Georgetown 2011-12



[File Name]
[Name]

Notes

Congrats! You’re debating one of two teams reading this aff. You should read the Russian 
Oil DA on case and the the renewables DA in the CO2 pipelines neg, the impact and UQ stuff are the same and the link card is In here. The CP in this file really slays the aff. The two pieces of evidence answer every possible aff argument and explicitly outline the link to the renewable DA And how the CP doesn’t link. It also solves the aff and avoids the link to the methane turn! I know this file is small but it should be all you need. 
Text: The United States Federal Government should implement national standards limiting carbon prices. 

The counterplan is the only way to solve the aff and avoids the link to the renewables DA

[ Joe Romm is a Fellow at American Progress and is the editor of Climate Progress, which New York Times columnist Tom Friedman called "the indispensable blog" and Time magazine named one of the 25 "Best Blogs of 2010." In 2009, Rolling Stone put Romm #88 on its list of 100 "people who are reinventing America." Time named him a "Hero of the Environment″ and “The Web’s most influential climate-change blogger." Romm was acting assistant secretary of energy for energy efficiency and renewable energy in 1997, where he oversaw $1 billion in R&D, demonstration, and deployment of low-carbon technology. He is a Senior Fellow at American Progress and holds a Ph.D. in physics from MIT.  “ Natural Gas Is A Bridge To Nowhere Absent A Carbon Price AND Strong Standards To Reduce Methane Leakage” 4-9 2012,  http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/04/09/460384/natural-gas-is-a-bridge-to-nowhere-absent-a-carbon-price-and-strong-standards-to-reduce-methane-leakage/ MF]

 A new journal article finds that methane leakage greatly undercuts or eliminates entirely the climate benefit of a switch to natural gas. The authors of “Greater Focus Needed on Methane Leakage from Natural Gas Infrastructure“ conclude that “it appears that current leakage rates are higher than previously thought” and “Reductions in CH4 Leakage Are Needed to Maximize the Climate Benefits of Natural Gas.” Natural gas is mostly methane – a very potent greenhouse gas, though with a much shorter lifetime in the atmosphere than CO2, which is emitted by burning fossil fuels like natural gas. Recent studies suggest a very high global warming potential (GWP) for CH4 vs CO2, particularly over a 20-year time frame. The new Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences study introduces the idea of “technology warming potentials” (TWPs) to reveal “reveal time-dependent tradeoffs inherent in a choice between alternative technologies.” In this new approach the potent warming effect of methane emissions undercuts the value of fuel switching in the next few decades, exactly the timeframe we need to reverse the warming trend if we are to have any chance at triggering amplifying feedbacks and preventing multiple catastrophes. For instance, the new study finds that a big switch from coal to gas would only reduce TWP by about 25% over the first three decades — far different than the typical statement that you get a 50% drop in CO2 emissions from the switch. Note that the conclusion above is based on “EPA’s latest estimate of the amount of CH4 released because of leaks and venting in the natural gas network between production wells and the local distribution network” of 2.4%. Many experts believe the leakage rate is higher than 2.4%, particularly for the fastest growing new source of gas — hydraulic fracturing. Also, recent air sampling by NOAA over Colorado found 4% methane leakage, more than double industry claims. The study notes: We emphasize that our calculations assume an average leakage rate for the entire U.S. natural gas supply (as well for coal mining). Much work needs to be done to determine actual emis- sions with certainty and to accurately characterize the site-to-site variability in emissions. However, given limited current evidence, it is likely that leakage at individual natural gas well sites is high enough, when combined with leakage from downstream operations, to make the total leakage exceed the 3.2% threshold beyond which gas becomes worse for the climate than coal for at least some period of time. In short until we have far more actual data showing low leakage rates — or regulations to ensure low leakage rates — it is hard to claim that switching from coal to gas plants has a substantial warming benefit in the near-term (that is especially true for reasons I’ll touch on below). It’s even harder to claim that simply shoving massive amounts of natural gas into the energy supply system is a good idea at all, given that some of it would inevitably replace new renewables — and if even a small fraction of new gas plants replace renewables, that eliminates any warming benefit that switching from coal to gas might have. I had previously argued that you need a rising carbon price to ensure that any new natural gas plants replace coal and not renewables (see here). Indeed, I first made that argument three years ago — see “Why unconventional natural gas makes the 2020 Waxman-Markey target so damn easy and cheap to meet.” But now it’s increasingly clear that a carbon price alone doesn’t address the full problem. You are going to need enforceable national standards to bring the leakage rate way down. Such standards could in fact be a very quick way to reduce the rate of global warming. Indeed, the other shocker in this study is how bad natural gas vehicles (NGVs) are for the climate. In particular, many are trying to pass legislation for switching heavy duty diesel vehicles to natural gas. The study concludes that such a switch sharply increases Technology Warming Potential for many decades, and no one alive today would ever see a climate benefit from that switch. This new research, coauthored by two EDF scientists as well as other leading scientists, appears to have led EDF to strongly oppose NGVs. As the National Journal reported last month: “The president has proposed we switch trucks to natural gas, and I’m here to tell you today that every truck we switch to natural gas damages the atmosphere,” Fred Krupp, president of the Environmental Defense Fund, said at the IHS Cambridge Energy Research Associates annual conference here. Krupp said the little data available about how much methane — a greenhouse gas 20 times more potent than carbon dioxide — escapes during the production of shale natural gas compels him to refuse to support a shift toward more natural-gas vehicles.

