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***Aff Answers
Non Unique- Coal

Non unique- Coal industry failing now

Brown 6/28/11 [Lester R. Brown, Founder and President of Earth Policy Institute, Jun 28, 2011, “The Good News About Coal”, IPS, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=56271]

WASHINGTON, Jun 28, 2011 (IPS) - During the years when governments and the media were focused on preparations for the 2009 Copenhagen climate negotiations, a powerful climate movement was emerging in the United States: the movement opposing the construction of new coal-fired power plants. Environmental groups, both national and local, are opposing coal plants because they are the primary driver of climate change. Emissions from coal plants are also responsible for 13,200 U.S. deaths annually - a number that dwarfs the U.S. lives lost in Iraq and Afghanistan combined. What began as a few local ripples of resistance quickly evolved into a national tidal wave of grassroots opposition from environmental, health, farm, and community organisations. Despite a heavily funded industry campaign to promote "clean coal", the American public is turning against coal. In a national poll that asked which electricity source people would prefer, only three percent chose coal. The Sierra Club, which has kept a tally of proposed coal-fired power plants and their fates since 2000, reports that 152 plants in the United States have been defeated or abandoned. An early turning point in the coal war came in June 2007, when Florida's Public Service Commission refused to license a huge 5.7- billion-dollar, 1,960-megawatt coal plant because the utility proposing it could not prove that building the plant would be cheaper than investing in conservation, efficiency, or renewable energy. This point, frequently made by lawyers from Earthjustice, a nonprofit environmental legal group, combined with widely expressed public opposition to any more coal-fired power plants in Florida, led to the quiet withdrawal of four other coal plant proposals in the state. Coal's future also suffered as Wall Street, pressured by the Rainforest Action Network, turned its back on the industry. In February 2008, investment banks Morgan Stanley, Citi, J.P. Morgan Chase, and Bank of America announced that any future lending for coal- fired power would be contingent on the utilities demonstrating that the plants would be economically viable with the higher costs associated with future federal restrictions on carbon emissions. 

Non unique- Domestic movements

Brown 6/28/11 [Lester R. Brown, Founder and President of Earth Policy Institute, Jun 28, 2011, “The Good News About Coal”, IPS, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=56271]

The coal industry practice of blasting off mountaintops to get at coal seams is also under fire. In August 2010, the Rainforest Action Network announced that several leading U.S. investment banks, including Bank of America, J.P. Morgan, Citi, Morgan Stanley, and Wells Fargo, had ceased lending to companies involved in mountaintop removal coal mining. Massey Energy, a large coal mining company notorious for its violations of environmental and safety regulations and the owner of the West Virginia mine where 29 miners died in 2010, lost all funding from three of the banks. Now that the United States has, in effect, a near de facto moratorium on the licensing of new coal-fired power plants, several environmental groups, including the Sierra Club and Greenpeace, are starting to focus on closing existing coal plants. Utilities are beginning to recognise that coal is not a viable long- term option. TVA announced in August 2010 that it was planning to close nine of its 59 coal-generating units. Duke Energy, another major southeastern utility, followed with an announcement that it was considering the closure of seven coal-fired units in North and South Carolina alone. Progress Energy, also in the Carolinas, is planning to close 11 units at four sites. In Pennsylvania, Exelon Power is preparing to close four coal units at two sites. Xcel Energy, the dominant utility in Colorado, announced it was closing seven coal units. And in April 2011, TVA agreed to close another nine units as part of a legal settlement with EPA. In an analysis of the future of coal, Wood Mackenzie, a leading energy consulting and research firm, describes these closings as a harbinger of things to come for the coal industry. The chairman of the powerful U.S. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Jon Wellinghoff, observed in early 2009 that the United States may no longer need any additional coal plants. Regulators, investment banks, and political leaders are now beginning to see what has been obvious for some time to climate scientists such as James Hansen: that it makes no sense to build coal-fired power plants only to have to bulldoze them in a few years. Closing coal plants in the United States may be much easier than it appears. If the efficiency level of the other 49 states were raised to that of New York, the most energy-efficient state, the energy saved would be sufficient to close 80 percent of the country's coal-fired power plants. The remaining plants could be shut down by turning to wind, solar, and geothermal energy. 

Coal industry declining and Renewable climbing

Investor’s Business Daily 6/28/11 [Donna Howell, 06/28/2011, “Giving Dirty Coal A Carbon Scrub Easier Said Than Done”, Investor’s Business Daily, http://www.investors.com/NewsAndAnalysis/Article/576774/201106281857/Clean-Coal-Must-Deliver-Soon.htm]

Easier said than done. "Clean coal" is very expensive and the industry wants big government subsidies for tech research that could bring down costs over time.

