil, but the ultimate size of the reserve was vastly underestimated. Cumulative global oil production through 2010 is just over I trillion barrels of oil. and remaining proved reserves are estimated to be nearly 1.4 trillion barrels.2 Based on his underestimate of global oil reserves, Hubbert estimated that a global peak in oil production would occur around the year 2000 at an annual production rate of 34 million bpd. While it is unclear whether global oil production has peaked, it is clear that it did not peak in 2000. The rate of global oil production by 2010 was 73.5 million bpd—which represents a slight decline from the 73.7 million bpd rate achieved in 2005.3 Hubbert's defenders point to his U.S. oil peak prediction as proof of the utility of his methodology, and his critics point to the missed global peak prediction and gross underestimate of global oil production in 2000 as evidence of the shortcomings of his model. In fact, Hubbert's method is not designed to predict reserve growth; a specific reserve size must be assumed. If the reserve size is accurately estimated, Hubbert's model would be expected to give a fairly accurate estimate of an oil production peak. Thus, in the U.S., where the oil reserve estimate was fairly accurate, Hubbert's model made a fairly accurate prediction on the peak
Current geological knowledge allows for more accuracy

Hirsch 5(Robert L. et al, Sr. Energy Program Advisor at SAIC, Sr. Energy Advisor at MISI, former director of the US fusion energy program, “Peaking Of World Oil Production:
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of_world_oil_production_study_hirsch.htm) KGH
Production Peaking World oil demand is expected to grow 50 percent by 2025.4 To meet that demand, ever-larger volumes of oil will have to be produced. Since oil production from individual reservoirs grows to a peak and then declines, new reservoirs must be continually discovered and brought into production to compensate for the depletion of older reservoirs. If large quantities of new oil are not discovered and brought into production somewhere in the world, then world oil production will no longer satisfy demand. That point is called the peaking of world conventional oil production. When world oil production peaks, there will still be large reserves remaining. Peaking means that the rate of world oil production cannot increase; it also means that production will thereafter decrease with time. The peaking of world oil production has been a matter of speculation from the beginning of the modern oil era in the mid 1800s. In the early days, little was known about petroleum geology, so predictions of peaking were no more than guesses without basis. Over time, geological understanding improved dramatically and guessing gave way to more informed projections, although the knowledge base involves numerous uncertainties even today. Past predictions typically fixed peaking in the succeeding 10-20 year period. Most such predictions were wrong, which does not negate that peaking will someday occur. Obviously, we cannot know if recent forecasts are wrong until predicted dates of peaking pass without incident. With a history of failed forecasts, why revisit the issue now? The reasons are as follows: 1. Extensive drilling for oil and gas has provided a massive worldwide database; current geological knowledge is much more extensive than in years past, i.e., we have the knowledge to make much better estimates than previously. 2. Seismic and other exploration technologies have advanced dramatically in recent decades, greatly improving our ability to discover new oil reservoirs. Nevertheless, the oil reserves discovered per exploratory well began dropping worldwide over a decade ago. We are finding less and less oil in spite of vigorous efforts, suggesting that nature may not have much more to provide. 3. Many credible analysts have recently become much more pessimistic about the possibility of finding the huge new reserves needed to meet growing world demand. 4. Even the most optimistic forecasts suggest that world oil peaking will occur in less than 25 years5. The peaking of world oil production could create enormous economic disruption, as only glimpsed during the 1973 oil embargo and the 1979 Iranian oil cut-off. Accordingly, there are compelling reasons for in-depth, unbiased reconsideration. 

AT: Oil Companies Distort

Oil companies fear peak

Rapier 12 (Robert, former Process Engineering Team Lead at ConocoPhillips, Chief Technology Officer at Merica International, “Peak Oil: Myth or Threat to Civilization,” Power Plays: Energy Options in the Age of Peak Oil, p. 83-98) KGH

Peak Oil: Oil Company Manipulation Another misconception is that oil companies dreamed up peak oil in order to convey a sense of scarcity to inflate oil prices. However, most of the major oil companies argue that oil production will not decline for decades. This has been the publicly stated view of ExxonMobil and the American Petroleum Institute. Within individual oil companies, there have been some executives who have publicly expressed concern that oil production could not grow to the levels projected by various agencies. I am unaware that this is the official position of any major oil company, but the CEOs of Total, BP. and ConocoPhillips have all expressed concern that oil supplies will not meet projected demand growth. I don't believe this is some ploy to drive up oil prices; rather, I believe they expressed concern because they are concerned.
Oil companies investing in alternative energy

Rapier 12 (Robert, former Process Engineering Team Lead at ConocoPhillips, Chief Technology Officer at Merica International, “Peak Oil: Myth or Threat to Civilization,” Power Plays: Energy Options in the Age of Peak Oil, p. 83-98) KGH

A final misconception is the flip side of the previous misconception: peak oil is denied by oil companies because they are afraid that awareness would spur a major push to alternatives. The idea is that if oil companies acknowledge peak oil, governments will redouble their efforts to develop alternative fuels, hastening the end of Big Oil. I worked in the oil industry for several years, and from my experience I believe that there are two flaws to this reasoning. First, most people in the industry who deny peak oil do so either because they simply have never given it much thought or because they subscribe to one of the misconceptions. I frequently had conversations with people about peak oil in which their response was, "They have been saying that we are running out of oil my entire life." The second flaw in this argument is that I have never heard anyone in the oil industry express any worry over alternative energy. They may be annoyed by mandates that force them to do something they don't want to do (like blend ethanol which takes away market share for gasoline), but rather than worry they can respond by getting into the alternative energy business themselves. In fact. I have yet to encounter an alternative energy scheme that oil companies aren't already working on: algae, cellulosic ethanol. butanol. solar—oil companies have major efforts in every one these areas (and have been working on them for years). It's just that, in most cases, the general public doesn't hear about the specifics of those efforts because the oil companies aren't trying to raise funds. This is just a part of the basic research that oil companies do (and with which I have personally been involved). The scientists and engineers that work at oil companies aren't just basking in the final days of the age of oil—a very common misconception. They are thinking about what comes next, and investing to make sure that when it does come, the oil companies will be in the position to provide it and profit from it if they believe there is a viable business case.

AT: New Tech Solves

New tech risky and ineffective

Ralston 8 (Jonah, former analyst with Boeing, Master’s in Internat’l Affairs, “Peak Oil: The Eventual End of the Oil Age,” p. 12-19, http://79.99.6.166/files/Peak_Oil_

the_eventual_end.pdf) KGH
Technological Advances. Another claim of critics is that technological advances will substantially increase both proven reserves and production rates of conventional oil; therefore, oil supply will still be able to meet demand. David Yergin, an influential energy consultant and author of The Prize: The Epic Quest for Oil, Money, and Power, cites continuing technological advances as an important reason why he thinks oil will continue to be able to fulfill demand (Yergin 2006). However, many energy experts consider this notion to be no more than “wishful thinking” (Whipple 2008). In spite of 15 using extremely sophisticated equipment for oil exploration, discovery rates of conventional oil have been nowhere near historical levels since the peak of oil discovery in 1960. The graphic below indicates that despite significant technological advances, there was a stagnation of proved oil reserves in Non-OPEC oilfields, spurious proved reserve increases in OPEC, and a substantial decrease in the amount of new oil discoveries (Goodstein 2004). Certainly technology has allowed oil companies to find and extract more conventional oil. For example, expanded exploration and horizontal and deepwater drilling have increased production in a number of places, with Brazil and its multi-billion barrel deepwater oil reserves being a prime example (Associated Press 2007). However, these recovery techniques come with a price. Horizontal drilling is able to produce anywhere from 2.5 to 7 times the amount of oil possible from a vertical well but drilling horizontally can cost as much as 300 percent more than drilling vertically (Helms 2008, 1). Deepwater and ultra-deepwater drilling can currently reach water depths up to 10,000 feet (nearly two miles), by all means an amazing feat. This type of drilling, besides being risky, is very costly. Compared to shallow water drilling, marginal costs of deepwater drilling can be from 3.0 to 4.5 times more expensive. It comes as no surprise, then, that the average market rental rate for deep-sea rigs in the Gulf of Mexico is $210,000 to $300,000 per day (U.S. GAO 2007, 50-51). Enhanced oil recovery techniques have also been cited as a way to expand conventional oil production, but they are unpredictable. If oil is extracted too quickly or if incorrect secondary recovery techniques are employed, an oil reservoir can be damaged and the amount of recoverable oil can be significantly reduced. Oman provides an excellent real-world example of the limits of technology. Despite using technologically advanced recovery methods, oil production collapsed after 2001 and has been steadily declining since (Maass 2005). In summary, although technology will allow for more extraction of conventional oil, investment risks, underlying physical constraints, and production costs will likely remain too prohibitive for technology to engender the substantial increases in oil supply that will be necessary to meet future demand.