Natural Gas vehicles will spike warming and kill renewable—only the CP solves
[ Joe Romm is a Fellow at American Progress and is the editor of Climate Progress, which New York Times columnist Tom Friedman called "the indispensable blog" and Time magazine named one of the 25 "Best Blogs of 2010." In 2009, Rolling Stone put Romm #88 on its list of 100 "people who are reinventing America." Time named him a "Hero of the Environment″ and “The Web’s most influential climate-change blogger." Romm was acting assistant secretary of energy for energy efficiency and renewable energy in 1997, where he oversaw $1 billion in R&D, demonstration, and deployment of low-carbon technology. He is a Senior Fellow at American Progress and holds a Ph.D. in physics from MIT.  “ Natural Gas Is A Bridge To Nowhere Absent A Carbon Price AND Strong Standards To Reduce Methane Leakage” 4-9 2012,  http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/04/09/460384/natural-gas-is-a-bridge-to-nowhere-absent-a-carbon-price-and-strong-standards-to-reduce-methane-leakage/ MF]

Analyzing the switch from coal to gas is certainly complicated. I’ve discussed it at length with coauthor Steven Hamburg. And I’ve run this new study by climatologist Ken Caldeira, who stands by his approach that finds basically no benefit in the switch whatsoever — see You Can’t Slow Projected Warming With Gas, You Need ‘Rapid and Massive Deployment’ of Zero-Carbon Power. Caldeira certainly supports efforts to reduce methane leakage, but as he has said before, “Natural Gas Is ‘A Bridge To A World With High CO2 Levels’.” I cannot do justice to his comments on this study by excerpting them, so I’ll post them in full tomorrow. Doing in situ studies of actual methane leakage under different conditions is valuable. It’s great that groups like EDF are working with industry to get a better grip on this. Cutting methane leakage sharply makes a lot of sense, but, realistically, it is all but certain to require federal standards that the industry will oppose. And who precisely is going to achieve such standards globally as the technology for fracking is exported around the world? Building lots of new gas plants simply doesn’t make much sense since we need to sharply reduce greenhouse gas emissions and the rate of growth of warming in the next few decades if we’re to have any chance to avoid catastrophic global warming. We only want an outcome, which doesn’t exist yet, where natural gas only replaces coal. We don’t want new gas plants to displace new renewables, like solar and wind — since that would negate what little benefit switching from coal to gas might bring. That requires a carbon price. So the only scenario I can see in which more gas makes sense is the one I laid out 3 years ago. We have a rising price for carbon. We have a short-term transition — lasting to about 2020 — to fill the existing underutilized gas-fired capacity and replace coal cheaply. In this scenario, very few new natural gas plants are built. And, of course, during this time we still push hard on efficiency and all forms of renewables to keep bringing them rapidly down the cost curve. Post-2020 it needs to be pretty much all carbon-free power. What this new study adds is that even this approach doesn’t make much sense without an additional effort to cut methane leaks sharply.

