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Fossil Fuels are necessary for Climate Mastery---Only an increase in Fossil Fuel production means that all communities have access to energy. 
Alex Epstein 22, Alexander Joseph Epstein is an American author and commentator who advocates for the expansion of fossil fuels, Fall/2022, “Fossil Future: Why Global Human Flourishing Requires More Oil, Coal, and Natural Gas--Not Less.,” The Objective Standard,, 17(3), pp 96+, link.gale.com/apps/doc/A717087152/AONE?u=umuser&sid=bookmark-AONE&xid=c91478ac, eb
Epstein shows how and why many of today's supposed experts get things disastrously wrong. His claim is not that fossil fuels do not emit C02 that contributes to global warming--they do; nor that we should ignore the side effects of energy-we should not. Rather, Epstein argues that when we examine these effects, we need to be honest, objective, and thorough in identifying and evaluating the full context of relevant facts.
Today's most trusted "synthesizers," "disseminators," and "evaluators" of science-including the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the New York Times, and spokespeople for governments and universities worldwide--nearly unanimously warn of the harmful effects of fossil fuels (8--19). What is missing is an honest appraisal of their benefits. The question is not merely: Do fossil fuels have harmful side effects? All forms of energy do. Rather, the key questions are: Do the benefits outweigh the negatives? And can we use the benefits of fossil fuel energy to protect us against its potentially harmful side effects?
Citing extensive data illustrated with graphs, Epstein points out that the rise in C02 emissions caused by fossil fuel use correlates strongly with the steep rise in standards of living from the mid-1800s to the present. It is thanks to fossil fuels, he argues, that the modern world enjoys unprecedented prosperity.
But, Epstein is quick to add, this is beside the point if fossil fuels are leading us to an apocalypse. Thus, he carefully examines the science of C02 emissions and the controversies involved. He concludes that, based on even the most extreme and highly unlikely projections of warming, our current technologies enable us to deal effectively with increased temperatures, droughts, wildfires, and storms, as well as rising sea levels.
Further, Epstein argues, on a geologic time scale of 570 million years, C02 levels in the most recent three million years-including today--have never been lower. In the Mesozoic Era extending from 246 million years ago to 65 million years ago (which includes the Triassic, Jurassic, and Cretaceous periods), average temperatures were approximately 25 degrees Fahrenheit higher than today, there were few or no ice sheets or glaciers, and C02 levels were orders of magnitude higher--6,000 parts per million (ppm) as opposed to 420 ppm today (322-23). During this era, forests grew near the poles, dinosaurs roamed the earth, mammals first appeared, and life flourished.
Epstein also explains why fossil fuels dominate in today's energy market, comprising as they do 80 percent of the world's current energy use. Fossil fuels are abundant, with natural stores in the earth, and they have high energy concentration (traits, he points out, that nuclear energy shares). Epstein painstakingly explains why solar and wind--lacking these qualities--cannot replace fossil fuels in any meaningful way.
But, you might ask, aren't sunlight and wind free? Yes, but converting them to a usable form of energy is not. Indeed, Epstein explains, converting sunlight and wind into usable energy is extremely expensive and, in the foreseeable future, unfeasible. "Because the intermittent flows of sunlight and wind are not controllable, they cannot by themselves provide reliable energy without being accompanied by a massive storage system that stores energy when sunlight and wind are available and deploys it when they are not (which is most of the time)" (185). With vast farms of wind turbines and solar cells, and extensive use of batteries and transmission lines, it may be technologically possible to supply our electricity needs; however, it is not economically feasible. By analogy, Epstein points out, technically it is possible to supply each person with a private jet, yet doing so would more than exhaust our resources.
Further, he observes, not all energy needs can be addressed by batteries. Today's best car battery (in the Tesla Model 3) has, by mass, eighteen times less energy density than gasoline, and there are no breakthroughs in battery technology on the horizon to address the enormous energy needs of cargo ships and airplanes.
Summarizing Epstein's case: Interpreters in our "knowledge system" ignore the vast benefits of fossil fuels, grossly exaggerate their harmful side effects, and mislead the public about the efficacy of so-called "green" energy alternatives. Why? In a skilled display of philosophical detection, Epstein exposes the underlying assumptions of those who oppose fossil fuels.
