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New Renewables do nothing but perpetuate climate change. 
Benjamin Zycher 19, Benjamin Zycher is a senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), where he works on energy and environmental policy, 10/10/2019, “The Trouble with ‘renewable’ Energy,” https://www.aei.org/articles/the-trouble-with-renewable-energy/, eb
Renewable” electricity — predominantly wind and solar power — is all the rage, described by numerous commentators, politicians, pundits, journalists, and other such “experts” as cost-competitive, clean, and a major part of the solution to the “existential crisis” now purportedly looming large as an attendant effect of anthropogenic climate change. A massive expansion of wind and solar power is a central component of the various proposals subsumed under the heading “Green New Deal” (GND), which has faded from the headlines for now, but which is very likely to return to prominence as next year’s presidential race intensifies.
Notwithstanding the romantic view of wind and solar power held by many, they are not cost-competitive, they are very far from clean, and they would do remarkably little to limit greenhouse-gas emissions and anthropogenic climate change, the “crisis” view of which is unsupported by the evidence. Several available analyses show that a major expansion of wind and solar power would increase the emissions of such conventional pollutants as carbon monoxide. Even apart from those problems, the renewable-electricity component of the GND is unworkable as a matter of straightforward electrical engineering, unless one believes that the American electorate will accept constant and widespread blackouts. 
In the larger context, the opposition to conventional energy that is the core of the GND is fundamentally anti-human, because one major implication of the opposition to fossil fuels is an aversion to increases in the value of human capital and other parameters that have the effect of increasing the demand for conventional energy. Moreover, the authoritarian implications of the GND are serious, however unnoticed.
High costs are a major problem with wind and solar power. First, wind flows and sunlight are intermittent: Power generation from windmills and solar panels cannot be scheduled in advance, because the sun does not always shine and the wind does not always blow. This means that wind and solar “capacity factors” — the percentage of the time that wind and solar units actually produce electricity — are much lower than those for such conventional units as coal, gas, and nuclear, new installations of which have capacity factors of 85–90 percent. For onshore wind units, the figure is 40 percent or less, and it is 30 percent or less for solar facilities. Note that a massive expansion of wind and solar power as envisioned in the GND would drive those numbers downward, because the sites with the best wind and sunlight conditions are developed first, with new wind and solar farms necessarily sited at increasingly unfavorable locations. Accordingly, the wind- and solar-power industries would experience scale diseconomies — rising average costs — as more such capacity was added to the market. 
The lower capacity factors mean that the cost of generating power is vastly higher for renewables than it is for conventional electricity. The Institute for Energy Research estimates that wind power is about twice as expensive as conventional gas-fired power, and that solar power is almost three times as expensive. The ubiquitous claims that wind and solar power now are cost-competitive ignore substantial costs for backup power and much longer transmission lines, and the effects of massive subsidies and guaranteed market shares. In addition, replacement of a given amount of conventional capacity would require far more renewable capacity precisely because of the lower capacity factors characterizing the latter. The GND envisions replacement of about 850 gigawatts of conventional capacity; my own estimate, based on very conservative assumptions, is that the wind and solar capacity required to replace this would be over 2,600 gigawatts, a twentyfold increase over current U.S. wind and solar capacity. That would impose a net annual cost of $357 billion, or about $2,800 every year for each American household. And that does not solve the intermittency problem; doing so would require conventional backup capacity and generation, the additional annual cost of which would be about $77 billion, or over $600 per household.
Let us turn now to the adverse environmental effects of wind and solar power, typically ignored in the public discussion but very serious nonetheless. The energy content of wind and sunlight is unconcentrated, meaning that a renewables system would require the use of massive amounts of land. For the GND, the total land requirement would be, conservatively, 15 percent greater than the entire land area of California. The production process for wind turbines, apart from the massive use of steel, concrete, and other such industrial materials, requires significant amounts of such toxic heavy metals as neodymium and dysprosium for the magnets. For the most part these metals are mined in China, where environmental controls are lax, to put it mildly. Such heavy metals could be produced in the U.S., but the environmental requirements would increase costs massively. The disposal problem for wind turbines — in particular, the magnets and the massive blades — is only now beginning to be recognized. The noise and light-flicker effects of wind turbines are a serious problem that siting arrangements can solve only partially at most. The disposal problem for solar-panel waste — as much as 78 million metric tons worldwide by 2050 — is acute, in particular because of the lead, cadmium, chromium, and other toxic metals that are released if the panels are broken during the disposal process. And there is the wildlife destruction attendant upon the operation of wind farms and solar fields, as large numbers of birds are killed by wind turbines and by the scorching temperatures in solar “flux” regions where mirrors focus sunlight at solar towers. 