Politics Link

The plan would cost massive political capital and could cost Obama the election 

Jennifer A. Dlouhy, political analyst and writer for Chron,con, 7/17/12  “Natural gas glut a dilemma for Obama”, http://www.chron.com/business/article/Natural-gas-glut-a-dilemma-for-Obama-3706576.php
 WASHINGTON - The drilling boom that has led to a glut of natural gas and sent prices to 10-year lows is causing a quandary for the Obama administration, which is struggling to decide whether - and how much - the U.S. should share the bounty with foreign countries. Although the Energy Department recently approved Houston-based Cheniere Energy's plans to begin exporting liquefied natural gas from its Sabine Pass terminal in southwest Louisiana, the government has put off verdicts on similar applications from at least seven other companies. Administration officials say they'll make those decisions after they get the results of a study commissioned by the Energy Department on how allowing companies to sell U.S.-produced natural gas overseas would affect prices for American consumers. The study is due out this summer. "We want analysis to drive decisions," White House energy adviser Heather Zichal said at a recent forum. The administration supports domestic natural gas and isn't opposed to exports, she said, but also is committed to "protecting American consumers and making sure we're sending the right signal to industry and the manufacturing sector." The dilemma is politically treacherous in an election year and struggling economy. Although the United States already exports some natural gas - mostly by pipelines to Mexico and Canada - the flurry of proposals to liquefy natural gas for tanker shipment and sell it to foreign consumers would mean a big jump in exports. Applications filed with the Energy Department could put the United States on track to export about 16 billion cubic feet of liquefied natural gas each day - nearly a quarter of U.S. daily production in 2011. But few expect all of those proposals to win federal approval, and it could be years before construction is finished on even those projects that win the green light. Experts at IHS CERA say the realistic potential market for exports from the U.S. and Canada is 4 billion to 5 billion cubic feet per day by 2020. An Energy Information Administration report released in January concluded that exporting natural gas would cause prices to climb in the U.S. According to the agency, consumers' electricity bills would increase by 1 percent to 3 percent from 2015 to 2035 and industrial prices would climb 9 percent to 28 percent. Unlike crude, which is a globally traded commodity, natural gas is traded on non-integrated markets, resulting in huge price variations in different places. The prospect of selling natural gas in Asian and European markets at five times its price in the U.S. is enough to make most domestic producers giddy. Energy companies and analysts have argued that current U.S. natural gas prices are unsustainable. It closed Friday at $2.874 per million British thermal units in trading on the New York Mercantile Exchange. The opposing argument is that exports could cause prices to spike, sending electricity bills upward and jeopardizing a resurgence in domestic manufacturing tied to abundant, cheap natural gas. Manufacturers that use natural gas to fuel their plants and as a building block to make other products were hit hard over the past two decades by volatile swings in prices, which last peaked over $15 in 2005. Because any position risks alienating important constituencies - energy producers and manufacturers as well as voters - few elected officials are pushing the issue. 'Safer for politicians' "It's a lot safer for politicians who don't want to be on the wrong side to defer it," said Kevin Book, an analyst with ClearView Energy Partners. Even key stakeholders in the debate are keeping low profiles. Several major energy industry groups have kept mostly quiet, possibly for fear of advocating an export strategy linked to higher prices. Many manufacturers, meanwhile, are wary of visibly opposing energy exports and being painted as free trade foes. Some companies also are torn because their foreign operations could benefit from an influx of cheaper U.S. natural gas. President Barack Obama and Republican challenger Mitt Romney also have avoided making big pronouncements. Democratic U.S. Rep. Gene Green, whose east Houston district includes several chemical plants, says the key is finding a threshold that keeps prices low enough for manufacturers and high enough to sustain production levels. "I don't want our gas prices to get so outrageous as seven years ago, when the chemical industry was transferring jobs to other places," said Green, who backs case-by-case approvals. "I don't want to kill the good things we're doing, but I also know we want to keep those drillers working."

CASE
The transition to natural gas kills efficiency and hurts the environment—India proves
Caleb Denison 11, Staff Writer, “ Natural Gas Not A Good Vehicle Fuel?”, Earth Techling, http://www.earthtechling.com/2011/03/natural-gas-not-a-good-vehicle-fuel/ ]
 Is natural gas not a good fuel source for vehicles in some cases? The University of British Columbia (UBC) has just published a study which details some surprising news. It turns out that using compressed natural gas (CNG), generally considered a clean fuel, is actually having a negative environmental impact when used in two-stroke engines.