Consider that neither nuclear nor hydro power produces emissions. Yet, many of those who catastrophize about fossil fuels also fervently oppose these energy sources. (Some even oppose wind and solar because they require vast tracts of land and extensive transmission lines and must be backed up with reliable energy sources--meaning, fossil fuels.) What all forms of energy generation have in common is that they massively impact nature. It is the purity of nature, not human welfare, that many advocates of "green" energy value. Viewed from within their philosophic framework, any significant impact by humans on nature is morally wrong. This premise often is disguised by vague language to the effect that "we want to save the planet for future generations." But Epstein exposes this as a charade because a genuine concern for future generations would lead them to demand not less fossil fuel use but more. Understanding this charade, he says, is essential to understanding the distortions and evasions of today's alleged experts.
Epstein calls the framework they employ the "anti-impact" framework and contrasts it with his own "human flourishing" framework. Proponents of the anti-impact framework view nature as a "delicate nurturer." They hold that Earth is, in effect, a Garden of Eden that becomes dangerous only when man meddles with it. For instance, Epstein cites David M. Graber explaining Bill McKibben's The End of Nature: "Human happiness, and certainly human fecundity, are not as important as a wild and healthy planet... . Until such time as Homo sapiens should decide to rejoin nature, some of us can only hope for the right virus to come along" (81).
What does Graber mean by "rejoin nature"? He means that we should stop taming nature and using it for life-serving human purposes; we should stop creating hospitals and online retailers, plastics and airplanes, satellites and ski resorts; we should stop protecting ourselves against droughts, storms, floods, predation, pestilence, and the great swings in climate that, for millennia, made human life precarious at best, and often brutal and short. In brief, Graber, McKibben, and company call for us to forgo the vast improvements in Earth's livability that we have made and can continue making using fossil fuels.
Contrary to the claims of anti-impact advocates, environmental dangers to human beings are not worsening. Rather, Epstein observes, during the past century, "the rate of climate-related disaster deaths has fallen 98%" (ix). In addition, property damage from climate-related events, when measured as a percentage of GDP, has also decreased. These radical improvements are due to what Epstein calls our "climate mastery," made possible by fossil-fueled technologies. It is these technologies that will enable us to overcome the consequences of increased warming.
And contrary to Bill McKibben's claim that fossil fuels are ending the Holocene's "11,000-year period of climatic stability," characterized by John Kerry as featuring "ideal, life-sustaining temperatures," climate has never been stable, and seldom ideal. Climate disasters have devastated populations throughout human history (254-55).
Consider Epstein's sampling of climate threats and the mastery over them made possible by fossil fuels.
Regarding dangerous temperatures, in 1911 a heat wave killed as many as forty thousand people in France and two thousand in New England. Today, in the "empowered world" where air conditioning, run on cost-effective fossil fuels, is widespread, this kind of devastation is virtually unheard of.
Drought historically has been the greatest climate-related threat to human life. For instance, in China between 1876 and 1878, droughts led to the deaths of between nine and thirteen million people. Since then, fossil-fueled technologies have reduced drought-related deaths by 99 percent. Irrigation, largely powered by fossil fuels, is primarily responsible for this achievement. Going forward, new, already proven technologies such as desalination, will greatly expand the geographical reach of irrigation. Another important technology combating drought is modern transportation: Using fossil-fueled cargo ships, airplanes, and trucks, the empowered world ships food to drought-affected areas.
Regarding wildfires, with the use of fossil-fueled machines, we reduce the load of burnable material in the environment, build barriers to reduce the spread of wildfires, and use advanced means (e.g., airplanes and retardants) to fight them. Regarding storms, with the use of fossil-fueled machines, we build resilient structures, provide early-warning systems, and evacuate populations as needed.
To protect against floods, for instance, the Netherlands (50 percent of which lies less than three feet above sea level) has developed an extensive infrastructure of "dikes, dams, and electronically operated storm walls and gates" (282). Such "climate mastery" would be impossible without fossil-fueled technologies.
Yet, Epstein asks, "Have you ever, in any mainstream discussion of 'climate change,' seen any concern expressed about whether restricting fossil fuel use might increase climate danger by decreasing fossil-fueled climate mastery?" (258).
Epstein laments that hundreds of millions of people in the world today live in dire poverty, with neither the benefits of climate mastery nor those of plentiful and cost-effective energy. Instead, they rely on burning wood or dung and on manual labor, their own or that of animals. These "unempowered" millions need cost-effective, reliable energy to flourish, just as the rest of us do.