The backup conventional units must be “cycled” (that is, ramped) up and down depending on whether the renewable units are producing power. That cycling reduces the operating efficiency of the backup units — more gas or coal must be burned for a given amount of backup power — and under a broad range of conditions increases net emissions of conventional pollutants and reduces greenhouse-gas emissions by far less than advertised. And to what end? The electricity component of the GND, under highly favorable assumptions, would reduce temperatures by the year 2100 by about 0.173 degrees Celsius, barely distinguishable from zero, from where such temperatures would be otherwise.
This backup problem cannot be avoided unless we accept a power system characterized by constant blackouts. Because generation from wind and solar units cannot be ramped up and down in response to disequilibria in power frequencies in a grid, conventional units must be used to regulate those frequencies. In the absence of such frequency regulation, the generators composing the grid often would spin at different speeds, a condition of non-synchronous generation that would result in power outages. Despite casual assertions to the contrary, batteries cannot solve this problem. A battery-backup system cannot maintain output for more than several hours. And batteries produce power that is about twice as expensive as market prices for spare generating capacity.
Expansion of wind and solar power, and the GND, is justified constantly on the grounds of a climate crisis for which there is little evidence. Temperatures are rising but, as the Little Ice Age ended around 1850, it is not easy to separate natural from anthropogenic effects. The latest research in the peer-reviewed literature suggests that mankind is responsible for about half a degree Celsius of the global temperature increase of about 1.5 degrees since 1850.
There is little trend in the number of “hot” days (maximum temperatures above 100 or 105 degrees Fahrenheit) between 1895 and 2017; eleven of the twelve years with the highest number of such days occurred before 1960. Global mean sea level has been increasing for thousands of years; the increase may or may not be accelerating. Changes in the extent of Arctic and Antarctic sea ice tell very different stories. U.S. tornado activity shows either no trend or a downward trend since 1954. Tropical storms, hurricanes, and accumulated cyclone energy show little trend since satellite measurements began in the early 1970s. The number of U.S. wildfires shows no trend since 1985. (Wildfire acreage is far more driven by federal forest-management practices.) The Palmer Drought Severity index shows no trend since 1895. U.S. flooding over the past century is uncorrelated with increasing greenhouse-gas concentrations. The available data do not support ubiquitous assertions about the dire impacts of declining pH levels in the oceans. The International Panel on Climate Change, in its Fifth Assessment Report, is extremely dubious about the various severe effects often hypothesized or asserted as future impacts of increasing greenhouse-gas concentrations. The one exception is the disappearance of the summer Arctic sea ice, which the IPCC views as “likely” with “medium confidence,” but only under an extreme greenhouse-gas concentration path that is not plausible. 
Two larger observations remain to be made. First: Increases in incomes lead to significant increases in expenditures on energy. For the economy as a whole, a 1 percent increase in incomes is correlated with an increase in energy expenditures of over 0.9 percent. (Correlation is not causation, but no one can argue seriously that this correlation is spurious.) Accordingly, if conventional energy is a social “bad,” as assumed by proponents of the GND, then by implication rising GDP, incomes, and employment are “bads” as well. And so the factors that improve incomes similarly are “bads” in the ideological universe of renewable power and the GND: greater employment opportunity, rising compensation for employed individuals, education and training investment, investment in productivity-enhancing capital, health-care investment, and on and on. The promotion of renewable power and the GND fundamentally is anti-human in that its goals are diametrically opposed to the aspirations of virtually all individuals.
Second: The campaign for ever more renewable power and the GND must engender a massive erosion in the freedom of individuals and businesses to use their resources in ways that they deem appropriate. If the adverse consequences of the GND emerged and grew, government would be driven to circumvent them by increasing explicit rationing and political favoritism, a process that inexorably would expand government surveillance of energy use and erode individual freedom and privacy. Such has been the recent experience in California in the face of perceived water shortages. 