AT: Psedo Oil

Pseudo-Oil can’t solve
Ralston 8 (Jonah, former analyst with Boeing, Master’s in Internat’l Affairs, “Peak Oil: The Eventual End of the Oil Age,” p. 12-19, http://79.99.6.166/files/Peak_Oil_

the_eventual_end.pdf) KGH
Economic Incentives. Following from the logic in the previous claim, critics have contended that higher oil prices will spur oil companies to find new ways to meet future demand as higher prices make the expansion of conventional oil production more profitable and make substantial increases in the production of non-conventional sources of oil such as oil sands more financially attractive. Chief economist of BP Peter Davies is an adherent of this viewpoint going so far as to say, “We don’t believe there is an absolute resource constraint” (Howden 2007). It is apparent that this economic claim has underlying geological flaws but it deserves to be addressed. Geological constraints on conventional oil production do not bode well for adherents of this claim. Not only will oil companies need to produce enough to replenish declining production in older fields, they will need to produce the additional amount needed to meet estimated demand. This production level would mean an extra 5 million barrels per day each year for the next 4 years to meet projected demand in 2012 (3 million barrels to replace lost production from declining fields plus 2 million barrels to meet additional demand), according to IEA forecasts. This level of production has been called a “daunting and possibly insurmountable challenge” (Klare 2007). Some of the individuals debunking the claim that conventional production can be significantly increased to meet future demand have been from the oil industry itself, which is surprising since oil companies have an interest in maintaining faith in future 16 which is surprising since oil companies have an interest in maintaining faith in future production, thereby ensuring continued investor confidence. James Mulva, chief executive of ConocoPhillips, has said, “I don’t think we are going to see the supply going over 100 million barrels a day… Where is all that going to come from?” (Davis and Gold 2007) Christophe de Margerie, chief executive of Total SA, had an even bolder statement to make: “One hundred million barrels a day is now in my view an optimistic case. That is not just my view; it is the industry view, or the view of those who like to speak clearly, honestly, and not…just try to please people” (Whipple 2008). Western oil executives are not the only ones making these remarks. Industry insiders in OPEC have also been sounding the alarm on the ability of producers to considerably expand conventional oil supplies. Chairman of Libya’s national oil company has been quoted as saying, “There is a real problem that supply may not increase beyond a certain level, say around 100 million barrels [a day]” (Whipple 2008). Former executive vice president of Saudi Aramco Dr. Sadad Ibrahim Al Husseini has stated that, “in spite of the increases - very large increases - in oil prices over the last four years, we haven’t been able to match that with increasing capacity. So, essentially, we are on a plateau” (Silver 2007). Husseini has also suggested that normal economic theory, which proposes that higher oil prices will create enough incentives for a sufficient supply to meet demand, may not properly operate in oil markets because there are fundamental geological constraints to the production of oil (Silver 2007). Some critics have suggested that non-conventional sources of oil, especially oil sands, will be able to meet the future shortfall between oil supply and demand. However, these critics misunderstand the nature of non-conventional reserves. Production of oil from oil sands requires significant capital investment, is energy-intensive, and can have deleterious effects on the environment. For example, two tons of oil sand must be strip mined for each barrel of oil and the extraction process requires three barrels of water per barrel of oil. In Alberta, Canada, natural gas energy use has been so intense for oil sand operations that the government is considering building a nuclear power plant to help meet energy demand (Appenzeller 2004). In spite of tens of billions of dollars in investment and years of development, production in 2006 from Canada’s estimated 180 billion-barrel economically recoverable oil sand reserves was about 1.1 million barrels of oil a day (Davis and Gold 2007). This amount of production is certainly important, accounting for almost seven percent of current U.S. oil needs, but it is not on the scale needed to meet future global oil demand (Brown 2008, 33). Reserves of non-conventional oil have been compared to having $100 million in the bank but “being forbidden to withdraw more than $100,000 per year. You are rich, sort of” (Davis and Gold 2007). However, critics are correct that non-conventional sources of oil can be important in a country’s energy mix. In fact, one country in the world uses a non-conventional source of oil as its primary energy source. Oil shale accounts for over 75% of Estonia’s energy supply (Estonia Energy 2001). The use of oil shale has come with a considerable cost, though, according to the journal Oil Shale: “Mining and processing of oil shale has resulted in serious environmental pollution. In 2002, 91% (more than a billion cu m [cubic meters]) of the water consumed in Estonia was used in the power industry. About 97% of air pollution, 86% of total waste, and 23% of water pollution in Estonia come from the power industry” (Raukas 2004, 2). Due to production constraints, high energy use, and extensive environmental costs, relying on non-conventional sources of oil to meet global oil demand does not seem like a reasonable proposition. 

Remaining oil unusable

Marcroft 10 (Paul, Vice President of Sales & Marketing and Director of Business Development at APR Energy, LLC., “A century of deep anointing,” Stimulus: The New Zealand Journal of Christian Thought & Practice, 18(3), p. 23-29) KGH
There are good reasons why oil is peaking about now. Firstly, oil is the product of fossilised organic materials, trapped between particular layers of rock and transformed over long periods of time by geophysical processes. Essentially solar energy captured by zooplankton and phytoplankton is converted to chemical energy6. It is a nonrenewable, finite resource. Secondly, fields are old and depleted and all of the most accessible fields were found by the middle of the last century. According to ASPO, Oil production in 33 out of 48 countries has now peaked, including Kuwait, Russia and Mexico ... . Worldwide discovery of oil peaked in 1964 and has followed a steady decline since. According to industry consultants IHS Energy, 90% of all known reserves are now in production, suggesting that few major discoveries remain to be made. There have been no significant discoveries of new oil since 2002”.7 It is now a concern that the world’s largest oil field, Saudi Arabia’s, Ghawar, is declining. Campbell’s “Growing Gap” graph plotting discoveries vs production over time illustrates how little oil is currently being discovered in comparison with what is being used up. 26 Stimulus Vol 18 No 3 August 2010 Colin Campbell – Conventional Oil: Discoveries vs. Production 8 Add to that long term under-investment in oil infrastructure, the coming retirement of a generation of oil industry personnel, the nationalisation of oil companies, and the location of remaining reserves in inhospitable places and the picture darkens. BP’s Deepwater Horizon catastrophe in the Gulf of Mexico has, amongst other things, underlined the problems of access to remaining reserves. Appalling though this “leak” has been to the region, the affects of declining oil production are likely to be more destructive still. The first half of the oil, the light sweet crude was easy to access. What is left over is oil in places of conflict, heavy sour crude, deepwater oil in far flung places like the Arctic and the Raukumara Basin and oil shale and tar sands which require massive energy inputs to torture a usable product out of the earth. When the energy invested equals the Energy Return On the Energy Invested, (EROEI) it will simply not be worth the effort and expense to recover, to say nothing of the environmental damage. 