From a human flourishing standpoint, Epstein argues that an honest assessment of the evidence leads to the conclusion that we can and should increase our use of fossil fuels. We should also remove irrational impediments to nuclear energy, which shares many advantages of fossil fuels and is the safest and cleanest form of energy. Even in the worstcase scenario--a meltdown--the "nonexplosive nature of nuclear power means there is ample time to react and avoid dangerous radiation. This is why in the civilized world there are zero documented deaths from nuclear radiation from commercial reactors. Zero!" (61).
Yet, the relatively free world effectively hamstrings itself by shutting down nuclear power plants and seeking to uphold the Paris Climate Agreement--which calls for rapid elimination of fossil fuels--while the unfree world does not. China, for example, gets 85 percent of its energy from fossil fuels and is aggressively expanding its use of them. While it reaps the benefits of cheap, abundant, reliable fossil fuels, relatively rights-respecting nations pursue a suicidal course, embracing expensive, unreliable "green" energy.
Despite the prominence of and substantial influence exerted by opponents of fossil fuels, Epstein is optimistic. He explains how we can reverse the current trends and presents a set of rational policies to guide concerned citizens, politicians, and governments toward ensuring responsible energy use and protecting us against potential energy dangers.
Renewables aren’t up for the job---Only fossil fuels allow us to continue to prosper. 
John Stossel 22, Writer for Orange Country Register, 03/23/2022, The false promise of renewable energy, , eb
The “Greens” promise renewables, solar and wind power, will replace fossil fuels. After all, the wind and sun are free, and they don’t pollute!
Oops.
Now countries that embraced renewables are so desperate for power that they eagerly import coal, the worst polluter of all!
Do they apologize? No. Greens never apologize.
Germany was a leader in renewable energy, so confident in solar and wind power that they closed half their nuclear plants.
Oops.
That leaves Germans so short of power that Germans are now desperate to buy fossil fuels from Russia. Even worse, pollution-wise, high pollution coal now tops wind as Germany’s biggest electricity source. That’s really disgusting.
Then, even after putting all that soot in the air, Germans pay more than triple what Americans pay for electricity.
For my new video, I confront German-born environmentalist Johanna Neumann of Environment America, a group that lobbies for 100% renewable energy.
I point out that despite massive subsidies, her beloved renewables still provide just 12% of our power. She responds, “Saying renewables are not yet powering our utility grid is like critiquing a 2-year-old for not being able to run a marathon.”
A 2-year-old? I don’t want to meet that kid. Renewables have been subsidized for 40 years, not two.
“How we spend our taxes ought to be a reflection of our values,” Neumann adds. “Americans … love renewable energy.”
Yes, I suppose we do. We like the idea of it. I put solar panels on my roof. I’d be a sucker not to. Massachusetts takes money from other state residents to give me a tax break on solar panels.
Still, in winter, when the sun is low, or my panels are covered by snow, I get nothing from my solar panels.
What kind of energy solution is that? People need energy when it’s cloudy, too. They also need it when the wind doesn’t blow.
“When the sun goes down … offshore winds get cranked up,” says Neumann.
No, they don’t!
“The wind doesn’t always come up when the sun goes down,” I point out.
“Renewables are clearly better,” Neumann replies.
She says we’ll solve renewable energy’s inconsistency by doing things like storing energy in batteries.
Well, yes, a battery that holds energy for weeks would make renewables work. But it doesn’t exist.
“This is just a total fantasy, which is why nobody has done it anywhere, ever!” says Alex Epstein, author of “The Moral Case for Fossil Fuels.”
Fossil fuels are moral, Epstein correctly points out, because human flourishing depends on them.
Abundant fossil fuels are especially important for poor people.
“Three billion people in the world still use less electricity than a typical American refrigerator. Are we going to allow them to have a modern life? Because that’s going to depend on fossil fuels.”
Even if climate change becomes a serious problem, fossil fuels reduce its harm by making us prosperous enough to afford protection against the climate.
“We have a 98% decline in climate-related disaster deaths over the last 100 years,” Epstein points out.
A 98% drop in deaths! This is the amazing untold story of fossil fuels and their benefits. Because oil and natural gas so efficiently provide power, heat homes when it’s freezing, pump water during droughts, etc., millions thrive, despite problems like climate change.
Thanks to fossil fuels, “We have this amazing productive ability,” says Epstein. “That’s the only reason we experience the planet as livable.”