The forced expansion of renewable electricity and the adoption of the Green New Deal would yield no positive outcomes. They are all cost and no benefit, derived from falsehoods, environmentally destructive, anti-human, and authoritarian. They are a fitting monument to leftist ideology.
Too late, insufficient, and fossil fuel dependent.
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Reductionist blinkers on, green energy advocates tend to gloss over or dismiss the evidence that the much-vaunted renewable energy transition isn’t really happening as advertised. In 2021 fossil fuels still provided ~82 percent of the world’s primary energy; to put it in temporal terms, oil, coal and natural gas powered the globe for 300 of 365 days; hydro and nuclear power contributed forty days; modern non-hydro renewables – solar panels, wind turbines – where most investment is going gave us just eighteen days. Modern renewables produce electricity, but even in this domain fossil fuels are the largest contributors at 61 per cent of the world’s power supply; non-hydro renewables provided twelve per cent wind and solar only about nine per cent (from data in BP, 2022).
A big part of the problem is that growth in demand for energy due to rising incomes and burgeoning populations in middle and low-income countries often outstrips the build-out of modern renewable sources (Chaurasia, 2020; Heinberg, 2022). But there are many other obstacles to a smooth energy transition: politically acceptable technologies are largely fossil-fuel (FF) dependent in manufacturing and installation; the associated mining, refining and transportation are otherwise ecologically problematic; renewables, hydrogen included, still face numerous technical problems; RE equipment/infrastructure is not ‘renewable’, it wears out and is merely replaceable (mostly using FF); grid-scale wind and solar generation is actually costlier than alternatives and becomes more expensive the higher their share of production; there are emerging supply-chain issues; and, in any case, electricity cannot substitute for many uses of FF (Heinberg, 2022; Schernikau et al., 2022; Seibert and Rees, 2021; Rees, 2022a; Michaux, 2021a,b; Turiel, 2020a,b). Even if all such problems were overcome, to replace just 45 per cent of FF use with electricity by 20307 would require building the equivalent of ~1.2 times the entire present cumulative global stock of wind and solar installations every year for the next seven years (based on data from BP, 2022), generously assuming that one unit of wind/solar electricity = ~2.6 units of FF energy; that all uses of FF can be electrified; and that there will be no increase in demand for energy).
This is obviously an impossible scenario. Indeed, there is no practical way to quantitatively substitute electricity for fossil fuels on a climate-friendly schedule. The fact is that, despite the significant uptake of modern renewables in the electricity sector and the ebullient assertions of RE advocates, atmospheric CO2 concentrations are still increasing (Figure 1). We should also note that practical carbon-capture-and-storage techniques at scale continue to elude us; to imply that such non-existent technologies will help achieve net-zero emissions by 2050 adds to the dangerous illusion that a smooth energy transition is underway (Spratt and Dunlop, 2021; Dyke et al., 2021).8 As matters stand, the world will blow past the 1.5 Co and likely also the 2.0 Co global warming limits set by the IPCC. Earth has already warmed by >1.1 Co and prominent climate scientists assert that, due to the prevailing energy imbalance and short-term lag effects, ‘more than 0.5°C additional global warming is [already] in the pipeline’ (Hansen, 2018: 9; see also Spratt and Dunlop, 2021). Indeed, we are currently on track for ~2.7 Co warming and catastrophic climate damage.
Rapidly increase coal production, politicians say no, and minerals are unsustainable---turns warming.
Yancey 22, editor and environmental writer. (Dwayne, 9-16-2022, “Demand for renewable energy leads to...more coal mining?” Cardinal News, https://cardinalnews.org/2022/09/16/demand-for-renewable-energy-leads-to-more-coal-mining/)
If we want renewable energy, we need to mine more coal.
That seems counterintuitive, but chemistry is complicated.
Last month, an Australia-based company, Coronado Global Resources, announced it will invest $169 million to expand its coal operations in Buchanan and Tazewell counties – adding 181 jobs to the 585 already there.
Isn’t coal on the decline? As a percentage of electricity generation, it certainly is. Once the primary source of electrical power, coal has now fallen to a distant second place behind natural gas. In 2007, coal accounted for 48.5% of electrical generation in the U.S., according to the Energy Information Administration. By 2021, it was 22%, just barely ahead of renewables at 20%. Natural gas was up to 38%.