AT: Drill Elsewhere

New offshore drilling has no substantial impact on oil supply
Ralston 8 (Jonah, former analyst with Boeing, Master’s in Internat’l Affairs, “Peak Oil: The Eventual End of the Oil Age,” p. 12-19, http://79.99.6.166/files/Peak_Oil_
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Government Restrictions. A popular argument from some individuals is that oil companies could provide enough supply to meet demand if governments would allow more drilling in environmentally sensitive areas and reduce burdensome regulations. Shell President John Hofmeister alluded to this argument at an April 2008 congressional hearing in Washington, DC: “The oil industry is struggling…We struggle for access where we can have appropriate investments making the return worthwhile” (Lovley 2008). Proponents of this claim have been most vociferous in the United States. U.S. critics often cite three areas where they feel the U.S. government has had a negative impact on the ability of U.S. oil companies to increase supply: environmental regulations on the construction of new refineries, the current ban on offshore drilling, and the refusal to open the Alaskan National Wildlife Refuge to exploration and production. In 2005, the U.S. Congress passed comprehensive legislation that made it easier for oil companies to obtain permits for constructing new refineries. The law was drafted in response to complaints from oil companies that building costs, environmental regulations, and opposition from local communities was making the construction of new refineries difficult. The law helps in each regard by providing important tax breaks and by streamlining the Environmental Protection Agency approval process. However, no new refineries were built. Guy Caruso, head of the EIA, believes the real reason behind the lack of new construction is because of long-term decision-making at oil companies, not because of government regulation: “These are 20 and 30-year investments. The economics have been quite good for the past several years. I guess the real issue is the long-term, whether they can assume they’ll have the kind of (profits) that we’ve seen recently continuing” (Doggett 2007). These facts suggest that oil companies do not share the optimistic view of future oil production held by many peak oil critics, and so they have decided not to make the major investments needed for building new refineries. The Center for Economic and Policy Research conducted an analysis of the potential impact offshore drilling would have on the price of gasoline. After reviewing EIA literature on the topic, they found that offshore drilling would not produce oil for at least a decade, would peak at 0.2 percent of projected world oil production in 20 years, and would be too small to have any material impact on gasoline prices. They compared the impact offshore drilling would have in 2027 against the impact that raising Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards 0.4 miles per gallon per year for the past 22 years would have had in 2008. Their results are below: (Baker and Szembrot 2008, 1-2). One of the ongoing political battles in the United States has been whether or not to open the Alaskan National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) to oil exploration and production. Unlike offshore drilling, whose impact would likely be more psychological than anything, opening ANWR to drilling would materially impact U.S. oil production. The EIA projects that ANWR oil production could be between 510,000 and 1.45 million barrels per day at the peak of its production, 20 years after the opening of the refuge to drilling. This amount of production could result in a 2 to 6 percent reduction in U.S. oil imports, but it would only account for 0.4 to 1.2 percent of projected world oil consumption in 2030. Though ANWR could reduce the price of a barrel of oil by $1.41 in the most optimistic case, this reduction is nearly inconsequential in the face of current prices well over $100 for a barrel of oil, and the EIA notes that ANWR’s impact could be easily offset by OPEC supply restrictions (Lavelle 2008). Interestingly, the ANWR issue has brought together a unique coalition of people. It is not just peak oil critics in the U.S. who have called for drilling in ANWR. Some of peak oil’s biggest proponents have begun to call for opening ANWR to oil exploration and production. Representative Dr. Roscoe Bartlett, founder of the House of Representatives’ Peak Oil Caucus, had previously voted against drilling in ANWR because he felt that it should be saved for when it was really needed. Apparently Bartlett now thinks that time has come. In May 2008 he cosponsored H.R. 6107 that would open ANWR to drilling. However, his main reason for supporting the measure was not based on the additional oil supply it would provide: I am joining as an original cosponsor of this new bill because it dedicates federal revenues from ANWR to increase federal investments in the research, development, and production of cleaner domestic, alternative, and renewable sources of energy, energy efficiency, and conservation at zero cost to taxpayers. Oil and other fossil fuels are finite. We need to promote aggressive federal investments to transition to cleaner, domestic, renewable forms of energy. (Wright 2008) 

AT: Abiotic production

Abiotic production of oil insufficent

Ralston 8 (Jonah, former analyst with Boeing, Master’s in Internat’l Affairs, “Peak Oil: The Eventual End of the Oil Age,” p. 12-19, http://79.99.6.166/files/Peak_Oil_

the_eventual_end.pdf) KGH
Abiotic Oil. A geological claim of a few fringe peak oil critics is that oil is not a finite resource and that it forms abiotically. This claim is made in spite of the ubiquitous opinion of respected geologists that oil is finite and is fully explainable by normal biogenic processes. Even the vast majority of peak oil’s most ardent detractors admit to oil’s non-renewable nature, and so this claim will be only briefly addressed in light of the lack of scientific evidence to support it. Dr. Geoffrey Glasby, writing in the journal Resource Geology, has thoroughly debunked the abiotic theory of oil. His article, “Abiogenic Origin of Hydrocarbons: An Historical Overview,” can be referenced for the technical details why the abiotic theory of oil is scientifically invalid. Relevant to a discussion of peak oil was Glasby’s review of a piece by geologist Dale Pfeiffer: “After considering a number of possibilities including the Siljan Ring, offshore Vietnam, Eugene Island in the Gulf of Mexico, and the Dnieper-Donets Basin, he [Pfeiffer] was unable to cite any example of the occurrence of abiotic oil in commercial quantities” (Glasby 2006, 93). Advocates of abiotic oil are correct in saying that hydrocarbons can form abiogenically. Methane is a prime example. However, the amount of methane that is not formed by biological processes accounts for less than one percent of the Earth’s methane (Tenenbaum 2005). There is little doubt that oil is a finite, non-renewable resource, and any expectation of finding immense reserves of abiotic oil is completely unfounded. 
AT: Economic Incentives Solve

Resource shortages overwhelm economic incentives

Eccleston 8 (Charles, NEPA consultant and leading expert, member of NAEP, “Climbing Hubbert’s Peak: The Looming World Oil Crisis,” http://www.naep.org/assets/

documents/Peak%20Oil_Spr_08_Eccleston%5B1%5D.pdf) KGH

Many who dismiss peak oil predictions—particularly economists—argue that improved technologies and higher oil prices will solve any oil supply problems that may arise. But many petroleum geologists tend to view the situation differently. They point out that traditional economic incentives may not work when the underlying problem is a natural resource shortage. Higher prices cannot make oil appear if it does not exist. Moreover, feverish oil drilling in areas of mediocre potential and other “lastminute” efforts are unlikely to provide a “lifeboat” once worldwide peak oil arrives. 
Natural gas proves economic mitigation does not solve

Hirsch 5(Robert L. et al, Sr. Energy Program Advisor at SAIC, Sr. Energy Advisor at MISI, former director of the US fusion energy program, “Peaking Of World Oil Production:

Impacts, Mitigation, & Risk Management,” http://www.mnforsustain.org/oil_peaking_

of_world_oil_production_study_hirsch.htm) KGH
 F. The U.S. Current Natural Gas Situation U.S. natural gas demand is increasing; North American natural gas production is declining or poised for decline as indicated in references 53, 54, and 55. The planned U.S. expansion of LNG imports is experiencing delays. U.S. natural gas supply shows every sign of deteriorating significantly before mitigation provides an adequate supply of low cost natural gas. Because of the time required to make major changes in the U.S. natural gas infrastructure and marketplace, forecasts of a decade of high prices and shortages are credible. G. Lessons Learned A full discussion of the complex dimensions of the current U.S. natural gas situation is beyond the scope of this study; such an effort would require careful consideration of geology, reserves estimation, natural gas exploration and production, government land restrictions, storage, weather, futures markets, etc. Nevertheless, we believe that the foregoing provides a basis for the following observations: Like oil reserves estimation, natural gas reserves estimation is subject to enormous uncertainty. North American natural gas reserves estimates now appear to have been excessively optimistic and North American natural gas production is now almost certainly in decline. High prices do not a priori lead to greater production. Geology is ultimately the limiting factor, and geological realities are clearest after the fact. Even when urgent, nation-scale energy problems arise, business-as-usual mitigation activities can be dramatically delayed or stopped by state and local opposition and other factors. If experts were so wrong on their assessment of North American natural gas, are we really comfortable risking that the optimists are correct on world conventional oil production, which involves similar geological and technological issues? If higher prices did not bring forth vast new supplies of North American natural gas, are we really comfortable that higher oil prices will bring forth huge new oil reserves and production, when similar geology and technologies are involved?
***NEG***

AT: Peak Oil 1NC

Geologically, we can’t run out of oil.

