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PRAISE FOR

POWER GRAB

“Power Grab exposes the agenda of the Obama administration and its allies, from ‘green jobs’ to the cap-and-trade energy tax as ways to cram down the Left’s long-held wish list of demands, and dream of ‘organizing society.’ Horner reveals what their rhetoric means, how the schemes work and what it all spells for you if they win.  Power Grab lays bare the plan to replace your individual liberties with the state, securing the Left’s dream of making decisions for you and your family: what you can drive, how you can live, and what sorts of jobs and future they deem acceptable for Americans.”


—MARK LEVIN, bestselling author and
 nationally syndicated radio host


 



 


“Chris Horner raises the red flag about the so-called ‘green economy. ’ Power Grab shows the dark gray economic fallacies that lie behind the bright ‘green’ economic fairy tales, in a way everyone can understand, if while laughing between the tears.”


—DR. GABRIEL CALZADA, professor of applied
 environmental economics at King Juan Carlos University


 



 


“Power Grab exposes the incestuous relationships between the Obama administration and the piles of taxpayer money it wants to pipeline to the Big Green juggernaut consisting of Big Business and Big Labor. Horner shows that the green agenda isn’t so much about a clean environment as it is about redistributing income from us to them.”


—STEPHEN MOORE, member of the Wall Street Journal
 editorial board and senior economics writer 


“Chris Horner was right in his bestselling The Politically Incorrect Guide™ to Global Warming and Environmentalism. He was right in his book Red Hot Lies that exposed the cover-ups, lies, and intimidation of the global-warming alarmists. And he’s right again in his new book Power Grab, which exposes what the extremists are really after: power over you, your wallet, and even your right to self-government.  Power Grab is essential reading for fighting back.”

—CONGRESSWOMAN MICHELE BACHMANN


 



 


“The jury-rigged ‘consensus’ propping up the climate change-industrial complex is falling apart in no small part due to the efforts of truth-tellers such as Chris Horner. Years from now, people genuinely concerned with the environment will look back on the hysteria of this time and sadly reflect on just how much the mad rush to subsidize foolish energy choices and distort markets distracted us from genuine environmental and human concerns. Luckily, it looks as if common sense is being brought to bear on these issues and Chris’ book is in the vanguard of that development.”


—JOHN FUND, Columnist, Wall Street Journal
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With mange tak to my angel Susanne
 who makes all of my work possible.
 And to William Christopher, Daddy loves you.





No nation has ever taxed and
 regulated its way to greatness.
 We won’t be the first.





CHAPTER 1

HOW OBAMA’S GREEN POLICIES WILL STEAL YOUR FREEDOM AND BANKRUPT AMERICA


It’s the year 2015. Just around the corner, really. Barack Obama’s  various policies imposed in the name of “energy independence,” “clean energy,” and of course “the environment” are now really being felt. The mere threat of their being imposed has long since scared off investment in needed infrastructure, led to planned projects being shelved, and caused some that were underway to be mothballed. Obama’s policies have locked up land and sealed off domestic resources, and enabled his “green” pressure group allies to do even more. Now, some industries can’t even perform maintenance for fear of triggering EPA investigation.

These consequences were foreseeable. After all, investors had Europe’s experience with these policies to warn them. Those who can  have gone elsewhere. There were plenty of countries to choose from. China. India. Just over the border in Mexico, for example. Others, like those workers who lost their jobs or were never hired to begin with, weren’t so fortunate.

One Monday you wake up to discover that nothing works. Each time this happens, you’re a little less surprised. Still, it’s never easy. Though once abundant and accessible with the flip of a switch, electricity supply has failed to keep up with demand and is becoming even more scarce. Electricity, natural gas, and gasoline have all been made less available as a direct, intended result of Obama and his allies’ agenda. Energy is unreliable now. You know this means a cold shower: scarce or even no power means that things you took for granted are now luxuries. Those living a little further out who rely on a well and an electronic pump have got no water at all.

This is mostly an inconvenience, like how you now live in a small apartment, just as the anti-energy zealots want you to, though lack of reliable power does cause problems—such as the elevator failing to run. This is somewhat more than inconvenient for your elderly neighbors. But the problems don’t stop there. Today, you’ll be walking to work, too. After that last episode with the traffic lights out, well, that’s no way to start your week. Besides, after Obama administration officials pursued their vow to bring our gasoline prices in line with Europe’s—even though our society was designed around certain freedoms and automobility—it simply isn’t something you can afford on a daily basis. The sirens in the distance seem to have begun early today.

This reminds you that your sister was scheduled to have surgery tomorrow. Hospitals, like schools, and senior citizen homes, all feel the pain of these policies. More power interruptions mean her surgery will get bumped, and she will have to reschedule—again. Soon, your doctor worries, storing blood and medicines will suffer as it does  in Third World countries, whose different form of political corruption has also kept them with insufficient power.

You’ve learned to buy small quantities of milk and other perishables, far more often, because there’s no telling how long the refrigerator will stay cold. Besides, like the merchants, you have been forced into using smaller, more expensive units. The price of food has increased along with the price of energy, as energy is needed every step of the way as food is grown, harvested, transported, kept fresh until purchase, and then prepared.

The impacts of unreliable and otherwise insufficient energy are infinite and, to most Americans today, unimaginable. On this fictitious Monday morning without power, your life considered normal today would be a thing of the past, and nothing that could be recaptured easily. Without power, you can’t use the microwave; cooking in any form is more expensive and, of course, it’s a different task making your family’s breakfast in the early morning dark. Just as the ideologues demanded, you’ve been coerced into a life more like that of so many others who suffer living under the ideal of state-imposed scarcity.

Of course, just as there’s little heat in winter, there’s little air conditioning in summer. The power company is now able to withhold some of the energy you think you need, just as the president’s “Energy and Climate Czar” promised was the administration’s goal.1 It apparently didn’t occur to us to ask why a power company would want to do that. Power companies withold power when they are forced to, either by law or physical shortage. When there’s not enough to go around, thanks to that agenda premised in “spreading the wealth around,” this is what happens.

It’s strange that companies like GE, whose old business model led to such classic advertising as “This is the hand that turned on the  light,” helped lobby an agenda into place that, in the year 2015, will leave some reading by candlelight.

It is difficult to even imagine life without reliable energy on hand, life so unlike the world promoted in that ad by GE when it seemed to have principles, not just a business plan. But you had better start trying—because if Barack Obama has his way, this scenario will become daily life in America. The goal of Obama’s “green” policies is to make the cost of producing today’s energy from oil and coal and other politically disfavored sources so high that companies quit doing it, and divert their resources into uneconomic (and unreliable) “green” technologies.

Barack Obama tells us that his “green” policies will create jobs in America. Good jobs. Manufacturing jobs. The kind of jobs our politicians assure us they desire to create and keep. And to a certain extent, his policies have done so. However, we have Europe to thank for adopting Obama-style policies that create United States jobs, not our new president. After all, it is Europe’s disastrous “cap-and-trade”2 and other “green jobs”3 schemes so adored by Obama that created, for example, 175 steel jobs at North American Stainless in Carroll County, Kentucky.4 For now.