In 2003, New Dehli, India converted 90,000 buses, taxis and auto-rickshaws to run on CNG. The intention, of course, was to reduce emissions and negative climate impact, but the UBC study found that the use of CNG in New Dehli’s over 5,000 auto-rickshaws with two-stroke engines had actually worsened the vehicle emissions. Extensive laboratory testing of the auto-rickshaws revealed that up to 1/3 of the CNG wasn’t being burned properly by the two-stroke motors. As a result, the auto-rickshaws produced significantly higher levels of methane gas and plenty of noxious blue smoke, due to unburned lubricants. 

According to the research team, New Dehli would have been better off upgrading the two-stoke auto-rickshaw fleet to four-stroke engines. That approach would have reduced both emissions and fuel consumption and saved a bunch of money as well. As it stands, the auto-rickshaws are putting out as much particulate per unit of fuel as a diesel bus. “Our study demonstrates the importance of engine type when adopting clean fuels,” said lead author and UBC post-doctoral fellow Conor Reynolds. He added, ““If policymakers have information about emissions and their potential impacts, they can make better decisions to serve both the public and the environment” 
The Aff leads to methane explosions and is impossible

David Shoo,  David Shoo has professionally been writing since 2005. His articles have been featured in the UNICEF (Sierra Leone) and BBC online publications. David holds a Master of Arts in international journalism from the University of Westminster, UK. No Date “Disadvantages & Advantages of  Natural Gas”, www.ehow.com/info_8501179_negative-positive-effects-natural-gas.html#ixzz227HJHKev 

Methane in Natural Gas     Natural gas is highly combustible because of the high percentage of methane. Therefore, there are high risks that methane explosions occur when extracting and using this gas. Methane competes with oxygen supply, and inhaling large amounts can be dangerous. In addition, it is odorless and colorless, which makes the detection of natural gas very difficult.   Treatment Plants and Delivery     Complex treatment plants and pipelines transport are required for safe delivery of natural gas. Pipelines for transporting the gas from treatment plants are laid underground and frequently checked for leakages to ensure safety of consumers. However, this increases the maintenance cost of the pipelines. Furthermore, if not well treated in the processing plants, natural gas tends to be very poisonous to the exposed populace.   Storage     Natural gas occupies a large space, nearly four times the space of gasoline equivalent energy. Because it is a natural resource, it should be cheap, but the additional cost in transportation, storage and processing makes it an expensive fuel.   Methane Contamination     The process of hydraulic fracturing and drilling in aquifers of the Utica and Marcellus shale formations in upstate New York and northeastern Pennsylvania has increased methane contamination of water supplies. This occurs when fracturing fluid is discharged to shallow aquifers because of the high pressure induced by the fracturing fluids when extracting natural gas. This process results in toxic chemicals (methane concentrations) percolating into drinking water supplies, and affecting the people's health. 
No one would ever buy an NGV. Ever. 
 Vienna Pearl, No Date, Columnist and Investative author, “ Negatives About Natural Gas Vehicles” ://www.ehow.com/list_5978959_negatives-natural-gas-vehicles.html#ixzz223yfrZir 