That, however, is what’s known as thermal coal, or steam coal. What Coronado is mining – and wants to mine more of – is metallurgical coal, or “met” coal, which is used in producing steel.
I’ll spare you the chemistry lesson on the differences between the two. Generally speaking, met coal has less ash, moisture and sulfur – but more carbon – than thermal coal. More to the point, met coal, when burned, produces coke, the fuel for blast furnaces that turn iron ore into steel. About 70% of steel is made with met coal; the other 30% is made using electric arc furnaces working with scrap steel rather than iron ore.
Put another way, if you want to make steel from scratch, you need coke, which means you need coal – met coal.
Now consider this: Much of the technology for renewable energy requires steel. The National Renewable Energy Laboratory says 66% to 79% of a wind turbine is made of steel, with fiberglass, resin or plastic accounting for 16%, iron accounting for somewhere between 5% and 17%, and copper about 1%.
Measured another way, the American Wind Energy Association says a single wind turbine requires 200 to 230 tons of steel.
Measured yet another way, each new megawatt of wind energy is said to require 120 to 180 tons of steel – and each new megawatt of solar energy needs 35 to 45 tons of steel. Those estimates come from a Luxembourg-based steel company, so feel free to dispute the actual numbers, but the point is that wind farms and solar farms require some amount of steel. That means if we want renewable energy, we need to make steel, which means we need to mine met coal.
Like I said, chemistry is complicated.
Mind you, I’m not making a case here against renewable energy – if we can produce energy more or less out of thin air, that seems good for both the environment and national security.  I am, though, pointing out some of the aspects of the renewable energy supply chain that often go unrecognized.
It’s not just renewable energy, either. The infrastructure bill that Congress passed and President Joe Biden signed late last year includes $110 billion for roads and bridges, $66 billion for rail, $55 billion for water infrastructure, $25 billion for airports – and lots of other billions for lots of other things. All those things also require steel, which means they ultimately require met coal.
Indeed, two things right now driving the met coal market: increased spending on infrastructure, and Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, which has cut off global demand for Russian coal.
The politics here are ironic. Donald Trump promised to “bring back coal” but coal production in the United States declined each year he was in office – from 774,609 tons in 2017 to 535,650 tons in 2020, the lowest figure in 50 years, according to the U.S. Energy Information Administration. Meanwhile, coal production increased in Biden’s first year in office – to 577,650 tons. Biden didn’t really have anything to do with that 2021 increase – one reason that American coal production was up in 2021 was that coal exports were up, to coal-burning countries such as India and China. Both those countries are investing heavily in renewables, but they’re also burning more coal. So yes, it’s complicated: China is both the world’s largest consumer of coal and its biggest producer of solar energy.
But back to us: Two major policies that Biden has pushed – the infrastructure bill and the acceleration of renewable energy – will almost certainly drive up coal production in future years because we’ll need met coal to make the steel for all those bridges and all those wind turbines and all those solar panels, especially if more production of the latter is “re-shored.” So yes, two Democratic policies will now lead to more jobs in one of the most Republican-voting parts of the country. Buchanan County and Tazewell County cast only 15.9% of their votes in 2020 for Biden. Will voters there reward Biden or any other Democrat in 2024? I doubt it.
I say this not to advocate for Biden but once again to point out how the effects of some policies are more complicated than most bumper sticker slogans allow. Many green energy advocates pushing renewables are going to be discomfited when they find that actually leads to more mining. Many Republicans who oppose Democratic policies are going to find their communities are actually gaining jobs as a result.
It’s not just coal, either. I pointed out in an earlier column how the so-called climate bill creates generous incentives to accelerate adoption of electric vehicles. Those electric vehicles require batteries, and those batteries depend on five critical minerals: lithium, nickel, cobalt, manganese and graphite. The demand for each of those minerals has been surging anyway as the electric vehicle market booms. Kitco News, which covers the precious minerals market, says that the supply of “high-purity manganese has to increase 10-fold by 2030.” Standard and Poors says the demand for graphite will more than triple by 2030. The demand for nickel is projected to double every year.