Those jobs were exported here in 2004 by North American’s European parent company, Acerinox, after Chief Executive Officer Victoriano Muñoz announced he could no longer justify long-term, capital- and energy-intensive investments while burdened with the new environmental regulations imposed in Europe. Because the United States has not adopted a “cap-and-trade” system, it was an attractive destination for these manufacturing jobs. Incredibly, though, the American political Left favors adopting the same regulations in America that resulted in job loss in Europe—not despite their detrimental economic effects, which Europe is experiencing, but because of them.

As Obama admitted in a moment of candor, “Under my plan of a cap and trade system, electricity rates would necessarily skyrocket. . . . Regardless of what I say about whether coal is good or bad, because I’m capping greenhouse gases, coal power plants, you know, natural gas, you name it, whatever the plants were, whatever the industry was, they would have to retrofit their operations.” Obama also let on that the new regulations “will cost money. [Businesses] will pass that money on to consumers.”5 He also mentioned that “this will also raise billions of dollars.” The social agenda will be paid for by the imposition of energy scarcity—another of their ideological demands.

Under Obama’s economic and energy plans, conventional energy is punished by government policy in order to force the adoption of new, Obama-favored technologies. These plans will force us into energy poverty, a return to government-inspired uncompetitiveness, and a surrender of individual and economic liberties.

Modern environmentalism in a nutshell sounds something like this: impose energy taxes that serve as a rationing scheme (the “cap”), along with mandates of what sort of energy people can use, and in what amount. Environmentalists seek to use the state to create scarcity in order to further impose their will over our lives.

If the Obama administration has its way, we will knowingly repeat the mistakes of other countries that rushed to adopt crippling energy policies. If only we paid heed to those mistakes, instead of trying to force an ideology on a country that Obama and his team believe must be “fundamentally transformed.”6 Spain’s Acerinox made the decision to export its growth to America and South Africa back when it still appeared unlikely either country would ever do anything so stupid as replicating Europe’s competitiveness-killing debacle. And they were right, at least about South Africa, which continues to reject such measures. Poverty does sometimes help place certain frivolities in  perspective, after all. But with Barack Obama’s election, the United States is headed for punitive mandates, higher taxes, and the expenditure of billions of dollars of the taxpayers’ hard-earned money to politically design an economy premised on uneconomic but politically favored “investments” (as Obama insists on calling wealth transfers from the taxpayers into environmental boondoggles).

It would be one thing if these measures actually helped alleviate alleged global warming that supposedly threatens our well being. But they don’t. As I explained in Red Hot Lies,7 no proposal ever tabled would, according to anyone, detectably impact global temperature—the temperature that computer model projections claim man is escalating, though recent cooling and the return of severe winters would seem to repudiate the computers’ claims of warming. And even if emissions reductions could have some impact according to these fatally flawed models, they would be made illusory by the “offset” schemes that reward lobbying constituencies while derailing the agenda’s supposed purpose of curtailing emissions (detailed in later chapters).

The real issue Americans should be concerned with is the outcome of these “green” schemes: the transfer of your liberties and wealth to the state, and the transfer of jobs to other countries. For example, when the United Kingdom’s largest steelmaker, Corus, announced in late 2009 it would close its massive Redcar operations in Teesside, it moved jobs to India, not the United States, because India is a safer haven from “climate” economic edicts.8 India has decided to forgo further institutionalization of energy poverty. But its official position is that it will pursue massive new sources of energy production.9


Likewise, Acerinox’s new CEO confided to a friend of mine in mid 2009 that, if America follows through on Obama’s threats, the company  will send its growth to Malaysia, employing Malaysians instead of Americans. Here we see one net effect of Barack Obama’s policy obsessions: they will send jobs to China, Brazil, Indonesia, South Korea, and Mexico, rather than the United States.

Steel, coal, and other heavy industries do not fit into Obama’s vision. At the end of his campaign for president, Barack Obama boasted, “We are five days away from fundamentally transforming the United States of America.”10 He wasn’t blowing political smoke for the benefit of his supporters. He was telling us all who he is and his plans for us, as he affirmed even before his inauguration.

Barack Obama’s radicalism runs deep. When he crowed in San Francisco, “under my plan of a cap and trade system, electricity prices would necessarily skyrocket,”11 he meant it. And it’s not just electricity prices that he wanted to skyrocket, but the costs of politically disfavored “fossil fuels.” As everything has the cost of energy embedded in it, costs will rise across the board. The result of these policies will be to crowd millions more toward energy poverty and dependence upon the state. That, too, is by design.

As the Left sees it, if you do not coerce people out of their wretched levels of energy use, they will not change their lifestyles. In the Left’s view, these lifestyles must be changed because they are “unsustainable.”

Just as the worldview of Obama and his movement blinds them to the truth about the United States, they fail to see the tremendous and overwhelming good of abundant energy—particularly oil, coal, and gas. Access to energy benefitted billions of people as it spread around the world during the past century. Massive reductions in drudgery, poverty, and disease flowed as wealth was created as a direct result. Richer countries became able and willing to assign economic values to environmental protection, to chasing parts per million and even  billion. Yet in the U.S., abundant energy, and of course, (other peoples’) wealth are viewed as instruments of havoc and even doom to be curbed, their influence diminished. In the words of Spiked magazine’s Brendan O’Neill, the Left’s version of environmentalism “speak[s] to a view of humans as ultimately destructive and of our breakthroughs as gigantic follies that must be decommissioned.”12


So we should not be surprised that, once installed, the Obama administration hurried some noted radicals into positions not requiring Senate scrutiny, while delaying filling key senior slots. Some of the most extreme had positions outright created for them. Coercive radicalism is what this administration is all about. As certain individuals tapped to wield real power in this administration could not have gained Senate approval, and would have caused deep and lasting political harm in the process of trying, they were slipped in the back door. The appointment of departed Anthony K. “Van” Jones, for example, did not “[reveal] a lapse in the administration’s vetting procedures,”  13 as the Washington Post reported. Jones, like others, was selected precisely because of his radicalism, not in spite of it, and was dropped only when that radicalism was exposed. The Obama team is smart enough to know that much of its agenda needs to fly under the radar of public scrutiny. Carol Browner, director of the newly created White House Office of Energy and Climate Change Policy, is another who stood zero chance of surviving public scrutiny. Now she lords over cabinet-level staff and often appears at Obama’s elbow, revealing her prominent policy role.14


America has the greatest energy reserves in the entire world, and it is these resources that ensure our liberty. Though for public consumption President Obama has claimed, “What I think we need to do is increase our domestic energy production,”15 and “I believe in the  need for increased oil production. We’re going to have to explore new ways to get more oil, and that includes offshore drilling,”16 these statements are followed by qualifications that render them meaningless.

In fact, Obama is ensuring that we can’t exploit our own resources by placing so many of them off-limits, citing “environmental” concerns. In addition to imposing a delay on an offshore drilling plan ready to go into effect in his first year, and otherwise sealing off domestic oil production, the Obama administration is working with congressional liberals to slam the door on massive natural gas discoveries.

But we’ll always have windmills, they say. Except, as you’ll see, when we won’t.

While China, Russia, and other countries are quick to invest in resource production in Canada and off our shores, the Obama administration has blocked some of these sources from American use and is working to ban others. When China made a bid for ownership of the California oil company Unocal in 2005, it sent policymakers into paroxysms of fear for our national and energy security.17 But hardly anyone noticed that China has since gained control of far more important resources in our back yard, all while the Obama administration makes us less safe, less secure, and ever more dependent upon foreign sources of energy.