Price     While natural gas vehicles are considered better for the environment because they produce cleaner emissions, they are not as kind to the budget. A natural gas vehicle, such as the Honda GX, can cost up to $7,000 more than the same model in the gasoline-powered line, according to Consumer Reports. Also, lower rates of purchase and popularity make for lower resale values on CNG vehicles.   Gas Availability     Compared to the availability of fuel for gasoline-powered vehicles, stations that carry natural gas are exponentially fewer. In fact, they can be very rare in some locations or worse, non-existent. For strictly natural gas vehicles, this can potentially mean being stranded in an emergency situation.     Bi-fuel vehicles exist that accept both gasoline and compressed natural gas. In these cases, you can manually switch the tank over to the proper fuel type, or some models do it automatically.   Trunk Space     The CNG tank is structured differently and usually is located in the trunk. While the compressed gas tank has been declared safe, according to the U.S. Department of Energy, it does take up quite a bit of trunk space.   Mileage     Test drives of natural gas vehicles from auto rating guides, such as Consumer Reports and The Truth About Cars, reveal that tanks get less mileage per gallon than their gasoline-powered competitors.Although the gasoline tank is physically larger, the fuel capacity is often lower. An example is the Ford Focus, which has a 9.1-gallon tank compared to the 13-gallon tank in the gasoline-powered model.   Selection     A major disadvantage for buyers who are particular about car models or loyal to certain car brands is the limited availability of CNG vehicles. Many manufacturers haven't heavily invested into this market niche yet, so you might have to compromise style or brand preferences for your purchase.   Home Refueling     The primary source of refueling is a home gas line. This provides far cheaper gas rates but requires many other components to be in place for successful use.     First, you need to have access to natural gas in your home. Equipment such as the Phill, a home pump that also compresses the gas, can cost another $3,000 and require a building permit for installation. Another thing to keep in mind is that gassing up at home with the Phill is an overnight process.  
Methane is dangerous, expensive, and ineffective. No transition  
Vienna Pearl, No Date, Columnist and Investative author, “ Negatives About Natural Gas Vehicles” ://www.ehow.com/list_5978959_negatives-natural-gas-vehicles.html#ixzz223yfrZir 

Methane in Natural Gas Natural gas is highly combustible because of the high percentage of methane. Therefore, there are high risks that methane explosions occur when extracting and using this gas. Methane competes with oxygen supply, and inhaling large amounts can be dangerous. In addition, it is odorless and colorless, which makes the detection of natural gas very difficult. Treatment Plants and Delivery Complex treatment plants and pipelines transport are required for safe delivery of natural gas. Pipelines for transporting the gas from treatment plants are laid underground and frequently checked for leakages to ensure safety of consumers. However, this increases the maintenance cost of the pipelines. Furthermore, if not well treated in the processing plants, natural gas tends to be very poisonous to the exposed populace. Storage Natural gas occupies a large space, nearly four times the space of gasoline equivalent energy. Because it is a natural resource, it should be cheap, but the additional cost in transportation, storage and processing makes it an expensive fuel. Methane Contamination The process of hydraulic fracturing and drilling in aquifers of the Utica and Marcellus shale formations in upstate New York and northeastern Pennsylvania has increased methane contamination of water supplies. This occurs when fracturing fluid is discharged to shallow aquifers because of the high pressure induced by the fracturing fluids when extracting natural gas. This process results in toxic chemicals (methane concentrations) percolating into drinking water supplies, and affecting the people's health

The world has enormous spare capacity – Reserve stocks minimize disruption.

Gholz and Press 8/20/08 Associate Professor @ Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs @ UT Austin, Associate Professor of Government @ Dartmouth, Eugene & Daryl G., New York Times, “All the Oil We Need” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/08/21/opinion/21press.html?pagewanted=2&_r=1&_r%202