Stevenson 6/25 (Tim, Dir-Post Oil Solutions and staff-Brattleboro Reformer, “Is Peak Oil Dead?”, http://www.reformer.com/ci_20930567/is-peak-oil-dead?source=most_viewed) LL
"If we don’t change our course, we’ll end up where we’re headed," says an ancient Chinese proverb. From the deepest waters of the Gulf of Mexico to the prairies of North Dakota, and many places in between, the production of oil and gas in the United States has greatly increased over recent years through the industry’s ability to access heretofore inaccessible and unaffordable "unconventional oil." Using new technology and financed by the rising prices of oil since the mid-2000s, national oil production has risen over the past four years from 4.95 million barrels a day (mb/d) to 5.7. The Energy Department projects 7 mb/d by 2020, while other experts claim production could eventually be 10 million, which would put the United States in the league with Saudi Arabia. With this increased production, a growing number of people (especially from the oil industry, Wall Street, and the Republican Party) have loudly proclaimed the end of peak oil, dismissing it as a myth that has now been dispelled. We’re not running out of oil, they insist. But peak oil is not about the end of oil. Geologically speaking, that will never happen. Rather, peak oil is about the end of the cheap, abundant, easy to extract oil, the "sweet" crude that has been the bedrock of our industrial civilization, and the basis of the economic growth we’ve come to take for granted. This older oil still accounts for 75 percent of our daily consumption, but has been disappearing at the rate of 3-4 mb/d each year, and will be largely gone in 20 years. As older fields dry up, newer ones are not being discovered. In 20 years, cheap oil will be largely gone. 

AT: Peak Oil-Myth

Peak oil theory wrong—six reasons

Hossein-zadeh 8 – (Professor of Economics, Drake (Ismael, 6/25, Are they really oil wars?, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Global_Economy/JF25Dj05.html)
Peak Oil theory is based on a number of assumptions and omissions that make it less than reliable. To begin with, it discounts or disregards the fact that energy-saving technologies have drastically improved (and will continue to further improve) the efficiency of oil consumption. Evidence shows that, for example, "over a period of five years (1994-99), US GDP expanded over 20% while oil usage rose by only 9%. Before the 1973 oil shock, the ratio was about one to one." [4] Second, Peak Oil theory pays scant attention to the drastically enabling new technologies that have made (and will continue to make) possible discovery and extraction of oil reserves that were inaccessible only a short time ago. One of the results of the more efficient means of research and development has been a far higher success rate in finding new oil fields. The success rate has risen in 20 years from less than 70% to over 80%. Computers have helped to reduce the number of dry holes. Horizontal drilling has boosted extraction. Another important development has been deep-water offshore drilling, which the new technologies now permit. Good examples are the North Sea, the Gulf of Mexico, and more recently, the promising offshore oil fields of West Africa. [5] Third, Peak Oil theory also pays short shrift to what is sometimes called non-conventional oil. These include Canada's giant reserves of extra-heavy bitumen that can be processed to produce conventional oil. Although this was originally considered cost inefficient, experts working in this area now claim that they have brought down the cost from over US$20 a barrel to $8 per barrel. Similar developments are taking place in Venezuela. It is thanks to developments like these that since 1970, world oil reserves have more than doubled, despite the extraction of hundreds of millions of barrels. [6] Fourth, Peak Oil thesis pays insufficient attention to energy sources other than oil. These include solar, wind, non-food bio-fuel, and nuclear energies. They also include natural gas. Gas is now about 25% of energy demand worldwide. It is estimated that by 2050 it will be the main source of energy in the world. A number of American, European, and Japanese firms are investing heavily in developing fuel cells for cars and other vehicles that would significantly reduce gasoline consumption. [7] Fifth, proponents of Peak Oil tend to exaggerate the impact of the increased oil demand coming from China and India on both the amount and the price of oil in global markets. The alleged disparity between supply and demand is said to be due to the rapidly growing demand coming from China and India. But that rapid growth in demand is largely offset by a number of counterbalancing factors. These include slower growth in US demand due to its slower economic growth, efficient energy utilization in industrially advanced countries, and increases in oil production by members of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries, Russia, and others. Finally, and perhaps more importantly, claims of "peaked and dwindling" oil are refuted by the available facts and figures on global oil supply. Statistical evidence shows that there is absolutely no supply-demand imbalance in global oil markets. Contrary to the claims of the proponents of Peak Oil and champions of war and militarism, the current oil price shocks are a direct consequence of the destabilizing wars and geopolitical insecurity in the Middle East, not oil shortages. These include not only the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, but also the threat of a looming war against Iran. The record of soaring oil prices shows that anytime there is a renewed US military threat against Iran, fuel prices move up several notches. 

Peak-oil theory has been disproven

Corsi 2005 (Jerome R., PhD-Harvard and Sr. Staff-WND, “ ‘Hubbert’s Peak “ is a failed theory”, WND Commentary, http://www.wnd.com/2005/11/33191/ ) LL
M. King Hubbert, a geologist working for Shell Oil in Houston, is responsible for the concept of “peak production.” In 1956, Hubbert produced a graph that looked like a normal “bell curve.” The idea was that oil production worldwide would increase until it reached a peak, followed by a decline to zero, the point where we run out of oil. Also known as “Hubbert’s Peak,” the graph was inherent in the very concept of oil as a fossil fuel. In other words, if oil comes from decaying ancient forests and dead dinosaurs, then inevitably we must run out of oil. After all, there only were a finite number of ancient trees and dinosaurs, so the oil resulting from them must be finite as well. Craig Smith and I wrote “Black Gold Stranglehold: The Myth of Scarcity and the Politics of Oil” to take exception with the Fossil-Fuel Theory. We argue the science of oil as an abiotic, natural product that the Earth generates on a constant basis. The abiotic oil theory has been central to Soviet science since the end of World War II. Looking deep within the Earth for oil, Russian has advanced from being a relatively oil-poor country in the 1950s, to being today the world’s second largest exporter of oil, contending strongly for first position with Saudi Arabia. Hubbert’s graph predicted that oil production would “peak” in 1970, and that it would taper off from there until 2050, when we would have used up all the oil that ever was. Unfortunately for Hubbert, these predictions were flat wrong. Today, the Energy Information Administration of the U.S. Department of Energy estimates that we have 1.28 trillion barrels of proven oil reserves worldwide, more than ever before in human history, despite decades of increased usage. Still, having their predictions proven wrong has not discouraged peak-production oil theorists. Since the 1950s, oil “experts” continually move the date for peak production” further out, unable to consider that the theory itself might just be wrong. Craig Smith and I argue that the Peak Production Theory is nothing more than a logical tautology – an argument that assumes as true what one should be trying to prove. In other words, if oil is a fossil fuel, we have to run out eventually. If we are not running out now, we will eventually – so the theory goes – no matter that we haven’t peaked yet and worldwide oil-reserve estimates keep growing. The alternative hypothesis – that the world will never run out of oil – is one the supporters of Hubbert’s Peak never seriously contemplate. 