Global warming is a threat. Limiting fossil fuels now, without a capable alternative, will make it even harder to deal with the effects.
Unless someone invents a miracle battery or something else that makes sun and wind power practical, we need fossil fuels, desperately.
Focus on renewables distracts from new clean fossil fuels
Constable and Montford 22 [John Constable, B.A., English, Magdalene College, Cambridge. Ph.D., English, Cambridge University, and Andrew Montford, Bsc, Chemistry, St Andrews University.1 Registered Accountant, "Taking Back Control: Addressing Britain's Energy Crisis", 5/22, Net Zero Watch,  | czx]
By giving extreme policy and financial support to renewable generation, our policies have undermined all incentives to invest in the new, more efficient, cheaper, cleaner fossil-fuelled electricity generation that is still indispensable in spite of the overwhelming presence of renewables. Remaining coal and gas capacity is old, thermally inefficient, and, to make matters worse, used sub-optimally. Our system is much more expensive and almost certainly higher emitting than it would have been had we not subsidised renewables and coerced their introduction. The security and engineering efficiency of the network has also suffered. The grid is now fragile and susceptible to physical and economic shock. Feel-good green policies, symbolised by the wind turbine, have delivered only an illusion of fuel diversity, security, and value. In reality the grid is entirely reliant for its security on the only thermodynamically superior fuel remaining, namely natural gas. Since market prices for electricity are set by gas-fired power stations, the poor efficiency of the UK fleet has driven up prices for consumers, who also have to pay an annual renewables subsidy bill that has now surpassed £10 billion. Further billions have to be found to deal with the system costs that renewables impose on the grid. Windfarm constraint payments are the most visible of these, but there are many others, and the cost is rising exponentially. As a result, our wholesale electricity prices are between 20% and 40% more expensive than most countries in Western Europe. Even Ireland is 10% cheaper, despite paying much higher prices for gas. 
Dramatic reduction in renewable energy is need now
Constable and Montford 22 [John Constable, B.A., English, Magdalene College, Cambridge. Ph.D., English, Cambridge University, and Andrew Montford, Bsc, Chemistry, St Andrews University.1 Registered Accountant, "Taking Back Control: Addressing Britain's Energy Crisis", 5/22, Net Zero Watch,  | czx]
The following recommendations are therefore radical. They aim to progressively remove all the subsidies and other climate policy distortions that favour high-cost renewables, allowing the UK energy sector, and particularly the electricity system, to operate as efficiently, economically and effectively as possible. Existing and new conventional generation will reach high levels of utilisation and thermal efficiency. Wholesale prices and system costs will be slashed, and the subsidy bill entirely eliminated. Reforms of this kind are now unavoidable. Even if the UK initiates remedial action immediately, there will be some difficulties and economic pain. Delay will only make the difficulties more intractable and the economic problems deeper. Prompt action is required to limit harm. 4 Recommendations Alleviating current consumer pain Eliminate subsidies 1. The full cost of renewables must be removed from consumer bills. This full cost includes subsidies to support renewable electricity generation, including £2.1 billion per year on Contracts for Difference, £6.6 billion per year on the Renewables Obligation, and £1.5 billion per year on the Feed-in Tariff (FiT), as well as around £2 billion of grid balancing costs caused by renewables. This measure could reduce consumer electricity bills by as much as £400 per household per year, with further savings, totalling many billions, for industrial and commercial consumers. This would lift pressure on the general cost of living (which is where two thirds of the renewables subsidies indirectly hit household budgets) and improve international competitiveness. To achieve this smoothly, and without causing a shortfall in supply, requires phased action, but action could be initiated in a matter of months, with immediate and growing benefits to consumers and the wider economy. Because of the legal complexity, and the likelihood of self-serving resistance from the renewables industry, we suggest that government should begin with the less controversial elements listed below as a) and b), but supported by clear indications that if the industry does not co-operate, government will proceed to c) full nationalisation on less advantageous terms. (a) In the first instance, government should require renewable generators to meet their own system or balancing costs, with the charges being calculated dynamically to reflect the reality that balancing costs rise exponentially when more renewables are present on the system. Since reasonable predictions of balancing costs can be made a day ahead, this would create a strong incentive for renewable generators to self-dispatch, self-constrain, or render their output dispatchable. No constraint payments to renewables would be permitted. This option would encourage the renewables industry to