Coal is cheap and plentiful, generating 45% of America's electricity. But it's also the dirtiest source. With regulators about to impose major carbon caps, meeting America's energy needs via coal depends on cleaning it up inexpensively. Easier said than done. "Clean coal" is very expensive and the industry wants big government subsidies for tech research that could bring down costs over time. By early fall the Environmental Protection Agency is expected to propose rules to cut power plants' greenhouse gas output. Utilities may shut many smaller coal plants as a result. Meantime, cleaner-burning natural gas supplies have soared and prices have fallen, thanks to plentiful shale. Wind and solar generating capacity is growing rapidly on the backs of subsidies and mandates, though from a low base.

Non Unique- Clean Coal

No Clean Coal- Courts and disasters

The New York Times 09 [Editorial, January 22, 2009, “Collapse of the Clean Coal Myth”, The New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/01/23/opinion/23fri3.html]

In December, hundreds of acres of Roane County in eastern Tennessee were buried under a billion gallons of toxic coal sludge after the collapse of one of the T.V.A.’s containment ponds. It was an accident waiting to happen and an alarm bell for Congress and federal regulators. Senator Barbara Boxer of California noted that coal combustion in this country produces 130 million tons of coal ash every year — enough to fill a train of boxcars stretching from Washington, D.C., to Australia. Amazingly, the task of regulating the more than 600 landfills and impoundments holding this ash is left to the states, which are more often lax than not. Ms. Boxer will press the Obama administration to devise rules for the disposal of coal ash as well as design and construction standards for the impoundments. Just as the T.V.A. was dealing with this mess, Lacy Thornburg, a federal district judge in North Carolina, ordered the giant utility to reduce emissions from four coal-fired power plants that had been sending pollution into North Carolina. The ruling validated an unusual legal strategy adopted by North Carolina’s attorney general, Roy Cooper, who sued the T.V.A. in 2006 on grounds that pollution from its power plants in Alabama, Tennessee and Kentucky constituted a “public nuisance” to the citizens of his state. Mr. Cooper chose this route because the Bush administration had systematically weakened regulations that had been used in the past to force power companies to clean up their emissions. Taken together, the coal ash disaster and Judge Thornburg’s ruling did much to undercut the coal industry’s cheery “clean coal” campaign, whose ads would have us believe that low-polluting coal is here or just around the corner.

Non Unique and Impact Turn

Non unique and Coal causes warming

Brown 6/28/11 [Lester R. Brown, Founder and President of Earth Policy Institute, Jun 28, 2011, “The Good News About Coal”, IPS, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=56271]

The U.S. transition from coal to renewables is under way. Between 2007 and 2010, U.S. coal use dropped eight percent. During the same period, and despite the recession, 300 new wind farms came online, adding some 23,000 megawatts of wind-generating capacity. With the likelihood that few, if any, new coal-fired power plants will be approved in the United States, this moratorium sends a message to the world. Denmark and New Zealand have already banned new coal-fired power plants. As of late 2010, Hungary was on the verge of closing its one remaining coal plant. Ontario Province, where 39 percent of Canadians live, plans to phase out coal entirely by 2014. Scotland announced in September 2010 that it plans to get 100 percent of its electricity from renewables by 2025, backing out coal entirely. In May 2011, that target date was pushed up to 2020. Even China is surging ahead with renewable energy and now leads the world in new wind farm installations. These and other developments suggest that the Plan B goal of cutting carbon emissions 80 percent by 2020 may be much more attainable than many would have thought a few years ago. The restructuring of the energy economy will not only dramatically drop carbon emissions, helping to stabilise climate, it will also eliminate much of the air pollution that we know today. The idea of a pollution-free environment is difficult for us even to imagine, simply because none of us has ever known an energy economy that was not highly polluting. Working in coal mines will be history. Black lung disease will eventually disappear. So too will 'code red' alerts warning us to avoid strenuous exercise because of dangerous levels of air pollution. And, finally, in contrast to investments in oil fields and coal mines, where depletion and abandonment are inevitable, the new energy sources are inexhaustible. While wind turbines, solar cells, and solar thermal systems will all need repair and occasional replacement, investing in these new energy sources means investing in energy systems that can last forever. Although some of the prospects look good for moving away from coal, timing is key. Can we close coal-fired power plants fast enough to save the Greenland ice sheet? If not, sea level will rise 23 feet. Hundreds of coastal cities will be abandoned. The rice-growing river deltas of Asia will be underwater. And there will be hundreds of millions of rising-sea refugees. If we cannot mobilise to save the Greenland ice sheet, we probably cannot save civilisation as we know it. 