Geologists stretch the truth and ignore research that disagrees

Lynch 9 (Michael, Dir of Asian energy and security-MIT, “‘Peak Oil’ Is a Waste of Energy”, The New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/25/opinion/25lynch.html?pagewanted=all) LL
Let’s take the rate-of-discovery argument first: it is a statement that reflects ignorance of industry terminology. When a new field is found, it is given a size estimate that indicates how much is thought to be recoverable at that point in time. But as years pass, the estimate is almost always revised upward, either because more pockets of oil are found in the field or because new technology makes it possible to extract oil that was previously unreachable. Yet because petroleum geologists don’t report that additional recoverable oil as “newly discovered,” the peak oil advocates tend to ignore it. In truth, the combination of new discoveries and revisions to size estimates of older fields has been keeping pace with production for many years. A related argument — that the “easy oil” is gone and that extraction can only become more difficult and cost-ineffective — should be recognized as vague and irrelevant. Drillers in Persia a century ago certainly didn’t consider their work easy, and the mechanized, computerized industry of today is a far sight from 19th-century mule-drawn rigs. Hundreds of fields that produce “easy oil” today were once thought technologically unreachable. The latest acorn in the discovery debate is a recent increase in the overall estimated rate at which production is declining in large oil fields. This is assumed to be the result of the “superstraw” technologies that have become dominant over the past decade, which can drain fields faster than ever. True, because quicker extraction causes the fluid pressure in the field to drop rapidly, the wells become less and less productive over time. But this declining return on individual wells doesn’t necessarily mean that whole fields are being cleaned out. As the Saudis have proved in recent years at Ghawar, additional investment — to find new deposits and drill new wells — can keep a field’s overall production from falling. When their shaky claims on geology are exposed, the peak-oil advocates tend to argue that today’s geopolitical instability needs to be taken into consideration. But political risk is hardly new: a leading Communist labor organizer in the Baku oil industry in the early 1900s would later be known to the world as Josef Stalin. When the large supply disruptions of 1973 and 1979 led to skyrocketing prices, nearly all oil experts said the underlying cause was resource scarcity and that prices would go ever higher in the future. The oil companies diversified their investments — Mobil even started buying up department stores! — and President Jimmy Carter pushed for the development of synthetic fuels like shale oil, arguing that markets were too myopic to realize the imminent need for substitutes. All sorts of policy wonks, energy consultants and Nobel-prize-winning economists jumped on the bandwagon to explain that prices would only go up — even though they had never done so historically. Prices instead proceeded to slide for two decades, rather as the tide ignored King Canute. Just as, in the 1970s, it was the Arab oil embargo and the Iranian Revolution, today it is the invasion of Iraq and instability in Venezuela and Nigeria. But the solution, as ever, is for the industry to shift investment into new regions, and that’s what it is doing. Yet peak-oil advocates take advantage of the inevitable delay in bringing this new production on line to claim that global production is on an irreversible decline. In the end, perhaps the most misleading claim of the peak-oil advocates is that the earth was endowed with only 2 trillion barrels of “recoverable” oil. Actually, the consensus among geologists is that there are some 10 trillion barrels out there. A century ago, only 10 percent of it was considered recoverable, but improvements in technology should allow us to recover some 35 percent — another 2.5 trillion barrels — in an economically viable way. And this doesn’t even include such potential sources as tar sands, which in time we may be able to efficiently tap. Oil remains abundant, and the price will likely come down closer to the historical level of $30 a barrel as new supplies come forward in the deep waters off West Africa and Latin America, in East Africa, and perhaps in the Bakken oil shale fields of Montana and North Dakota. But that may not keep the Chicken Littles from convincing policymakers in Washington and elsewhere that oil, being finite, must increase in price. (That’s the logic that led the Carter administration to create the Synthetic Fuels Corporation, a $3 billion boondoggle that never produced a gallon of useable fuel.) This is not to say that we shouldn’t keep looking for other cost-effective, low-pollution energy sources — why not broaden our options? But we can’t let the false threat of disappearing oil lead the government to throw money away on harebrained renewable energy schemes or impose unnecessary and expensive conservation measures on a public already struggling through tough economic times.
No oil shortage- it’s an industry myth to encourage high prices
Connor, 08 (Steve, The Independent, “Oil shortage a myth, says industry insider”, 6/9, http://www.independent.co.uk/environment/climate-change/oil-shortage-a-myth-says-industry-insider-842778.html)
There is more than twice as much oil in the ground as major producers say, according to a former industry adviser who claims there is widespread misunderstanding of the way proven reserves are calculated. Although it is widely assumed that the world has reached a point where oil production has peaked and proven reserves have sunk to roughly half of original amounts, this idea is based on flawed thinking, said Richard Pike, a former oil industry man who is now chief executive of the Royal Society of Chemistry. Current estimates suggest there are 1,200 billion barrels of proven global reserves, but the industry's internal figures suggest this amounts to less than half of what actually exists. The misconception has helped boost oil prices to an all-time high, sending jitters through the market and prompting calls for oil-producing nations to increase supply to push down costs. Flying into Japan for a summit two days after prices reached a record $139 a barrel, energy ministers from the G8 countries yesterday discussed an action plan to ease the crisis. Explaining why the published estimates of proven global reserves are less than half the true amount, Dr Pike said there was anecdotal evidence that big oil producers were glad to go along with under-reporting of proven reserves to help maintain oil's high price. "Part of the oil industry is perfectly familiar with the way oil reserves are underestimated, but the decision makers in both the companies and the countries are not exposed to the reasons why proven oil reserves are bigger than they are said to be," he said. Dr Pike's assessment does not include unexplored oilfields, those yet to be discovered or those deemed too uneconomic to exploit.
The Hubbert model is not clear

Bardi 11 ( Ugo, Professor of Chemistry, Analyst at Univ-Florence, Italy, “Peak Oil and the Economy”, pg 4, http://www.clubofrome.org/cms/wp-content/uploads/2011/10/Ugo-Bardi-Peak-Oil-and-the-Economy3.pdf) LL
Note the “feedback” relations that govern the flows of the model. These feedbacks are crucial in generating the Hubbert behavior. They have a physical origin in the fact that energy is necessary for extraction and processing. This energy is provided by the capital stock, but it is also dissipated in the process, (again, it is the second law that rules). With a dwindling stock of resources, the energy needed in order to keep the extraction going increases. But since the amount of energy in the capital stock is finite, that has a limit. Eventually, both the capital and the resource stocks are depleted and extraction goes to zero. It is the Hubbert curve. This model has been tested with real world data for oil and for other resources and it has been shown to work (Bardi and Lavacchi, 2009). The model is very simple, but it does give a clear idea of the factors that generate the curve. It is not simply the depletion of the resources that causes problems, it is the depletion of the available capital as well. That is, the model takes into account both geology and economy. It can be modified adding elements such as technological progress or the effect of pollution. In many cases, the increase in complexity of the model generates the “Seneca Curve” (Bardi 2011, (2), which is a Hubbert curve skewed forward.

AT: Peak Oil-Technology

Peak-oil theory blocks integration of new technology for oil search. There are reserves out there.