At the same time, Team Obama is teaming with big business, unions, and green pressure groups in an unholy alliance to advance an agenda relieving you of your wealth and freedoms, to their enrichment, in a collaboration designed to move decisions from individual producers and consumers to the federal government. As part of this perverse game, the Left pulls for “green” energy production and then blocks that very same production on environmental grounds or until it can use such projects to enrich favored unions and companies.

Obama’s seizure of “green” issues to impose an unadvertised Statist agenda is by no means new; only the boldness and outrageousness of his radicalism are. Obama is orchestrating the largest-scale corporate-government alliance in our nation’s history. Some of America’s biggest companies are heavily invested in promoting Obama’s agenda. Some companies are clearly just in it for the short-term windfall. Yet some among these allies also don’t mind the sort of central planning Obama favors—so long as they are the beneficiaries, and their competitors aren’t.

Washington moves at a snail’s pace except when it is stealing your freedoms—and that is the danger here: freedoms lost are hard to regain, taxes imposed are hard to repeal and, government programs, offices, and departments are nearly impossible to abolish. It took until 2006 for Congress to get around to repealing the 3 percent telephone excise tax originally imposed (at 1 percent) on “the rich” to pay for the Spanish-American War—a 4-month conflict in 1898.18 Unlike a telephone tax slowly sponging off an ever-expanding universe of “the rich” for 108 years, it’s far from clear that the United States can survive a prolonged case of energy socialism.

That’s why this book, while about energy, is ultimately about power—its acquisition and abuse, how it is attained, and how Obama’s agenda is about stripping you of yours.

America is blessed with vast energy resources. Energy is the engine of our economy and the guarantor of our freedom and safety. But Team Obama believes that the days of abundant energy, which distinguishes us from societies that are less free, must come to an end.

When Republicans seized control of the House of Representatives in the 1994 election, it was in part because of the unpopular energy policies of Vice President Al Gore, including his failed 1993 “BTU”  (British Thermal Unit) tax that would have taxed energy consumption based on the sort of government-favored technology that the Obama administration favors. Gore himself admitted it helped the Republicans.  19 One thing the Left learned from this is the need for subterfuge and to cut deals with pressure groups, labor, and corporate allies.20


The “climate” agenda, the culmination of “going green,” requires privation that no free society would willingly accept. It is anti-freedom and anti-wealth creation. It is not about environmental protection and most certainly not about the climate. It is about taking your power and your wealth and giving it to the government—and its accomplices. And it’s not just about endorsing the federal government; it is about empowering a global bureaucracy. It is one manifestation of what columnist Mark Steyn calls “the hollowness of the modern multicultural West and the search for alternative, globalized identities.”21


Give the Left time, and it will inflict more damage on our economy and the power of the United States (and our industrialized West) than our enemies could hope to inflict through years of asymmetrical physical warfare.




REALLY BIG GOVERNMENT OBAMA 

The Left’s agenda is grounded in the idea that we either accept its “global governance” or risk environmental apocalypse. “Global governance” is not to be confused with a global government, though clearly the proponents of using “global warming” as an excuse for abdicating liberty and sovereignty would not object to that, either. Both result in the curtailing of democracy, democracy being something that the “global governance” crowd thinks we can do without, too. In  2000, then-French president Jacques Chirac boasted that the Kyoto Protocol on “climate change” would bring with it more beneficial “global governance.”22 Former U.S. vice president Al Gore repeated this desire as recently as the summer of 2009, demanding we recognize the peril of our failure to confront promised, if elusive, global warming with the imposition of supranational governance. But if you scare them, Gore assured us, it will come: “[I]t is the awareness [of environmental catastrophe] itself that will drive the change and one of the ways it will drive the change is through global governance and global agreements.”23


Meeting the challenge of “global warming” became the emergency reason for European member state governments to approve the European “Constitution” when it began lagging in popular support. Furthermore, in the autumn of 2009, Europe’s newly minted High Representative Herman Van Rompuy announced, “the climate conference in Copenhagen is another step towards the global management of our planet.”24


So either individual nation states cannot be trusted with certain issues because they might actually consider their own national interests, or certain issues must be reshaped or even invented so as to set up that creepiest of all calls, one for “global management of our planet.” International bureaucrats need only consult their own ideological predilection that they know best. In Red Hot Lies, I cited numerous luminaries of the eco-left and its affiliated industries laying plain their commitment to impose their will upon us all, regardless of the sacrifices to individual liberties that may be required. In fact, they acknowledge that stripping you of your freedoms is so important that suspending democratic decision-making might be the only way to bring the larger “green” agenda about.25 As one green  recently blurted out, in an interview on the BBC, “there is a very strong green fascism in much of the environmental world. I’ve heard it said at meetings I’ve been at—that climate change is so important—democracy has to be sacrificed.”26


A colleague of mine passed along a “tweet” from a former class-mate of his in England, Rupert Read, who is now a leading light in the UK Green Party. In it, Read declared, “The great political task of our times: Not raising the ‘living standards’ of the poorest, but rather: narrowing the rich-poor gap.”27 Think about that one. It isn’t poverty, the condition in which too many live, which is the problem, it’s that some live too well, and it should all be evened out a bit. The rich world—principally meaning the United States—needs somehow to be brought to heel.

Among American elites, New York Times columnist Thomas Friedman pined for some form of China’s enlightened despotism in the United States. Indeed, this is wistfully dreamt of by green activists and other liberal ideologues because they, like Friedman, are just certain that the world is flat, hot, and crowded. The problem continues to be all of us other people, and our reckless exploitation of freedom. As if to remove all doubt, it was a series of anti-capitalist rants at the December 2009 Copenhagen talks to strike a “Kyoto II” treaty that generated the most enthusiasm.28 Out in the streets of Copenhagen, among the activists, the hammer-and-sickle banners were prominent. I experienced the same phenomenon when attending another related confab, the Johannesburg Summit 2002 (officially, the World Summit on Sustainable Development), where thugs like Robert Mugabe of Zimbabwe and Fidel Castro of Cuba were the biggest hits among the self-styled green movement.

And Barack Obama has openly placed himself at their service.




CONTROL FREAK 

The purpose of the entire “green” enterprise is obvious and, if it were not, we need only look to the comments of Rajendra Pachauri, head of the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, who told the UK’s left-wing Observer newspaper that prosperous lifestyles of people in the West simply had to be curtailed. To bring this about, he advocated imposition of what even the Observer called “radical” taxes, stipulating as well that automobile use must be “curbed” by the state—or some other authority (like the UN).29


When pondering the advice of this sage so influential with our president, also consider the welcome he received from a member of the European Parliament, Roger Helmer, when Pachauri joined noted expert Paul McCartney in a special session to hector the European Parliament about eating meat. Meat, as you must know, comes from dangerously flatulent cows who threaten the climate. As Helmer facetiously noted,
Dr. Pachauri is especially well qualified to advise on climate issues. He commenced his tertiary education at The Indian Railways Institute of Mechanical and Electrical Engineering in Jamalpur, Bihar. He began his career at the Diesel Locomotive Works in Varanasi. He later went to America where he took a Master’s degree in Industrial Engineering, and a joint PhD in Industrial Engineering and Economics from the North Carolina State University. Critics may carp that his education bears little relation to climate issues, to Climatology or Atmospheric Physics, but he is nonetheless well placed to offer improbable solutions to highly speculative problems, and of course Paul McCartney is equally well-qualified in climate science.30






Then again, this agenda has never actually been about climate. It is about ideology and control—as in controlling others to conform to your ideology.