While oil prices have declined somewhat of late, the volatility of the market and the political and religious unrest in major oil-producing countries has Americans worrying more than ever about energy security. But they have little to fear — contrary to common understanding, there are robust stockpiles of oil around the globe that could see us through any foreseeable calamities on the world market. True, trouble for the world’s energy supplies could come from many directions. Hurricanes and other natural disasters could suddenly disrupt oil production or transportation. Iran loudly and regularly proclaims that it can block oil exports from the Persian Gulf. The anti-American rhetoric of President Hugo Chávez of Venezuela raises fears of an export cutoff there. And ongoing civil unrest wreaks havoc with Nigeria’s output. [GHOLZ AND PRESS CONTINUE – PARAGRAPH LATER] But such fears rest on a misunderstanding. The world actually has enormous spare oil capacity. It has simply moved. In the past, major oil producers like Saudi Arabia controlled it. But for years the world’s major consumers have bought extra oil to fill their emergency petroleum reserves. Moreover, whereas the world’s reserve supply once sat in relatively inaccessible pools, much of it now sits in easily accessible salt caverns and storage tanks. And consumers control the spigots. During a supply disruption, Americans would no longer have to rely on the good will of foreign governments. The United States alone has just more than 700 million barrels of crude oil in its Strategic Petroleum Reserve. Government stockpiles in Europe add nearly another 200 million barrels of crude and more than 200 million barrels of refined products. In Asia, American allies hold another 400 million barrels. And China is creating a reserve that should reach more than 100 million barrels by 2010. [GHOLZ AND PRESS CONTINUE – PARAGRAPH LATER] Some policy makers and analysts worry that these emergency stocks are too small. For example, they sometimes compare the American strategic reserve to total American consumption, so the reserves appear dangerously inadequate. The United States consumes about 20 million barrels of oil every day, so the Strategic Petroleum Reserve could only supply the country for 35 days. (Furthermore, the United States could not draw oil out of the reserve at anything approaching a rate of 20 million barrels per day.) This is why President Bush in his 2007 State of the Union address called for doubling the strategic reserve. But this vulnerability is a mirage. The size of plausible disruptions, not total consumption, determines the adequacy of global reserves. The worst oil disruptions in history deprived global markets of five million to six million barrels per day. Specifically, the collapse of the Iranian oil industry during the revolution in 1978 cut production by nearly five million barrels a day, and the sanctions on Iraq after its conquest of Kuwait in 1990 eliminated 5.3 million barrels of supply. If a future disruption were as bad as history’s worst, American and allied governments’ crude oil stocks alone could replace every lost barrel for eight months. Current fears about energy security focus on Iran. For example, Tehran could sharply cut its oil exports to drive up global prices. Of course, this would be the economic equivalent of suicide terrorism: oil exports provide more than 80 percent of Iranian government revenues, and a major cutback would wreck Iran’s economy. It would also be futile because the industrialized world could easily replace Iranian oil. Iran only exports 2.5 million barrels each day. A coordinated release of reserve crude by the United States and its European and Asian allies could replace missing Iranian barrels for a year and a half. Iran is vulnerable; the West is not. [GHOLZ AND PRESS CONTINUE – 4 PARAGRAPHS LATER] Make no mistake, any major disruption — from a war, a terrorist attack or a natural disaster — would make prices jump until markets realized that the pipes feeding crude into refineries were not going to run dry. But recognizing the great capacity of global reserves to weather disruptions will go a long way to minimizing panic.

Shocks have zero effect on the economy.

Taylor and Van Doren 07, senior fellows at the Cato Institute, October 17 2007 (Jerry and Peter, “No need to fear oil shocks,” National Post, lexis)

The lesson to be derived from this is pretty clear: While oil-price spirals are certainly nothing for consumers to celebrate, the health of the economy is not held hostage to oil markets. The orthodox view that governed our understanding of oil-price shocks until recently was that the economic damage associated with those shocks was not the result of oil-price increases per se. Higher oil prices, after all, simply make oil producers richer, and everyone else poorer. Over the long run, more money spent on oil equals less money spent on everything else. This reduces the demand for, and thus the price of, everything (including labour!) save for oil. As long as oil producers are spending and/or investing their increased profits, the net effect of all this -- from a macroeconomic perspective--is zero. All of this will eventually happen, but the length of time required to get oil consumers to adjust their behaviour in response to a price shock is what was thought to trigger the economic downside associated with an oil crisis. If wages and consumption rates outside the oil sector fail to go down, either unemployment will follow or inflation will result, because there's only so much money to go around, unless the Federal Reserve accommodates everyone's demand for money. The main dissenting view was most strongly forwarded by then Princeton University economist and now Federal Reserve Board chairman Ben Bernanke and his colleagues. They argued that different ("better") monetary policy -- more specifically, one that maintains the federal funds rate at a constant level, rather than raising it in the face of an oil shock -- could reduce or even eliminate the recessionary effect of oil shocks. Economists James Hamilton and Anna Herrera, however, were skeptical of that proposition. They argued that the "better" monetary policy advocated by Bernanke et al. effectively calls for massive declines in the federal funds rate over the entire course of an oil shock, something that is probably not possible in the real world. Moreover, the Federal Reserve would have to keep the funds rate below levels anticipated by market actors for 36 months in a row, which is, of course, an unlikely proposition. Interestingly enough, the Federal Reserve, now chaired by Ben Bernanke, is not pursuing the policies advocated by its chairman when the chairman was in the academy. That was the state of the debate until the most recent price shock. The economy's failure to respond to one of the steepest oil-price increases in history with a recession, however, sent economists back to the theoretical drawing board. All the new analyses agree that the more flexible economy that we have now allows us to cope more easily with oil price shocks. It underscores the danger of the price-control regimes of the 1970s, something that politicians are increasingly flirting with as energy prices continue to climb and put into question a panoply of government programs. 
Worse oil shocks have happened – no impact