Other aspects of the energy transition require different minerals. “Electric vehicles, solar and wind power, and batteries for energy storage all run on copper,” CNBC reports. “An EV requires 2.5 times as much copper as an internal combustion engine vehicle, according to S&P Global. Meanwhile, solar and offshore wind need two times and five times, respectively, more copper per megawatt of installed capacity than power generated using natural gas or coal.”
The network quotes S&P’s vice chairman: “The energy transition is going to be dependent much more on copper than our current energy system … Copper is the metal of electrification, and electrification is much of what the energy transition is all about.”
Renewables are costly to the environment---They could have costly affects. 
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Use of renewable energy sources is one solution to decrease green house gas emissions and the use of polluting fossil fuels. Renewables differ in their environmental and societal impacts, and to design sound renewable energy policy, societies need to assess the trade-offs between alternative sources. To enable the evaluation and comparison of renewable energy production alternatives in Finland, this paper applies the choice experiment to elicit the monetary information on people's preferences for four renewable energy sources: wind power, hydro power and energy from crops and wood, and considers four impacts of energy production: effects on biodiversity, local jobs, carbon emissions and household's electricity bill. The nested logit analysis reveals that higher income, male gender, young age, and pro-environmental attitude increase the probability to choose renewable energy instead of the current energy mix. Wind power is, on average, the most popular renewable energy technology, but regional differences exist. Biodiversity deterioration should be avoided. The national aggregate willingness to pay, based on stated preferences rather than preferences revealed by actual market behavior, for a combination of renewable energy technologies that corresponds to Finland's climate change and energy policy is over 500 million Euros.
Introduction
The European Union has promoted the use of renewable energy sources by several directives, the latest one establishing a common framework for the production and promotion of renewable energy sources in order to limit greenhouse gas emissions (European Parliament, 2009). Renewable energy sources differ in their environmental and economic impacts. Common features to all renewable energy sources are that they are more expensive than the current energy-mix, and none of them is solely beneficial for the environment. All of the four most common sources (wind power, hydropower, energy from wood and energy from crops) can replace CO2 emissions but in different degrees. While the production of bio energy crops itself causes CO2 emissions (Farrell et al., 2006), thus reducing the net substitution rate of CO2, wind power production and hydropower production, once installed, are practically CO2 free. What is more, bio energy crop production (such as corn, wheat or barley for ethanol) is a source of nutrient leaching and it reduces biodiversity (Lankoski and Ollikainen, 2011). Regarding energy from wood, using branches and stumps as a part of wood leads to increased leaching, reduced nutrient balances in forest soils, and reduced forest biodiversity. Wind power is not environmentally innocent either. It causes negative landscape effects and is detrimental to bird and bat populations (Johnson et al., 2003, Kikuchi, 2008, Ladenburg and Dubgaard, 2007). Environmental problems of hydropower are well-known, too. It is harmful to all migratory fish stocks, dams create local problems and when the water flow in a whole river system is regulated for power production, negative environmental impact extends to the whole catchment area (Håkansson et al., 2005).
Not only the environmental impacts of alternative renewables but also local, regional and global economic effects differ. While hydro and wind power do not have permanent impacts on employment in local economies, energy production from wood or crop biomass does. In rural areas, bio energy crop projects may create new income sources and employment which replaces traditional agricultural jobs and improves the declining profitability of agriculture. Use of wood has similar local impacts (Lauhanen and Laurila, 2007).
Due to many aspects associated with renewable energy resource promotion, societies face a true trade-off when choosing the most beneficial source of energy or a set of sources. To make a sound choice, societies must develop a good understanding of the environmental impacts of alternative sources and the citizens' valuation of these impacts and especially, the marginal rate of valuation between the sources. The choice experiment (CE) method is well suited to the elicitation of trade-offs between different characteristics of renewable energy sources in a form that allows for studying implications of alternative energy policies in a concrete policy situation described in the questionnaire. Our case is based on implications of the European Union's renewable energy policy to the Finnish energy policy design. The EU aims to increase the use of renewable energy by 20% by the year 2020 and shifts this burden to its member states. Finland's aim is to increase the use of renewable energy from the current share of 25% to 38% by 2020 (European Parliament, 2009, Ministry of Employment and the Economy, 2008). This goal can be achieved with a combination of different sources.
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