Watson & Jones 5 (Paul Joseph & Alex, staff-Prison Planet, “The Myth Of Peak Oil”, http://www.prisonplanet.com/archives/peak_oil/index.htm) LL

Peak oil is a scam designed to create artificial scarcity and jack up prices while giving the state an excuse to invade our lives and order us to sacrifice our hard-earned living standards. Publicly available CFR and Club of Rome strategy manuals from 30 years ago say that a global government needs to control the world population through neo-feudalism by creating artificial scarcity. Now that the social architects have de-industrialized the United States, they are going to blame our economic disintegration on lack of energy supplies. Globalization is all about consolidation. Now that the world economy has become so centralized through the Globalists operations, they are going to continue to consolidate and blame it on the West's "evil" overconsumption of fossil fuels, while at the same time blocking the development and integration of renewable clean technologies. In other words, Peak oil is a scam to create artificial scarcity and drive prices up. Meanwhile, alternative fuel technologies which have been around for decades are intentionally suppressed. Peak oil is a theory advanced by the elite, by the oil industry, by the very people that you would think peak oil would harm, unless it was a cover for another agenda. Which from the evidence of artificial scarcity being deliberately created, the reasons for doing so and who benefits, it’s clear that peak oil is a myth and it should be exposed for what it is. Another excuse for the Globalists to seize more control over our lives and sacrifice more American sovereignty in the meantime.

New technology allows for more extraction of unknown oil reserves

Wuethner 12 (George, degree in botany and wildlife bio-UM, “The Myth of Peak Oil”, http://www.counterpunch.org/2012/03/29/the-myth-of-peak-oil/) LL
Even Hubbert recognized that we may eventually extract more oil from existing fields, though he still underestimated the effect of new discoveries and new technology. Hubbert wrote ”… only about a third of the oil underground is being recovered. The reserve figures cited are for oil capable of being extracted by present techniques. However, secondary recovery techniques are gradually being improved so that ultimately a somewhat larger but still unknown fraction of the oil underground should be extracted than is now the case. Because of the slowness of the secondary recovery process, however, it appears unlikely that any improvement that can be made within the next 10 or 15 years can have any significant effect upon the date of culmination. Amore probable effect of improved recovery will be to reduce the rate of decline after culmination…..” While no one realistically believes it’s possible to get every last drop of oil from an oil reservoir, new technologies are often able to get significantly more oil from existing fields than was possible in the past. The important fact is that the recovery factor often changes over time due to changes in technology and economics. Since the bulk of global oil still remains in the ground, and any shift upward in price and improvement in technology suddenly makes it profitable to exploit reserves that were previously not included in the “proven reserves” estimate. Thus proven reserve estimates are a minimum, not the maximum amount of oil available.
New discoveries will triple reserves – new technology makes it cost effective

CERA 06 – (Cambridge Energy Research Associates (“Peak Oil Theory – “World Running Out of Oil Soon” – Is Faulty; Could Distort Policy & Energy Debate”, 11/14, http://www.cera.com/aspx/cda/public1/news/pressReleases/pressReleaseDetails.aspx?CID=8444)
In contrast to a widely discussed theory that world oil production will soon reach a peak and go into sharp decline, a new analysis of the subject by Cambridge Energy Research Associates (CERA) finds that the remaining global oil resource base is actually 3.74 trillion barrels -- three times as large as the 1.2 trillion barrels estimated by the theory’s proponents -- and that the “peak oil” argument is based on faulty analysis which could, if accepted, distort critical policy and investment decisions and cloud the debate over the energy future. “The global resource base of conventional and unconventional oils, including historical production of 1.08 trillion barrels and yet-to-be-produced resources, is 4.82 trillion barrels and likely to grow,” CERA Director of Oil Industry Activity Peter M. Jackson writes in Why the Peak Oil Theory Falls Down: Myths, Legends, and the Future of Oil Resources.  The CERA projection is based on the firm’s analysis of fields currently in production and those yet-to-be produced or discovered. “The ‘peak oil’ theory causes confusion and can lead to inappropriate actions and turn attention away from the real issues,” Jackson observes.  “Oil is too critical to the global economy to allow fear to replace careful analysis about the very real challenges with delivering liquid fuels to meet the needs of growing economies.  This is a very important debate, and as such it deserves a rational and measured discourse.” “This is the fifth time that the world is said to be running out of oil,” says CERA Chairman Daniel Yergin.  “Each time -- whether it was the ‘gasoline famine’ at the end of WWI or the ‘permanent shortage’ of the 1970s -- technology and the opening of new frontier areas has banished the specter of decline.  There’s no reason to think that technology is finished this time.”

AT: Resource Wars

Countries will not go to war for resources

Luft and Korin 9 (Gal and Anne, Staff- Institute for the Analysis of Global Security, Energy Security Challenges for the Twenty-first Century, pg 67-68, http://books.google.com/books?id=tjj-YHIU6xYC&pg=PA66&dq=no+resource+wars&hl=en&sa=X&ei=_bvsT7S7HciprQH2r8TgBQ&ved=0CDoQ6AEwAQ#v=onepage&q=no%20resource%20wars&f=false) LL
At some point in the 21st century, they world will begin to run low on oil. Demand around the world is skyrocketing for the nonrenewable resource, far out-pacing the growth of supply, and all projections suggest the pace will continue. While oil will not likely ever run out on the literal sense, geologists warn that in the not-so-distant future oil may well be a relatively scarce commodity. Per capita energy use may hold steady or even decline across much of the industrialized world, but projected growth in population will more than compensate. In the U.S Energy Information Agency’s mid-range projection, even with higher prices world oil use will grow from 86 mbd in 2077 to 103 mbd in 2015 and 119 mbd by 2025. Such growth would obviously require a major increase in the current production capacity of the industry. Few think that supply is likely to be able to keep pace. War need not result from such shortages, however. There are at least three good reason to believe that war to control the territory that contains fossil fuels will continue to be a very rare phenomenon as the new century unfolds: First, fighting to control oil is likely to be a self-defeating proposition. It will always be cheaper to buy oil than seize it. Second, the interest of consumers and producers do not conflict-all parties involved in oil production have serious interests in stability, without which no one can benefit. Finally, and perhaps counter-intuitively, all kinds of warfare are becoming more and more rare. The 21st century is likely to be a great deal more stable than the 20th century, and oil politics should prove to be no exception. 

Empirically denied-Iraq

Luft and Korin 9 (Gal and Anne, Staff- Institute for the Analysis of Global Security, Energy Security Challenges for the Twenty-first Century, pg 68, http://books.google.com/books?id=tjj-YHIU6xYC&pg=PA66&dq=no+resource+wars&hl=en&sa=X&ei=_bvsT7S7HciprQH2r8TgBQ&ved=0CDoQ6AEwAQ#v=onepage&q=no%20resource%20wars&f=false) LL 
A common refrain arising from the anti-war left is the war in Iraq is being fought for oil. Perceptions across the region certainly back this up-large majorities of Arab publics are convinced that the United States is in Iraq merely to control the flow of its oil, and that it has no intention of leaving. To these groups, one needs look no further to find the kind of resource war that so many scholars and analysts have long anticipated. Iraq provided the only proof they need. But if the oil was the main goal of the invasion, the United States certainly has acted rather strangely. Iraqi oil production has not met pre-war expectations, and it is hardly bringing riches to the U.S. coffers. While Iraqi oil fields under-produce, U.S. troops participate in otherwise peripheral activities like pacifying Baghdad, battling al-Qaeda in Anbar province and building relationships between feuding Shi’ite clans. If the war was truly fought for oil, it has been an unqualified disaster. Indeed, if the United States had been primarily interested in Iraqi oil, it would have been far cheaper to simply buy it rather than go to war to seize it. Saddam Hussein would have been quite happy to sell as much of his oil as the world would have purchased, if only the United Nations sanctions were lifted. The cost incurred by the war—approaching one trillion dollars with no signs of slowing—far outweighs any possible benefit that would come from dominating the distributions of Iraqi oil. Oil companies stood to benefit from Saddam selling his oil just as much as they would if the United States had liberated it—after all, democracy is hardly a sine qua non for energy resource development. If the descendants of the Seven Sisters were indeed driving U.S. policy, the sanctions would be lifted and Saddam would now be selling his oil on the world market. The Iraqi experience demonstrates vividly what security analysts have known for a long time: War for control over oil reserves is usually self-defeating proposition, since the cost involved in replacing the inevitable damage, and protecting the seized authority, outweighs the benefits that could be conquest. The infrastructure involved with oil exportation—from rigs to pipelines to tankers—is very fragile and costly to replace. Maintaining the flow from the seized fields would represent an additional problem, since that infrastructure is more easily sabotaged than protected. This seems to be especially true for offshore infrastructure, which is simultaneously more expensive and more vulnerable to attack. The fragility of petroleum infrastructure, therefore, provided powerful incentives for cooperative behavior. Oil rigs make easy targets. 
Need for oil doesn’t cause war between states.