Nordhaus 07 professor of economics @ Yale [William Nordhaus “ Whos afraid of a big bad oil shock “ september 2007 http://www.econ.yale.edu/~nordhaus/homepage/Big_Bad_Oil_Shock_Meeting.pdf\] 

In the end, this suggests that much of what we should fear from oil-price shocks is the fearful overreactions of the monetary authority, consumers, businesses, and workers. A cautious reading today suggests that policymakers should not be afraid of a Big Bad Oil Shock. The most recent evidence suggests that the economy is robust in the face of major energy shocks. The economy weathered an increase in real oil prices of 125 percent from 2002 to 2006 without any major strain. This suggests that policymakers should focus on fundamentals such as employment, real output, and containment of inflation as well as the instabilities caused by financial innovations and risk-taking. Oil-price shocks are neither so big nor as bad as in the 1970s. 
Peak oil theory is wrong – 5 reasons.

Ismael Hossein-Zadeh 08, author of the recently published The Political Economy of U.S. Militarism teaches economics at Drake University, Des Moines, July 9, 2008, Are They Really Oil Wars?, Iowa.http://www.counterpunch.org/zadeh07092008.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), U.S. GDP expanded over 20 percent while oil usage rose by only nine percent. Before the 1973 oil shock, the ratio was about one to one.” 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 twenty years from less than 70 percent to over 80 percent. 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. 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 $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. 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 percent 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 have and are investing heavily in developing fuel cells for cars and other vehicles that would significantly reduce gasoline consumption. 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 U.S. demand due to its slower economic growth, efficient energy utilization in industrially advanced countries, and increases in oil production by OPEC, Russia, and other oil producing countries. 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 raging 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 U.S. military threat against Iran, fuel prices move up several notches.
World has enormous spare capacity – We can overcome peak conditions.

Gholz and Press 8/20/08 Associate Professor @ Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs @ UT Austin, Associate Professor of Government @ Dartmouth, Eugene & Daryl G., New York Times, “All the Oil We Need” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/08/21/opinion/21press.html?pagewanted=2&_r=1&_r%202

Even worse, this uncertainty comes in the context of worrisome reports that oil producers have little spare capacity, meaning that they could not quickly ramp up production to compensate for a disruption. But such fears rest on a misunderstanding. The world actually has enormous spare oil capacity. It has simply moved. In the past, major oil producers like Saudi Arabia controlled it. But for years the world’s major consumers have bought extra oil to fill their emergency petroleum reserves. Moreover, whereas the world’s reserve supply once sat in relatively inaccessible pools, much of it now sits in easily accessible salt caverns and storage tanks. And consumers control the spigots. During a supply disruption, Americans would no longer have to rely on the good will of foreign governments. The United States alone has just more than 700 million barrels of crude oil in its Strategic Petroleum Reserve. Government stockpiles in Europe add nearly another 200 million barrels of crude and more than 200 million barrels of refined products. In Asia, American allies hold another 400 million barrels. And China is creating a reserve that should reach more than 100 million barrels by 2010. Those figures only count the government-controlled stocks. Private inventories fluctuate with market conditions, but American commercial inventories alone include well over a billion barrels. Adding up commercial and government stockpiles, the major consuming countries around the world control more than four billion barrels. Some policy makers and analysts worry that these emergency stocks are too small. For example, they sometimes compare the American strategic reserve to total American consumption, so the reserves appear dangerously inadequate. The United States consumes about 20 million barrels of oil every day, so the Strategic Petroleum Reserve could only supply the country for 35 days. (Furthermore, the United States could not draw oil out of the reserve at anything approaching a rate of 20 million barrels per day.) This is why President Bush in his 2007 State of the Union address called for doubling the strategic reserve. But this vulnerability is a mirage. The size of plausible disruptions, not total consumption, determines the adequacy of global reserves. The worst oil disruptions in history deprived global markets of five million to six million barrels per day. Specifically, the collapse of the Iranian oil industry during the revolution in 1978 cut production by nearly five million barrels a day, and the sanctions on Iraq after its conquest of Kuwait in 1990 eliminated 5.3 million barrels of supply. If a future disruption were as bad as history’s worst, American and allied governments’ crude oil stocks alone could replace every lost barrel for eight months. Current fears about energy security focus on Iran. For example, Tehran could sharply cut its oil exports to drive up global prices. Of course, this would be the economic equivalent of suicide terrorism: oil exports provide more than 80 percent of Iranian government revenues, and a major cutback would wreck Iran’s economy. It would also be futile because the industrialized world could easily replace Iranian oil. Iran only exports 2.5 million barrels each day. A coordinated release of reserve crude by the United States and its European and Asian allies could replace missing Iranian barrels for a year and a half. Iran is vulnerable; the West is not. [GHOLZ AND PRESS CONTINUE – 3 PARAGRAPHS LATER] Today, Iran has more advanced anti-ship weapons, and it could surely harass commercial tanker traffic. But it would be hard pressed to sustain an anti-shipping campaign sufficient to reduce oil flows drastically for weeks on end, especially in the face of an intense military response. Even if Iran were able to reduce oil flow though the strait by, say, 30 percent, global reserves could replace losses of that magnitude for more than nine months — plenty of time for the Navy to counter Iranian military operations.
The transition from oil will be smooth.