As columnist George Will noted, “[L]ong before climate change became another excuse for disparaging America’s ‘automobile culture, ’ many liberal intellectuals were bothered by the automobile. It subverted their agenda of expanding government—meaning their supervision of other peoples’ lives.”31 The American Enterprise Institute’s Nick Schulz spotted a spasm of candor from a scientist sympathetic to Pachauri’s cause, one who has long played a leading role in promoting this agenda. Ken Caldeira blustered to Yale Environment 360, “I believe that we should be outlawing the production of devices that emit carbon dioxide.”32


These measures are clearly just an excuse to seize your rights in the name of a planetary crisis that, in itself, was designed with the same end in mind.

As a halfway measure, Obama’s Environmental Protection Agency chief put in context the federal government’s takeover of American car companies (a takeover which, by chance, was announced with “climate Czar” Carol Browner standing prominently next to the president). Administrator Lisa Jackson revealed how this step was the natural response to free enterprise—not misbegotten government policies, of course—having gotten us all into this problems. Besides, “what this country needs is a single national road map that tells auto makers who are trying to become solvent again what kind of car it is they need to be designing and building for the American people.”33  This caused even an NPR reporter to ask whether that’s really how Team Obama views the government and its role, prompting Jackson’s insistence that individual actors and the market created the problems, so government direction was needed to get us out of them.34  Our current governing class tells us the state really had no hand in orchestrating the situation, after all.

Team Obama’s efforts to “fundamentally transform the United States of America”35 were immediate, widespread, and sweeping. The  National Journal featured a debate about “livability” after someone there noticed that “the Obama administration and leading congressional Democrats appear to be making the creation of ‘livable communities’… a central transportation policy goal.”36 However, the “livability” and “happiness” indexes fetishized by the Left are code for coerced inconvenience, discomfort, or merely sameness, trading off individuals’ liberties to remove distinctions brought about by unfair quirks such as differences in ingenuity or hard work. But our superiors know that these differences are really only the product of a world in which the successful have won life’s lottery, so the spoils need to be spread around a bit.

Livability and the like serve as the rationale for all manner of intrusions.  Innovation NewsBriefs in October 2009 noted that it was “the Administration’s intent to increase the federal role in shaping local development patterns and influencing travel behavior. ‘Smart growth’ planning and shifting more automobile travel to public transportation have been long-standing goals of progressive planners and assorted anti-sprawl activists, but these goals may now become a matter of federal policy under the Administration’s ‘livability’ initiative.”37


Secretary of Transportation Ray LaHood did Obama no favors by candidly defending against inquiries about this, stressing that it’s no big deal. In fact, he pointed out, “about everything we do around here is government intrusion in peoples’ lives.”38 (House Majority Whip James Clyburn helpfully added soon thereafter, “There’s nothing in the Constitution that says that the federal government has anything  to do with most of the stuff we do.”39 What a team.) In response to the serial intrusions of the federal government into land-use and other local decisions, George Will labeled LaHood the administration’s Secretary of Behavior Modification.40 On this front, there are also a couple of czars LaHood will have to answer to, as we shall see.

The scheming is easy to spot. The Manhattan Institute’s Max Schulz pointed out that the House-passed cap-and-trade bill included the Left’s catnip word “planning” sixty-nine times.41


Buy or sell a home? The global warming agenda has a few things to talk to you about first, inducing costly improvements you have to make before you can hand over the keys, all set forth in the House-passed global warming bill.42 After the Obama administration bragged about its plans for more expensive, energy-efficient appliance models in new homes, an embarrassing EPA audit emerged “casting doubt on the greenhouse gas emissions reductions claimed by U.S. EPA’s most significant climate program,” according to trade-press outlet Climate Wire.43 It seems that cheaper off-brand appliances met or exceeded the “EnergyStar”-labeled appliances favored by the Environmental Protection Agency.

Obama and his allies are unlikely to admit with any regularity that their real objectives are social engineering and curtailing your freedom. But that is the agenda, and it is discernable in many of their statements and most of their actions. And it’s an agenda that will first require brainwashing the young, it seems, made necessary because, as the IPCC’s Rajenda Pachauri told the Observer, the rest of us have been “corrupted” by prosperity and comfort.44 Sadly, our own president agrees.





CHAPTER 2

RENEWABLE FOOLS


We are told by President Obama that we need to mandate  politically correct energy sources just like Europe. Indeed, American liberals are infatuated with the idea of Europe’s green mandates and other market socialism—viewed from the ivory tower or through the lens of the tourist. This is particularly true when it affords lefties the opportunity to despair of their own country. As we will address the Spanish and German mythologies promoted by Obama in some detail later, let us consider New York Times columnist, global warming alarmist, energy scold, and 11,400 square-foot, 7.5 bathroom mansion-dweller Thomas Friedman, who continues to write silly green things like this screed coinciding with the Kyoto II talks in Copenhagen: 
As I listened to Denmark’s minister of economic and business affairs describe how her country used higher energy taxes to stimulate innovation in green power and then recycled the tax revenues back to Danish industry to consumers to make it easier for them to make and buy the new clean technologies, it all sounded so, well, intelligent. . . . So I asked the Danish minister: “Tell me, what planet are you people from?” [Lene] Espersen laughed. But I didn’t. How long are we Americans going to go on thinking that we can thrive in the 21st century when doing the optimal things—whether for energy, health care, education or the deficit—are “off the table.”





Let us pause for a moment and remind ourselves that Friedman is crushed by our refusal to charge forward into the twenty-first century by going back to wind power. Think about it.

Friedman continued:
Sorry, but there are no good ideas proven to work in other democratic/capitalist societies that we can afford to shove off our table—not when we need to build a knowledge economy with good jobs and everyone else is trying to do the same.

“Already the green taxes here are quite high,” said Espersen. “And even though we know this is not popular with business and industry, it has made all the difference for us. It forced our businesses to become more energy efficient and innovative, and this meant that, suddenly, we were inventing things nobody else was inventing because our businesses needed to be competitive.”1







Espersen’s math, which is straight from a leftist think tank white paper, is as follows: make electricity from disfavored sources really expensive, and spectacularly subsidized, politically favored electricity will in relative terms be made cost-competitive, which pain will in turn make you invent stuff and figure out how to be even more competitive. Notice the paucity of details (in the original, as well) about precisely what it is that high taxes forced the Danes to invent, or why we can’t now use their miracle inventions, too. There’s a reason for that.

First, the implication of much of what Espersen says is absurd when it isn’t misleading, assuming Friedman excerpted it true to her arguments. Friedman’s anti-anti-tax rant that followed indicates he fully understands the basic, academic theory of raising taxes to make people behave and calling it success. A theory which he liked, as people generally do who incessantly write in petulant disgust about how Americans don’t pay enough for energy. But the part the credulous Friedman really gulped down was that bit about how Denmark “innovated” thanks to tax hikes, then gave some of the money back to allow people to afford the miracle energy innovations (like windmills), which—you should recall even if left unsaid by Espersen and her interlocutor—were so miraculous and innovative that they had to be mandated.