address its own defects and would reduce renewables infeed, cutting subsidy costs as well as reducing balancing costs. (b) Should the imposition of balancing charges not produce the required results with sufficient speed, and perhaps in any case, government should replace the Renewables Obligation and Contracts for Difference schemes, requiring generators to choose between two types of new contracts: • firm power on market terms, and with high and discouraging penalties for failure to deliver • a separate market for low-value, non-dispatchable power, operating purely as a fuelsaving top-up. Generators unwilling to participate in either should be offered the opportunity to bid for a voluntary buyout scheme, with payment being made in the form of index-linked tradeable bonds to enable the Treasury to spread the cost over time. This option would remove low-value renewable generators from the market, reducing both subsidy and balancing costs. (c) As a last resort, and only if the renewables industry is unprepared to come to terms on the basis outlined above, renewable generators should be nationalised via a compulsory discounted buy-back of the subsidy entitlements, with the generation assets vested in a new consumer-owned Electricity System Operator. The buyout payments should take account of subsidies already received by the generator. Subsequent to nationalisation, all green power stations would be put on the same basis as other generators and dispatched only when economic as fuel savers. Some of the green generators should be removed from the grid immediately to reduce system operation costs, for example in Scotland where grid connection capacity is inadequate. To further improve system efficiency, the rest of the now state-owned renewables capacity should be decommissioned gradually as the convention- 5 al fleet is renewed. Long-term public ownership of wind and solar farms is not the goal of nationalisation. Reduce the cost of the grid 2. A number of supplementary measures would be required alongside all of the three phases outlined above: (a) Some fossil fuel generators, such as CCGTs, should operate on a ‘must run‘ basis, as nuclear generation does today. (b) New grid connections should be denied to all wind and solar capacity consented but as yet unbuilt. (c) Drax power station should be encouraged to abandon the burning of subsidised biomass and, if conversion is economically feasible, return to coal burning, adding approximately 2.6GW of low-cost, flexible capacity to the generation fleet while maintaining fuel diversity. Otherwise, these units should be immediately replaced with CCGTs on the same site. (d) Government should cancel all pending grid expansion projects intended for renewable generation, for example the multi-billionpound schemes for new interconnectors from Scotland to England on the east coast, and the Shetland-to-Scotland link, both of which are intended solely for wind-power. These underutilised and very expensive assets are unaffordable in the present context. A single-buyer market 3. The GB electricity markets are now inefficient, and on the verge of collapse, largely because of the presence of subsidised renewables. The reforms outlined above, though critical in themselves, would not be sufficient to address this problem in the time required. Therefore, the existing market system must be replaced, probably with a Single Buyer market model. Such a reform would necessitate that National Grid be removed from the role of Electricity System Operator. In addition, the regulator, Ofgem, would be replaced with an entirely new organisation. This would operate under new terms of reference prioritising consumer welfare through system security and economic efficiency, and have an entirely fresh staff capable of addressing, rather than perpetuating, the failures of the current regulator. Fast-track CCGTs 4. Enable a fast-track planning consents procedure for new CCGTs. To avoid planning delays, we suggest that for the next five years, and on an emergency basis, government takes powers to award lifetime licences to new thermal power stations on the site of existing or old power plants (for example, Drax power station). In practice this would focus on gas plants co-located with liquefied natural gas (LNG) storage. Suspend the UK ETS 5. The United Kingdom Emissions Trading Scheme (UK ETS) should be suspended to give immediate relief to the economy from the unexpectedly high burden of carbon taxation, enabling fuel diversity through retention of coal generation and the encouragement of new CCGTs. Introduce a VAT holiday 6. Introduce a long-term VAT holiday on gas and electricity, and also, for consistency, on heating-oil. These measures would give a modest but worthwhile saving of 5% on the bill. Assistance for pensioners 7. Make the Winter Fuel Payment more generous and widen its catchment to include all pensioners. End Net Zero coercion 8. Cancel plans to coerce the adoption of electric vehicles and heat pumps, leaving this to individual consumer choice. Capital ex- 6 penditure on this scale is now unaffordable, as are the subsidies to force roll-out ahead of the learning curve. Since the recommendations presented here will reduce the differential between gas and electricity prices, spontaneous adoption of heat pumps, where appropriate, will be encouraged; coercion and subsidy should not be needed.