Ali al-Naimi 04, Minister of Petroleum/Mineral Resources, Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, 5/7, http://www.saudi-us-relations.org/newsletter2004/saudi-relations-interest-05-07.html

Second, the future for oil and the oil industry is a bright one. This is not the end of the age of oil as some pessimists have been saying. There is plenty of oil left to be found and produced and petroleum will remain the dominant energy source for years to come. I assure you that Saudi Arabia's reserves are real and that we have the potential to produce at much higher rates in line with the growing demand for many years. Yes, the age of oil will eventually come to an end but we see no shortages on the horizon and there is no reason for pessimism or panic. Pessimism and panic undermine oil market stability. There is time for progressive research and development and I see no reason that we should not experience a smooth transition to the next great energy source.

Renewable energy in transportation now 

Tradeoff  UQ specificity 
Fuel efficiency

Free market comes in

Cross sector evidence
The aff’s use of wet CO2 means they aren’t cost effective or feasible 

F.J. Tanneberger and, J.L. Feldmann, Ingerdsoll-Rand Corporation from the SPE Annual technical Conference in San Franciscio, CA, with combined 30 years of experience in the field of Technology regarding CO2 pipelines, “Compression of Wet CO2 in Reciprocating Compressors”, http://www.onepetro.org/mslib/servlet/onepetropreview?id=00012207 October 1983]

SPE Annual Technical Conference and Exhibition, 5-8 October 1983, San Francisco, California Over the past 30 years, many reciprocating compressors have been installed and run on CO2. The CO2 gas has been both dry (containing no water vapor) and wet (containing water vapor up to 100 percent relative humidity). The formation or presence of condensed liquid from the gas, either in the form of water, liquid CO2 or a combination of both, can cause severe operational problems or equipment failure resulting from corrosion, wearing of parts or liquid slugging. Experience has shown that dry CO2 causes a minimum of problems providing the density of the gas and saturation points are considered. Wet CO2, conversely, has a high risk for points are considered. Wet CO2, conversely, has a high risk for potential problems due to a high probability of liquid condensing potential problems due to a high probability of liquid condensing and forming carbonic acid. This paper will deal with the causes of various potential problems together with specific recommendations to prevent each problems together with specific recommendations to prevent each problem area. In many cases, it is necessary to investigate how the problem area. In many cases, it is necessary to investigate how the compressor will be operated along with the knowledge and skills of operational and maintenance personnel. There also exists an economic trade-off involving the amount of "up front" dollars spent, in the form of design and material precautions, versus the probability of operational problems and downtime occurring (loss of probability of operational problems and downtime occurring (loss of dollars) if such precautions are not taken. 
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