Uniqueness Overwhelms the Link

Renewable energy can’t replace coal for years 

Li and Fan 08 (Fanxing and Liang-Shsih, Li is a Research Scientist at Ohio State University and Fan is a research scientist at Ohio State University in chemical engineering, “Clean coal conversion processes – progress and challenges” pg. 248-249)

Energy and global warming are two intertwined issues of significant magnitude in the modern era. With oil prices rising above $120/barrel and atmosphericCO2 levels increasing at a rate greater than 1.5 ppm each year,1–3 an urgent need exists for development of clean and cost effective energy conversion processes. Renewable energy sources such as hydro, wind, solar, geothermal, and biomass will help reduce anthropogenic CO2 emissions by mitigating fossil fuel consumption. However, with the high cost, geological constraints, and intermittency issues, renewable energy is not likely to contribute to a significant share of the total energy demands in the foreseeable future.4,5 Similarly, concerns over plant safety and radioactive waste disposal will impede the wide utilization of nuclear power.6 Thus, despite high crude oil and natural gas prices, fossil fuels will continue to provide more than 85% of the overall world energy consumption for the next several decades.7 US DOE studies indicate that the consumption of coal as an energy resource is more responsive to crude oil price fluctuations than renewable energy sources in the near term, and coal could regain its role as a major energy source by 2030.7 Fig. 1 shows the impact of oil prices on the consumption of coal and other energy sources. The attractiveness of coal lies in its abundant reserves and stable prices when compared to both oil and natural gas. Without the implementation of pollution control, enhanced coal usage will result in serious environmental impacts since coal contains various contaminants and is the most carbon-intensive energy source. Of major global concern is the fact that the combustion of fossil fuels releases 27 gigatons of CO2 each year.7,8 With increasing coal consumption, the anthropogenic CO2 emission rate may reach well over 40 gigatons per year within the next two decades in the absence of effective CO2 mitigation techniques.7,8 Therefore, modern coal conversion technologies need to be able to efficiently convert coal into useful products while controlling the CO2 emission. Unlike crude oil, which is primarily used as transportation fuels, coal is primarily used as a stationary source for electricity generation. Thus, CO2 capture from coal can be more readily implemented. This article addresses clean coal conversion technologies from the process viewpoint. Coal combustion processes are first discussed along with the various options for pollutant control and CO2 capture. It is then followed by an overview of coal gasification processes. Advanced membrane and chemical looping based systems using gaseous feedstock as well as advanced direct coal chemical looping systems are illustrated. These advanced technologies that yield high energy conversion efficiencies are at various stages of development and are potentially deployable in the near or intermediate term.
CloseNo shift away from coal

Fallows 10 (James, correspondent @ The Atlantic, "Dirty Coal, Clean Future," http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2010/12/dirty-coal-clean-future/8307/2/)

 “Emotionally, we would all like to think that wind, solar, and conservation will solve the problem for us,” David Mohler of Duke Energy told me. “Nothing will change, our comfort and convenience will be the same, and we can avoid that nasty coal. Unfortunately, the math doesn’t work that way.” 