Renewables fail to reduce carbon and provides insufficient energy
Burnett 22 [Sterling Burnett, DIRECTOR, ARTHUR B. ROBINSON CENTER ON CLIMATE AND ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY; MANAGING EDITOR, ENVIRONMENT & CLIMATE NEWS, "What Happens When Green Energy Fails? – The Heartland Institute", 04/14/2022, The Heartland Institute,  | czx]
Previews of what will happen when green energy fails are popping up all over the world, and it doesn’t paint a pretty picture of the future. Lessons from California, Texas, Europe, and Australia show that if the “Keep it in the Ground” movement succeeds in stopping the use of fossil fuels, the world loses. In 2021, I experienced firsthand the dangers of overreliance on wind and solar energy. Although there was plenty of blame to go around when the Texas power supply failed across much of the state during a bout of extreme cold weather that winter, the replacement of reliable coal-fueled power plants with industrial wind facilities in the Western part of the state bore the lion’s share of the blame. Although wind promoters and apologists tried to pin the failure on regulators and natural gas plants, the shortage of wind power at a critical moment largely doomed the grid. Driven almost entirely by politics, not market demand, wind and solar power now account for approximately 28 percent of Texas’ electric power supply. Data from the Electric Reliability Council of Texas showed that five days before the first snowflake fell, wind and solar provided 58 percent of the state’s electric power. Then, clouds formed, temperatures dropped, and winds temporarily stalled, resulting in more than half the wind and solar power going offline in three days, never to return during the storm. The problems got worse when the wind turbines froze and snow and ice covered solar panels. As California’s power grid has grown ever “greener” under various laws imposed to fight climate change, Californians have had to get used to rolling blackouts and brownouts each summer. With wind and solar replacing coal, natural gas, and nuclear on the grid, and electricity replacing natural gas for cooking, heating, and heating water, the system has become unreliable. When Californians need power most—during summer for air conditioning, and to charge those electric vehicles to get to work and go shopping on a normal day, or to escape from seasonal wildfires, the power goes out, leaving residents to swelter in the dark and hope the winds don’t blow the flames their way. California has the distinction of having simultaneously the nation’s worst air quality, among the highest gasoline and electric power prices, the most electricity generated by renewable sources, and the least-reliable electric power grid. The latter is not a coincidence. It is a direct result of California’s mandates to use electricity generated by wind and solar power. Europe has likewise suffered through wholesale power outages in recent years. Europe took the lead in the leap into renewable energy, and the result has been rapidly rising prices and power shortfalls. Last year’s power failures were especially acute. As Reuters and other media outlets reported, weak winds across Europe last summer resulted in industrial wind facilities generating much less electricity than was expected and needed. Blackouts and forced factory shutdowns were common. In Britain, weak or nonexistent winds resulted in turbines generating less than 10 percent of expected capacity on more than 65 days by the fall of 2021, despite promises from power companies and the government that wind facilities would not produce less than 10 percent of their rated capacity on more than seven days in any one year. Wind power production declined by 20 percent for the year. Then the second shoe dropped. Electric power from solar went into a sharp decline during late summer and early fall. In December, snowstorms covered huge solar arrays in England. Industrial solar provided less than 2 percent of expected power in December for days on end. Europe’s response to these problems was to reopen some previously shuttered coal plants and rely on more natural gas imports from Russia. We know how the latter has worked out. Commenting on Europe’s ongoing energy debacle, Ralph Schoellhammer, an assistant professor of international relations at Webster Vienna Private University in Vienna, told Newsweek, “The current energy transformation in Europe is probably the greatest geopolitical blunder since World War II, the last time when misguided ideologies plunged millions of people into what can justifiably be called the darkest period of human history.” Now Germany, which led the anti-coal fight in the EU, is opening its ports and energy markets to coal imported from abroad. England is reconsidering its de facto moratorium on fracking. Faced with brutal energy reality and an angry electorate, energy concerns seem to be trumping climate concerns in Europe, at least for now. Despite having abundant coal and one of the most reliable power systems in the world, Australia has also leapt with both feet into wind and solar electric power over the past decade. As is true everywhere else governments have forced this transition, power prices increased despite repeated claims wind and solar are cheaper than traditional power, and reliability suffered. As detailed at the website “Stop These Things,” in recent years Australians have suffered both higher prices and repeated, widespread power outages during heatwaves, with thousands of households and businesses being left without electricity, sometimes for hours at a time. When the wind has flagged, the Australian Energy Market Operator has imposed rolling brownouts and power cuts at certain industrial facilities to keep the entire grid across a region from collapsing. 
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