Luft and Korin 9 (Gal and Anne, Staff- Institute for the Analysis of Global Security, Energy Security Challenges for the Twenty-first Century, pg 71-72 http://books.google.com/books?id=tjj-YHIU6xYC&pg=PA66&dq=no+resource+wars&hl=en&sa=X&ei=_bvsT7S7HciprQH2r8TgBQ&ved=0CDoQ6AEwAQ#v=onepage&q=no%20resource%20wars&f=false) LL 
International precedents for oil exploitation certainly suggest that future resource competition issues could be settled peacefully. In fact, war has never broken out over the ownership of oil deposits, even when that ownership was hotly contested. There are a few rather significant, disputed fields that have been discovered in the past few decades, from the North Sea to the Gulf of Mexico to the Caspian Sea. In all cases, agreements have been reached to develop the oil and gas fields without conflict. Of course peaceful precedents do not guarantee peaceful futures—Norway and the United Kingdom are obviously quite different from China and Taiwan—but still it is worth noting that when vast offshore hydrocarbon fields have been discovered before, despite the energy autarky and billions of dollars at stake, lasting agreements have emerged that benefit all parties. Despite the fact that the strategic and economic importance of oil grew steadily throughout the past century, there has never been a time when states have determined that assuring access to petroleum was worth the risk of war.

No chance of war

Luft and Korin 9 (Gal and Anne, Staff- Institute for the Analysis of Global Security, Energy Security Challenges for the Twenty-first Century, pg 72 http://books.google.com/books?id=tjj-YHIU6xYC&pg=PA66&dq=no+resource+wars&hl=en&sa=X&ei=_bvsT7S7HciprQH2r8TgBQ&ved=0CDoQ6AEwAQ#v=onepage&q=no%20resource%20wars&f=false) LL 
The final and perhaps most important reason to not expect a rise in resource wars in the next century is due to what may be the most under-reported—and perhaps counter-intuitive—phenomenon in international politics: War is disappearing from the planet. A number of both academics and practitioners, from Richard Nixon to John Mueller, have argued for years that due to a combination of nuclear weapons, economic interdependence, institutions and the evolution in ideas, major war has become all but obsolete. “Apart from an occasional Cod War,” argued Samuel Huntington, wars in the industrialized north are “virtually unthinkable.” If it is true that war is obsolete for the strongest of powers—and a growing number of experts believe that it is—then the weakest can reasonably hope that it will soon be for them too, as their societies and economies develop, and as they adopt the institutions, technology and ideas of the industrialized world. As a result of something akin to a trickle-down effect for peace, conflict may well wane everywhere as the post-Cold War era unfolds. This utopian future seems to be unfolding, if the data on global warfare can be believed. Figure 5.1 outlines what may turn out to be one of the more astonishing developments in human history: the decline of war as an instrument of policy.
Interests for oil align more than they conflict. ? China proves?

Luft and Korin 9 (Gal and Anne, Staff- Institute for the Analysis of Global Security, Energy Security Challenges for the Twenty-first Century, pg 74 http://books.google.com/books?id=tjj-YHIU6xYC&pg=PA66&dq=no+resource+wars&hl=en&sa=X&ei=_bvsT7S7HciprQH2r8TgBQ&ved=0CDoQ6AEwAQ#v=onepage&q=no%20resource%20wars&f=false) LL
Will China’s growing thirst for oil into conflict with the United States as the century unfolds? All projections suggest that both India and China will need more and more oil to fuel their booming economies. Nightmare scenarios have the Chinese presence in the Persian Gulf and other resource-rich areas growing, igniting competition and perhaps even conflict with the other consumer states. However, as is the case everywhere in petroleum politics, consumer states’ interests align far more than they conflict. During the mercantilist era, states would commonly attempt to control territory and keep vital resources out of the hands of their potential enemies; today, they trade with one another to get what they want. All consumer states want to see oil be cheap. In any disagreement over oil, it is more likely that the United States and China would find themselves on the same side rather than opposing one another. A Chinese challenge to the status quo in the Pacific would entail an enormous risk for a questionable reward, which is a calculation that Beijing seems to have made.

The problem with resources wars is the governing institution

Victor 7 (David G., Ph.D., Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1997, “What resource wars”, The National Interest, http://nationalinterest.org/article/what-resource-wars-1851) LL
Most of this is bunk, and nearly all of it has focused on the wrong lessons for policy. Classic resource wars are good material for Hollywood screenwriters. They rarely occur in the real world. To be sure, resource money can magnify and prolong some conflicts, but the root causes of those hostilities usually lie elsewhere. Fixing them requires focusing on the underlying institutions that govern how resources are used and largely determine whether stress explodes into violence. When conflicts do arise, the weak link isn't a dearth in resources but a dearth in governance.
Food Supply

Food supply is healthy and good.
NASDA 12 (National Association of State Department of Agriculture, “Food Regulation and Safety”, http://www.nasda.org/cms/7196/9017/9295.aspx) LL

Consumers in the United States enjoy the safest and healthiest food supply in the world. The foundation of this success is our system of food safety and inspection laws. Important federal regulatory programs have been effectively applied in recent years to improve all segments of our extensive food safety system, including food production and distribution chain, animal and plant husbandry, processing, transportation, and preparation. Recently there has been increased interest in nutrition policy. It is recognized that healthy and nutritious products are critical to preventing cancer and other diseases, reducing obesity and diabetes, and maintaining overall good health.
Abundant food supply
Olson 12 (Dean, M.A. for FBI, “Threats to America’s Economy and Food Supply,” http://www.fbi.gov/stats-services/publications/law-enforcement-bulletin/february-2012/agroterrorism/) LL
The United States enjoys a safe, plentiful, and inexpensive food supply. Americans spend only 11 percent of their income on food compared with the global average of 20 to 30 percent.1 The nation’s agricultural abundance helps drive its economic prosperity. As many as 1 of 6 jobs are linked to agriculture, a trillion-dollar industry. Agriculture-related products comprise nearly 10 percent of all U.S. exports, amounting to nearly $68 billion in 2006.2
Sustainable food supply—growing interest in healthier food
IFICF 9 (International Food Information Council Foundation, “From Farm to Fork: What the Experts Say About Modern Food Production”, http://www.foodinsight.org/Content/76/What%20the%20Experts%20Say-Mod%20Food%20Prod_9-1-09.pdf) LL
A growing interest by consumers in “fresh”, “whole”, “organic”, and “natural” foods, as well as in food production practices that are less harmful to the environment, is changing the way Americans look at food and make food choices. Conversely, foods that are “processed” have been criticized in the media, and some opinion leaders have advised consumers to limit or avoid these foods. However, modern food technology and food processing has allowed for the development of a safer, more plentiful, and more sustainable food supply than ever before, and both fresh and processed foods can be safe, nutritious, and environmentally responsible choices.
Food Prices Low