Had Friedman walked into the interview either with a better understanding of Denmark’s system, or at least not having checked every journalistic instinct at Customs, he might also have drilled down a little—like the Danes who, thanks to drilling all over the North Sea, Greenland, and elsewhere in the Arctic, have tremendous oil and gas wealth to help underwrite their social experimentation. One Danish think-tanker I know says that the real lesson to take from  his country’s experience is “drill, baby, drill!” (Someone bring Friedman the smelling salts.) So, shall we do that, too? This underwriting from oil and gas revenue is in addition to taxes making Denmark’s household electricity rates (that President Obama might praise as “skyrocketing”) the highest in Europe,2 four times what they are here in the United States (and nearly three times what we pay for petrol).3  Not that they’ve reduced their carbon dioxide emissions, supposedly the point of the whole, expensive affair. They haven’t.4


Reading Friedman on Espersen, you may have mused, Why, just imagine how competitive we could be if we simply adopted whatever miracle technologies Espersen hints are used by Danish industry, but without the crushing energy tax burden (which, Espersen implied, was piled on to force industry to do what the state just knew they were capable of doing, but were too stubborn to pursue). After all, if Denmark has now done the hard part for us, we can just grab their competitiveness-enhancing tricks and trinkets and avoid the pain.

But her implication is false, and Friedman either did not know or chose not to share with his readers that this burden is not, in fact, placed on Danish industry, even if he teams with the minister to imply that their shouldering it is proof of the ability of industry to be competitive despite huge energy price hikes. In truth, Danish businesses are spared that electricity taxation burden—precisely because it would be competitiveness-killing—by heaping it ever more punitively on their customers: Danish families.5 As Danish energy experts have written, “In contrast and in order to keep Danish industry competitive, power to industry is hardly taxed at all.”6


Clearly, either the Danish minister was embellishing because the truth hurts, or Friedman was too busy to ask for details, engrossed in pouting about the unpopularity among his countrymen of punitive  household energy taxes—which force the Danish masses into little, un-Friedman-like homes.

And of course, there are those other, staggering taxes Espersen did obliquely allude to, like a “value added tax” which, combined with other targeted “special duties” on automobiles, leave the Danes joking that it’s a good thing they don’t get all of the cars they pay for, because where would they put them?

It does not seem to have occurred to Friedman that the Danes are not jealously guarding their miracle inventions that could make us competitive and clean and blonde and morally superior, too. We certainly could elect to buy the windmills and whatever other “green” innovations the minister was too modest to cite. It would be cheaper for us to do so than for the Danes, because we learn from Thomas Friedman that they are having only some portion of their confiscated wealth returned to them, while we are not yet to the point of having that remaining portion of our wealth confiscated in the first place.

So, I suppose I join Mr. Friedman in puzzlement about why we don’t just do this, too. Because, although it’s clear he wants a mandate, voluntarism by the committed would be a start. Some of us can afford it—people who live in mansions, for example. Next time you see him, ask Tom Friedman how much he paid for his windmills on his Bethesda compound. Just to see how insanely cost-effective these things really are, or how cheap his virtue really is.




BLOWING SUNSHINE ABOUT WIND POWER 

We hear how “The wind and sun provide a free source of energy!”, which might just be the most disingenuous rallying cry in the energy debate (putting aside the dishonesty of alarmist global warming  rhetoric, which is in a category of its own). While it is true that the wind and sun are free, wind power and solar power are bloody expensive. Furthermore, the claim is fairly irrelevant. Coal on your land is as free as the wind that blows across it. It costs money to transform the coal, just like the wind and sun, into useable form. But unlike the wind and sun, coal is a cost-effective energy source. Coal is concentrated energy; sunlight and wind are not. They are diffuse. According to William Tucker, author of the book Terrestrial Energy, “Sunlight and wind and so-called ‘renewables’ are even more diluted than wood, by a factor of about 10 to 50.”7


So these greenie talking points are aimed at distraction. If you fail to be distracted, you confront the apples-and-oranges comparison: intermittent wind, like solar, cannot replace coal because it cannot provide that which we are really in search of, which is baseload power. Baseload power is the threshold level of power generation that allows us to run public schools, hospitals, the institutions of government, and—horrors—private enterprise during normal business hours.

It is only the serious blowhard who touts windmills as acceptable replacements for reliable energy sources like coal and nuclear. But we now have some serious blowhards, indeed, on the public pad.

For example, in April 2009, Jon Wellinghoff, Obama’s appointee to chair the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), declared that the United States had no need of new nuclear or coal baseload electricity generation, and that wind was going to be the “cheapest thing to do.”8


No, that is not a typo. This is the mindset which is guiding our nation’s energy planning.

Mr. Wellinghoff’s official biography states he attended the now-defunct Antioch Law School in Washington, D.C., founded as somewhat of an experiment in creating activist members of the bar  by social militants also instrumental in establishing the taxpayer-funded, and therefore scandalously left-wing Legal Services Corporation.9 Wellinghoff apparently graduated in Antioch’s inaugural class (1975, the school having been established in 1972). Antioch did progress eventually to gain provisional accreditation by the American Bar Association in 1991.

This bio also notes that, as a private lawyer, Wellinghoff authored Nevada’s renewables-quota law which, it boasts, was one of only two across the country to receive the seal of approval by the far-left Union of Concerned Scientists.10


These facts reveal and help explain the troubling worldview of the chairman of a regulatory body with significant decision-making authority over critical energy decisions. Wellinghoff’s claim that the wind will set us free violates common sense (assuming he actually believes it), and is the sort generally made only by the most dogmatic anti-development activist.

By coincidence, the statement came just two weeks after an equally ludicrous claim was made by Interior Secretary Ken Salazar. He was part of the administration’s effort to reverse public sentiment, which, on the heels of a gas price spike in 2008, was in favor of increased domestic energy production. Salazar told an audience in Atlantic City that windmills off the East Coast could generate enough electricity to replace most and possibly even all of the coal-fired power plants in the United States.11


Politics aside, Dr. Robert Peltier, editor in chief of Power magazine, didn’t take kindly to such sophomoric rhetoric, calling it “fantasy” and “pure bluster.” What got Dr. Peltier’s ire was Salazar’s absurd claim that it was feasible to develop over 1,000 gigawatts of power, “the equivalent of energy produced from 3,000 medium-sized coal-fired power plants.”12 Wrote Peltier, “If we were to accept Salazar’s  vision of the potential for offshore wind, the entire 1,800-mile length of the Atlantic coast would be filled with wind turbines to replace our 1,470 coal plants and more than 15,000 other power plants. Ignoring the obvious transmission and distribution difficulties, the cost of these installations, and the price of the power produced, a little elementary school math reveals Salazar’s vision as a fantasy.”13


The reason, as Peltier details, is that even if wealthy elites like the Kennedys and Kerrys, who demand that the nation rely on wind power located near other people,14 suddenly dropped opposition to putting wind where it makes the most sense—in very windy places closest to its customers, where it also pollutes their scenic views—the contraptions still require wide spacing and, therefore, hundreds of square miles simply to supplant one decent sized coal-fired power plant (in theory, but impossible in practice due to wind’s intermittent nature).