Global food prices drop

FAO 12  (Food and Agriculture Organization, “Global Food Prices Drop Sharply in May”, Food Product Design, http://www.foodproductdesign.com/news/2012/06/global-food-prices-drop-sharply.aspx#) LL
ROME—New statistics released today by the United Nation’s Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) reveals global food prices dropped sharply in May due to generally favorable supplies, growing global economic uncertainties and a strengthening of the U.S. dollar. The FAO Food Price Index, measuring the monthly change in international prices of a basket of food commodities, fell by 4% in May to 204 points, down 9 points from April, the lowest level since September 2011 and about 14% below its peak in February 2011. 
Prices decrease immensely-strong food supply

CBC News 12  (“Food prices dropping due to bumper crop yields”, http://www.cbc.ca/news/business/story/2012/06/07/un-food-prices.html) LL
World food prices dropped sharply in May, reaching their lowest level in eight months due to strong supplies. The UN Food and Agriculture Organization said in its monthly report Friday that global prices of a basket of 55 food items such as grains, dairy, vegetables and meat fell by four per cent overall in May. That's the largest drop in percentage terms since March 2010. FAO's grain analyst Abdolreza Abbassian said crop prices have come down sharply from their peak "but they remain still high and vulnerable due to risks related to weather conditions." Dairy prices dropped 12 per cent, sugar prices came down by nine per cent and oils and fats were seven per cent lower during the month. The world is expected to produce 2.419 billion tonnes of grains this year, up 48.5 million tonnes or 3.2 per cent from last year's record level. The increase is mainly because of an expected bumper corn crop in the United States.

Wholesale prices pushed down

The Associated Press 12 (“Sharp Drop in Gas cost expected to push down US wholesale prices in May,” http://www.greenfieldreporter.com/view/story/bfc2824abfee401eab8e608a34170837/US--Wholesale-Prices-Ahead-of-the-Bell) LL 
WASHINGTON — A steep fall in gas costs likely pushed down a measure of U.S. wholesale prices in May for the second straight month and by the most in nearly three years. Economists forecast that the producer price index likely dropped 0.6 percent last month, according to FactSet. That would be the steepest drop since July 2009, when food and gas prices were both plummeting. Still, excluding volatile food and gas prices, so-called "core" producer prices are expected to have risen just 0.2 percent. More expensive cars and trucks could push up the core, economists at JPMorgan forecast. The Labor Department will release the report at 8:30 a.m. Eastern time Friday. The index measures price changes before they reach the consumer. Modest wholesale inflation reduces pressure on manufacturers and retailers to raise prices. That helps keep consumer prices stable, which boosts buying power and drives economic growth. Consumer spending makes up 70 percent of economic activity. Mild inflation also gives the Federal Reserve room to hold interest rates at record-low levels and potentially take other steps to boost the economy.
Ag resilient

Challenges to peak oil encourage urban agriculture

Bergquist 9 (D. A., Uppsala Centre for Sustainable Development-Sweden, “Sustainable Urban Life Beyond Peak Oil”, Key Elements for a Sustainable World: Energy, Water and Climate Change, page 7, http://www.advancesincleanerproduction.net/second/files/sessoes/6a/7/D.%20A.%20Bergquist%20-%20Resumo%20Exp.pdf) LL
If the challenges of climate change, peak oil and the resulting post fossil fuel society are taken seriously, there will be a pressing need for alternative strategies to sustain urban life in the future. However, it also means that for studying and understanding this challenge, and finding solutions to it, many dimensions of sustainability have to be dealt with. This is why the research project presented here applies a transdisciplinary approach, emphasizing and synthesizing ecological, economic and socio-cultural aspects. In this way, urban agriculture is used for probing also wider issues such as global energy use and availability, climate change, agriculture, food security and urban social dynamics.
Agriculture resilient-Cuba proves

Wright 12 (Julia, author and writer, “Sustainable Agriculture and Food Security in an Era of Oil Scarcity Lessons from Cuba”, Taylor and Francis Group, page 1, http://www.taylorandfrancis.com/books/details/9780415507349/) LL
When other nations are forced to rethink their agricultural and food security strategies in light of the post-peak oil debate, they only have one living example to draw from: that of Cuba in the 1990s. Based on the first and – up till now – only systematic and empirical study to come out of Cuba on this topic, this book examines how the nation successfully headed off its own food crisis after the dissolution of the Soviet Bloc in the early 1990s. The author identifies the policies and practices required for such an achievement under conditions of petroleum-scarcity and in doing so, challenges the mainstream globalized and privatized food systems and food security strategies being driven through in both industrialized and more vulnerable developing regions. Paradoxically, the book dispels the myth that Cuba turned to organic farming nationwide, a myth founded on the success of Cuba's urban organic production systems which visitors to the country are most commonly exposed to. In rural regions, where the author had unique access, industrialized high-input and integrated agriculture is aspired to for the majority of domestic production, despite the ongoing fluctuations in availability of agrochemicals and fuel. By identifying the challenges faced by Cuban institutions and individuals in de-industrializing their food and farming systems, this book provides crucial learning material for the current fledgling attempts at developing energy descent plans and at mainstreaming more organic food systems in industrialized nations. It also informs international policy on sustainable agriculture and food security for less-industrialized countries.
Alt Causes

Alt cause to high food prices-drought

 Whoriskey 12 (Peter, Staff Writer-Washington Post, “Drought threatens U.S. food prices”, The Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/drought-threatens-us-food-prices/2012/06/27/gJQAzNZd7V_story.html) LL

Last week, about 19 percent of the contiguous United States was facing drought conditions characterized as severe or worse. This week that percentage had grown to 24 percent, according to federal forecasters. “Based on the drought outlook, the potential for further degradation is very high, and the potential to reach exceptional levels of drought — where there are major crop failures — is very high,” said Matthew Rosencrans, a Weather Service meteorologist. “The climate signals we are looking at right now don’t correlate with wetness in that region.” Jay Armstrong, owner and operator of Armstong Farms in Kansas, flew his small plane over a portion of the affected area and landed with the impression that the potential damage is far worse than is commonly understood. “At this time of year, when you look down in a place like Indiana or Illinois, you should see just lush green fields,” Armstrong said. “I saw bare soil. I just thought to myself, the market has no idea what’s coming.”

Biofuels increase food prices-maize production proves

WFP 9 (World Food Programme, “World Hunger Series: Hunger and Markets”, page 33, http://books.google.com/books?id=Af4K_jwmUEkC&pg=PA33&dq=%22alternative%22+%22+causes%22+%22high+food+prices%22&hl=en&sa=X&ei=tTn1T9qBCYXMqgHE6cDsAw&ved=0CDkQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=%22alternative%22%20%22%20causes%22%20%22high%20food%20prices%22&f=true) LL
Biofuels have pushed up the prices not only of the crops used for energy, such as maize and vegetable oil, but also other foods, because of production or consumption substitutions or through cost-push effects. When the prize of maize increases, farmers are encourage to grow more maize and use less land for other crops. Moreover, consumers might prefer other cereals, increasing the demand for and prices of these crops. Approximately, 60 percent of global maize production is currently used for animal fee, pushing up the prices of meat and dairy products. Several institutions estimate that biofuels account for about 20-30 percent of the price increases, but some put this figure as high as 70 percent or as low as 3 percent (von Braun, 2007: IMF, 2008d; OECD-FAO, 2008; World Bank, 2008c and 2009).
Devalue of the dollar increases food prices

Timmer 8 (C. Peter, PhD-Harvard, “Causes of High Food Prices”, ADB Economics, http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/pub/2008/Economics-WP128.pdf, page 8) LL

The rapid depreciation of the dollar against the euro and some other important currencies drives up the price of commodities quoted in dollars for both supply and demand reasons (see below). The depreciation of the dollar also causes investors “long” in dollars (i.e., most US-based investors, but holders of dollars globally as well) to seek hedges against this loss of value, with commodities being one attractive option.

http://www.ehow.com/info_10002681_economy-affect-food-cost.html 