“If we assume the entire eastern coastline were open to development, then there is room for 3,600 wind turbines, one row deep. Also, if the rating of all these new turbines were the same as for Cape Wind”—that’s the project stalled by the Kennedys and Kerrys of the world for threatening their views—“then to replace the entire nation’s installed capacity with a like amount of offshore capacity requires 334,462 wind turbines. In other words, the entire east coast would have wind turbines … located every half-mile and 93 turbines deep (over 30 miles) out to sea,”15 Peltier wrote.

And you thought your power bills were tough to meet now. Peltier referenced a study by the Ocean Energy Institute seeking an enormous 5,000-MW offshore wind farm in the Gulf of Maine.16 You see, all wind power is expensive, spotty, and requires duplicate investment in conventional backup electricity, because it only works when it feels like it. It’s sort of like having to make payments for two cars because  one is always breaking down. With greens aggressively blocking windmills just about anywhere they’re proposed onshore, wind mavens looked offshore, where the gadgets still require backup. Problematically, far from being out in the dusty plains far away from most anyone, the view offshore generally belongs to rich people…who know other people, like judges, lawyers, zoning chairmen, and politicians. Further, because of the intricacies of tethering the things and special transmission requirements all related to their being out in the ocean, offshore windmills cost between 2.5 and 3 times as much to build and operate as new conventional energy plants, even despite conventional plants having to pay for their fuel.17


So, Peltier wrote, “Extrapolating that estimate to 334,462 wind turbines I calculated above produces an estimate with so many zeroes my calculator gives me a zero overflow error.”

It also gives our enemies and trade competitors goose bumps of excitement.

Now recall how these enormous windmill displays around the world have not yet resulted in the retirement of any of those coalfired—or gas—power plants, because those reliable plants remain necessary, 24/7, to back up turbines driven solely by the intermittent wind. Sadly, the wind blows not during summer days when it is hot and the system needs the extra juice, but generally in the wintertime at night. That’s true in Denmark, too, incidentally.

In Ohio, an anti-windmill activist named Tom Stacy dared contradict the president—who actually calls windmills a “new technology,” sigh—by noting, with slightly greater historical accuracy than Obama, that “Wind is an ancient and largely discarded technology that can only provide volatile, sporadic energy, not the modern power performance and effective capacity we rely upon for affordable, secure electricity.” He also noted that widespread installation of  windmills “will not close one coal plant.”18 Audit this man’s taxes and sign him up for a death panel consultation!


Gas-fired electricity can be dialed up and down with wind activity, though coal cannot jerk its electricity production up and down quite so easily. Of course, hydroelectric power (considered a no-no because it’s mean to fish) can readily supply the need of any wind-heavy system for backup, easily shot into the system’s veins when the wind chooses not to cooperate. Whatever the “backup”—an odd choice of words given that windmills only work something less than one-third of the time and the sun is equally fickle—renewable energy’s requirement of near-100 percent back-stopping capacity that can be dialed up and down in practice means that wind (or solar) cannot really be “substitutes.”

Were we to replicate the relative production of Obama’s model Denmark (an absurd choice given its population is half the size of Manhattan’s), we would need those nice Canadians to build an enormous number of dams as well as nukes just to be ready for when we need the power. That’s how Denmark has done it, but with Norway, Sweden, and Germany providing the “easy” backup from those sources. In return, Denmark sends much of its—to the Danes, often useless—wind energy to its neighbors for prices that drop the more the wind blows . . . all the way down to the can’t miss price of zero cents per kilowatt hour.19


For the Swedes and Norwegians, this odd case of Danish conscience-soothing wastage is essentially without direct cost—indirectly, of course, they did build all of that excess hydro storage and nuke capacity, enabling this game. But it is subsidized by the Danes paying the highest residential electricity rates in Europe. Gestures aren’t always cheap, particularly green ones.

Given that we haven’t built nukes here in three decades and new dams are unlikely, you will see in more detail later why the gas industry is pushing the windmill and solar mandates. They mean more gas plants, not fewer, and a whole lot of additional expense and waste. And, yes, paying to build roughly twice the capacity you are using does impact your electricity rates, just as would two car payments.

It is inescapable that the wind power that Obama administration officials recklessly insist we can rely on to replace coal and nuclear is variable, not just by the particular month due to seasonal variations, and an individual day due to weather patterns, but by the hour (if the wind blows, it prefers certain times of day), and by the minute (in other words, gusts). In short, its availability has no relationship to demand. Other than that, sure, you can replace traditional sources of energy.

So, the energy ideas spouted by Obama’s senior policy officials are bluster and fantasy. Even Obama was caught telling a renewable energy activist on a “rope line” haranguing the president to follow through on making such foolish rhetoric into policy, that, “They can’t do it. The technology’s not there.”20 By this time he had been in office for a year and possibly some sort of reality had set in. Yet the only result of Obama’s supposed newfound knowledge is pro-nuclear rhetoric, along with a promised loan guarantee for one or two nuclear projects. These promises, though, represent merely one-fiftieth of the nuclear capacity that Obama’s own economic assessments include in order to produce their phony “cap-and-trade” cost estimates, aspects of which are discussed later. However, almost as a rebuke to Obama’s support for one new nuke, in 2010 liberal Vermont voted to force its only reactor to close down by 2012. This is the biggest anti-nuke win since the 1970s hysteria put a stop to building new reactors and was taken as a sign that no “renaissance” is actually in the offing.21


At precisely his one-year mark Obama’s Energy Department issued a report22 making a far more qualified, less fantastic (though still unbelievable)23 claim that wind could replace coal and natural gas for 20 to 30 percent of the electricity used in the eastern two-thirds of the United States by 2024. This came from the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, a beehive of ideological activists. My Freedom of Information Act requests to this government agency revealed that their smear of a “green jobs” study and its authors was coordinated with none other than the wind energy’s Washington, D.C., lobby, as discussed later. Just so you know how independent such claims are.

Team Obama’s green fantasizing represents bluster of a very dangerous sort, because it is bluster that, whether or not its speakers believe it, underlies all of their environmental and economic policies, as well. Which is to say, they are recklessly destining you to an energy and economic debacle.




THE REPLACEMENTS 

Given how the greens are wedded to this notion that we can replace traditional energy sources with renewables, let’s examine a little more closely the idea that little or no construction of coal or nuclear plants need be allowed thanks to the promise of windmills and solar panels.

In assailing the Obama administration perspective, Power magazine’s Dr. Robert Peltier did offer ritual fealty to the not unreasonable strategy calling simply for “all of the above,” including wind, but concluded: “[T]o represent offshore wind as capable of supplying the nation’s entire electricity needs is just pure bluster.”24 Wherever you try this, on land or sea, it takes an enormous amount of space, approximately 100 times as much space as coal or nuclear.25 And if  you consider the entire plant’s life-cycle energy requirements, this can even use more energy than it produces. Further, as newly wind-crazy West Texas learned the hard way with rolling blackouts in February 2008, sometimes the wind just stops blowing (when you need it most, during hot summer days), putting the entire operating system in peril.26


Consider an August 2009 Bloomberg story, “Wind Promises Blackouts as Obama Strains Grid With Renewables,” which opened by daring to note that “President Barack Obama’s push for wind and solar energy to wean the U.S. from foreign oil carries a hidden cost: overburdening the nation’s electrical grid and increasing the threat of blackouts.”27 Surely you’ve heard this?

Just how unreasonable Team Obama’s assertions are was detailed by Art Robinson, a scientist, former colleague of Linus Pauling, and someone who knows the absurdity of government intervention in energy production. Robinson dissected an early Obama speech touting a government-created solar electricity array at Nellis Air Force Base in Nevada, which Obama called the technology’s crowning achievement, to illustrate the insanity of favoring such boondoggles at the expense of allowing proven, reliable performers to perform.

Although Obama was at Nellis to brag on solar, he repeated the spectacular fib about Denmark getting one-fifth of its electricity from windmills. Denmark, a tiny country which openly admits it has “carpeted” the lesser populated areas of its country with the sometimes-deadly eyesores, uses wind to produce from 4.7 percent of the electricity it uses (2006) to 12 percent (2007), depending on how good the wind is in any given year.28 Again, why make things up if the truth is compelling? The root of the fib is the fact that Denmark produces the equivalent of 20 percent of the quantity of electricity that it uses, but as already noted, much of that is offloaded to the Germans, Norwegians, and Swedes, which countries sell the Danes  nuclear and hydroelectric power29 (not give), and which Danes have been led to believe was produced by their own windmills they pay so dearly for. Incidentally, that also bursts the bubble of the other popular mythology of the Danes being not only wind-happy but nuke-free.

Robinson, in a piece for Environment & Climate News,30 began his analysis of the audacious claims by offering some perspective, noting that not too far away from where Obama spoke there sits what was, in 1988, state-of-the-art nuclear technology, which we stopped building even as the world continued to implement further technological innovations. This is the three-reactor Palo Verde nuclear plant in Arizona, producing six times the electricity of the Hoover Dam.31 That makes Hoover as productive as half of one of Palo Verde’s reactors. Palo Verde was intended to have ten reactors, but green alarmist campaigning stopped the other seven from being built.

Replacing our nuclear fleet’s production with solar arrays like those at Nellis would, by Robinson’s calculations, require 3.75 million acres or 5,862 square miles of solar cells.32 Now you see why even Denmark’s modest (particularly relative to its claims) windmill contribution is called its “wind carpet.” To take green rhetoric to its logical conclusion, Robinson figures that for the astronomical sum of $30 trillion (about 38 “stimulus” bills) and a waiver of environmentalist legal obstruction, you could produce the equivalent of our energy needs—say, to also provide the juice for the plug-in cars we are to drive—by laying down 70,000 square miles of solar panels covering an area the size of Maryland, Hawaii, Massachusetts, Vermont, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Connecticut, Delaware, Rhode Island, and Washington, D.C.33 Robinson calculates that to replace Palo Verde now would cost an estimated $6 billion (in capital costs, excluding the regulatory hurdles thrown in the way).

Clearly, there is no “replacing” reliable energy with renewables.

Our future as represented by the Nellis installation—constructed at a cost of $100 million and occupying 140 acres of what is typically called by the greens “critical habitat”—is surely a less productive one.34 According to Robinson’s figures, in optimal conditions, this poster-child produces 14 megawatts of electricity, for a reported 30.1 gigawatt hours per year.35 Palo Verde’s cost, adjusted for inflation, was $4.35 billion per reactor (or $13 billion for all three).36 So each reactor cost forty-one times the cost of Nellis’s array in today’s dollars, to produce 297 times the electricity, 24/7, on a far smaller footprint.37


Robinson makes some other interesting calculations in his article, including one revealing the woeful rate of return on capital invested in renewables. It explains how, given the cost to produce, the Nellis solar installation will only become a net energy producer in somewhere between 50 to 100 years (depending on which rate of return you believe). But since solar will only produce electricity for a fraction of that time, and solar panels just don’t last very long, “net producer” status will never occur. By Robinson’s calculations, Palo Verde became a net producer of energy after six years.38


You see why the greens had to stop what they deem financially (and otherwise) “unsustainable”39 nuclear power, and how we will all get rich by requiring the economy to run on such “new” sources of electricity as windmills and solar panels instead? No? Missed that? Possibly this is because you detected how these niche sources can only  survive with mandates, subsidies, and taxes to pay for them. Nuclear power is hardly without its subsidies, but the greens’ ritual claim against nuclear—that it could not operate without what’s known as the “Price-Anderson” government insurance guarantee (providing a fund to cover what’s considered nuclear power’s excessive liability)—is speculation, particularly given nuclear’s success elsewhere in the  world, under a variety of different regulatory (and subsidy) structures.

Government bureaucrats—especially those overseeing “stimulus” funds—are unconcerned that their decisions seeking to encourage certain energy sources over others are driven by political and ideological concerns, rather than economics and technology. As senior advisor Matt Rogers, overseeing stimulus funding at the Department of Energy, said, “We are not in the business of picking winners. We’re creating competition among innovative approaches in the marketplace.”  40 He’s half right. They don’t pick winners. But they have a terrific record of picking losers. In fact, when the government steps in to support unproven ideas, it is generally because private parties taking risks with their own money cannot be rounded up.

Still, what a beautiful euphemism, matched in its insight in the same article by an Elizabeth Salerno, described as director of data and analysis at the wind industry lobby. She counseled that, when it comes to making renewables, specifically windmills, profitable, “Demand is the trigger. But it has to be long-term, stable demand.” Ah. That would be an issue. But she is speaking of demand for something that people don’t want, so it’s the kind of demand that she is acknowledging has to be required by the government.

From Europe we hear a similar plaintive wail from the Euphemism Hall of Fame. As Ed Crooks of Financial Times noted, “Ultimately, however, the only way that the [wind energy] industry will stand any chance at all of attracting the capital it needs is if governments make commitments to guarantee investors’ returns.”41 (This is also the nuclear industry’s argument, though unlike like wind and solar it finds itself in that position not because it cannot provide energy and pay for itself without mandates, but because it has become demonized as the result of decades-long campaigns.)




FADE FROM GREEN TO BLACKOUT 

The more one understands the technologies in play, the harder it becomes to imagine that this taxpayer-funded “renewables” boondoggle is being used as an excuse to block actual productive economic activity. Proven energy sources are slow-walked and confronted with excruciating government hurdles while unreliable sources are promised as what will meet demand. All the while, demand-side management is being imposed to coerce us off energy use. Harder still to conceive is that it gets even more foolish thanks to the behavior of Interior Secretary Ken Salazar’s allies inside and out of government.

We know that, because of cost and intermittent supplies, even massive deployment of wind (or solar) is not an actual “alternative” energy supply. As Fred Barnes has written, “To think that wind and solar or other alternative fuels can fill the energy gap requires a belief in what Adriel Bettelheim of Congressional Quarterly has called the ‘Tinkerbell effect,’ as in Peter Pan. It consists of believing something will happen just because you wish it would.”42


But, as we’ve seen, to even try to make it so would require staggering numbers of the inefficient devices. Of these hypothetical hundreds of thousands of windmills we might install, onshore the greatest concentrations would have to stretch from Texas to Oregon. The Lone Star State notwithstanding, the state and federal government owns the lion’s share of the land in that neighborhood. And then there’s the issue of how it can take up to $2 million per mile to string special transmission wires to hook windmills up to the system.43


That adds up, given that the wind mostly blows, in occasionally useful quantities, way out where no one lives, or in areas populated with people who don’t want to have to look at windmills every day. When it blows in places where people do live, the residents paid a lot of money for those views and aren’t giving them up without a fight.

Douglas Johnson, a research statistician and senior scientist at the U.S. Geological Survey’s Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Center, therefore despairs about these eyesores that “they’re going to be all over the place.”44 Don’t worry, Doug. No, they aren’t. The greens and their pals in the courts won’t let “renewables” go up.

A Wall Street Journal review of the book Cape Wind detailed the elites’ battle to make sure only rubes in flyover country will suffer under the noise or remotest view of wind turbines. The reviewer called the conflict “a ripe subject, populated with the sort of people who would be among the first to count themselves as friends of the Earth but the last to accept an environmentally friendly energy source if it meant the slightest cloud on their ocean views.”45


Windmills aren’t going up in any quantity that matters, and trying to force an economy onto the things, or onto solar and other “renewables,” is treacherous policy for many reasons, not least of which is the excuse it gives the rationers to block new, and even stop existing, reliable electricity production from continuing.

As soon as Salazar uttered his plan to clear out the bureaucratic clutter to accelerate projects despoiling public lands with renewable energy production, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service promised to oppose any wind farms within Wyoming’s core sage grouse population areas.46 It turns out those areas cover a quarter of the state. Needing a few thousand acres of Bureau of Land Management land, the planned China Mountain wind farm in Idaho and Nevada is, at this writing, in trouble due to the fact that it runs through wildlife habitat. The greens’ party line is that animals can’t cope with such intrusions, even though the project is considered necessary for Nevada to meet its windmill quota law, drafted by none other than the man who is now Obama’s pick to chair the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.47


So, really, there’s only so much the greens will allow in the name of the Obama administration’s erstwhile commitment to put these eyesores up everywhere they can, supposedly to “replace” reliable energy generation, and satisfy both present and future demand.

And what about the $11 billion in windmills sought for the Texas Panhandle corridor, since that’s where the wind blows? It turns out that a chicken lives there that merits a high priority listing pending under the Endangered Species Act, and the greens have their priorities: not “green energy,” but no energy.

As reported by Bloomberg, “Federal protection for the chickens will hamper Texas’s plan to add 5,500 megawatts of wind power in the region by 2013, a 60 percent increase for the state. . . . ‘The windiest parts of some of these states seem to be the areas that still have bigger concentrations of prairie chickens,’ [German utility] E.ON chief development officer Patrick Woodson said.”48 Quite the conundrum. Really breaks one’s heart to see companies that have helped advance this silly agenda—like E.ON—finding themselves so frustrated.

California Senator Dianne Feinstein worried aloud about how a Mojave ground squirrel would cope, and similar concerns over critters had already prompted über-green poseur Arnold Schwarzenegger to shock the polite folks at a Yale University gathering by blurting out, “If we cannot put solar power plants in the Mojave desert, I don’t know where the hell we can put it”49 (sic). It turns out that many liberals frantic over “global warming” were even more concerned that tortoises, too, could get depressed if forced to live next to expensive, intermittent energy sources. Also relevant are those nagging realities of the massive quantities of water required to cool them in places that receive very little rainfall, and that they take up vastly more space—in those untouchable wilds—to produce a fraction of the electricity.50  When the sun shines. With few clouds.

An amusing twist to this story is that the Governator’s cousin by marriage, the shrill green activist, and accomplished if generally incoherent ranter, Robert F. Kennedy Jr., was also working to make sure that the relevant parts of the Mojave were not designated as a national monument. And here, at least for a while, the greens appeared to have successfully kept the area off-limits from producing solar energy,51  following the somewhat more dangerous model of Bill Clinton locking up the world’s largest reserve of low-sulfur coal by designating 1.7 million acres of land in southwest Utah as the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument (to the apparent delight of his Lippo Group pal James Riady, who had ties to the next largest coal reserve).52 Kennedy dismissed the greens’ “local” concerns, saying, “[T]hey’re putting the democratic process and sound scientific judgment on hold to jeopardize the energy future of our country.”53


Would it surprise you to learn that Kennedy has a stake in BrightSource Energy Inc., the company the greens discovered “getting a pass,” in their words, to slap these solar contraptions up all over federal lands? It turned out as well that, by chance, he is a senior advisor at VantagePoint Venture Partners, which raised $160 million for the enterprise.54 So, there’s environmentalism and then there’s, you know,  environmentalism.

Still, it’s nice to have RFK Jr., of all people, assert there’s no constitutional basis for the federal Endangered Species Act—those tortoises are merely a “local concern,” hallelujah—but I recall something about Kennedys also opposing windmills off Hyannisport for what even RFK Jr. must admit are far more legitimately called “local concerns”—the vistas of the super-wealthy.

Naturally, the greens also want to block the transmission lines needed for the project, which in their own right “would destroy the entire Mojave Desert ecosystem,” according to David Myers, who runs  a green group opposing putting solar catchers out in such unlikely places as the desert.55


The Los Angeles Times reports that “the presence of sensitive habitat, rare plants and imperiled creatures such as desert tortoises, bighorn sheep and flat-tailed horned lizards threatens to stall or derail some of the [wind and solar] projects closest to securing permits.” Peter Galvin of the hysterically anti-oil, anti-coal “global warming” litigation group the Center for Biological Diversity, somehow managed to say through his grin that “We are not going to just roll over when critical wild lands and last habitats of endangered species are in the mix.”56


Then there’s the “Green Path North,” a proposed power line 80-plus miles long to bring solar and wind power from eastern California deserts to the beautiful people in Los Angeles. LA’s Department of Water and Power (DWP) (a big “global warming” agitator, incidentally, so yet more heartbreaking irony) ran into the buzz-saw of its beloved green groups and now has decided to abandon its plans, which had already cost it millions of dollars.57 DWP also halted plans for a 970-acre solar farm near the Salton Sea.58 Wash, rinse, and repeat, all around the country.

More than a dozen green groups have also asked the federal government—meaning the compliant Obama administration—to block more than 6,000 miles of electricity transmission corridors on Western public lands, because they would carry coal-fired power instead of electricity from windmills. Not that a proposed windmill transmission line would be acceptable. The greens would just change their excuse. According to E&E News, “Katie Renshaw, an Earthjustice attorney who helped lead the suit, said the groups are hoping the Obama administration will decide not to defend the corridors and to instead sit down and discuss a possible settlement.”59 She said the  administration’s and the groups’ goals are in sync. This is one cooperative way to repeal administrative decisions advanced under the Bush administration while keeping Obama’s fingerprints light.

No windmills are to go up in Oregon’s Blue Mountain foothills, either, according to other green groups. “It is a critical wintering range for deer and elk,” says spokesman Richard Jolly.60 Apparently deer and elk don’t favor the flavor of all that free bird and bat carcass the windmills would provide. Proposed Southern California wind farms have a history of running into greens protecting a buzzard labeled far more gracefully than its appearance warrants, the California Condor, which doesn’t fare well against the blades.61


But by demanding millions of these Cuisinarts of the air, the greens, in theory, also demand massive mortality of things that fly. It seems that the same currents on which the animals migrate are the ones that would (occasionally) spin the turbines. To meet the president’s request that 20 percent of the nation’s energy comes from renewable sources by 2030, the number of turbines would have to increase 30-fold. “At current mortality rates, the wind industry would be killing between 900,000 and 1.8 million birds per year,” according to George Wallace of the American Bird Conservancy.62 That’s a lot of birds. Imagine if those windmill rotors actually turned more often.
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