The math he has in mind starts with the role that coal now plays around the world, and especially for the two biggest energy consumers, America and China. Overall, coal-burning power plants provide nearly half (about 46 percent this year) of the electricity consumed in the United States. For the record: natural gas supplies another 23 percent, nuclear power about 20 percent, hydroelectric power about 7 percent, and everything else the remaining 4 or 5 percent. The small size of the “everything else” total is worth noting; even if it doubles or triples, the solutions we often hear the most about won’t come close to meeting total demand. In China, coal-fired plants supply an even larger share of much faster-growing total electric demand: at least 70 percent, with the Three Gorges Dam and similar hydroelectric projects providing about 20 percent, and (in order) natural gas, nuclear power, wind, and solar energy making up the small remainder. For the world as a whole, coal-fired plants provide about half the total electric supply. On average, every American uses the electricity produced by 7,500 pounds of coal each year. 
Precisely because coal already plays such a major role in world power supplies, basic math means that it will inescapably do so for a very long time. For instance: through the past decade, the United States has talked about, passed regulations in favor of, and made technological breakthroughs in all fields of renewable energy. Between 1995 and 2008, the amount of electricity coming from solar power rose by two-thirds in the United States, and wind-generated electricity went up more than 15-fold. Yet over those same years, the amount of electricity generated by coal went up much faster, in absolute terms, than electricity generated from any other source. The journalist Robert Bryce has drawn on U.S. government figures to show that between 1995 and 2008, “the absolute increase in total electricity produced by coal was about 5.8 times as great as the increase from wind and 823 times as great as the increase from solar”—and this during the dawn of the green-energy era in America. Power generated by the wind and sun increased significantly in America last year; but power generated by coal increased more than seven times as much. As Americans have read many times, Chinese companies are the world’s leaders in manufacturing solar panels, often using technology originally developed in the United States. Many of the panels are used inside China for its own rapidly growing solar-power system; still, solar energy accounts for about 1 percent of its total power supply. In his book PowerHungry, Bryce describes a visit to a single coal mine, the Cardinal Mine in western Kentucky, whose daily output supports three-quarters as much electricity generation as all the solar and wind facilities in the United States combined. David MacKay, of the physics department at Cambridge University in England, has compiled an encyclopedia of such energy-related comparisons, which is available for free download (under the misleadingly lowbrow title Sustainable Energy—Without the Hot Air). For instance: he calculates that if the windiest 10 percent of the entire British landmass were completely covered with wind turbines, they would produce power roughly equivalent to half of what Britons expend merely by driving each day. 

Similar patterns apply even more starkly in China. Other sources of power are growing faster in relative terms, but year by year the most dramatic increase is in China’s use of coal. “Coal simply is going to be with us for decades,” a technical adviser to China’s energy ministry told me this summer in Beijing. “We hope someday to have 15 percent of our power from renewable sources. Even so, the percentage of power generated by coal will not drop by more than a few points, and the absolute amount will quickly grow.” Another government energy expert in Beijing said that the only serious limit on how fast Chinese power companies can increase their use of coal is the capacity of the country’s transportation system. “It’s kind of an existential question, whether they can handle the physical volumes they are planning to consume,” he said. “Right now railroads are at capacity, you have entire highways being blocked with coal trucks, and the problems cascade.” Part of the reason China has committed some $80 billion over the next decade to build light-rail networks across the country is to get human passengers off the main rail lines, opening up more capacity to move coal. 

“People without a technical background think, ‘Coal is dirty! It’s bad,’” I was told in Beijing by Ming Sung, a geologist and energy expert who was born in Shanghai, worked for decades in America and became a citizen, and has now returned to China. “But will you turn off your refrigerator for 30 years while we work on renewables? Turn off the computer? Or ask people in China to do that? Unless you will, you can’t get rid of coal for decades. As [U.S. Energy Secretary] Steven Chu has said, we have to face the nightmare of coal for a while.” 

Coal will be with us because it is abundant: any projected “peak coal” stage would come many decades after the world reaches “peak oil.” It will be with us because of where it’s located: the top four coal-reserve countries are the United States, Russia, China, and India, which together have about 40 percent of the world’s population and more than 60 percent of its coal. It will be with us because its direct costs are in most circumstances far lower than those of the alternatives—that’s why so much is used. (Prices vary widely from place to place and company to company, but one utility executive said that the lowest-price coal plant might generate electricity for 2 cents per kilowatt-hour, while the same amount of power from a new wind farm in the same area might cost 20 cents.) It will be with us because its indirect costs, in miner deaths, environmental destruction, and carbon burden on the atmosphere are unregulated and “externalized.” Power companies that answer to shareholders or ratepayers have a hard time justifying a more expensive choice. “Coal is so cheap because its dirtiness still doesn’t count against it,” an air-pollution expert with the Natural Resources Defense Council told The Wall Street Journal 10 years ago. In the absence of climate legislation in the United States and international agreements to reduce emissions, the dirtiness still doesn’t count. Coal will be with us because changing a power infrastructure—like building a new transportation system or extending cable or fiber-optic connections through an entire country—is the very opposite of a “virtual” process, and takes many years to complete. 

Uniqueness Overwhelms the link 
Markey, 10 (U.S. Representative of Wisconsin’s 5th Congressional District, Former Chairman of the House Science Committee, served as the Ranking Republican on the House Select Committee for Energy Independence and Global Warming, House Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming, April 14, 2010)

Coal is the most abundant energy resource in the United States, and it generates nearly half of our country's electricity. Coal power plants built today emit 90 percent fewer pollutants like sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide and mercury than plants built in the 70s. Emissions from coal power plants have dropped 40 percent since the 70s, despite the fact that coal use has tripled. And the United States has nearly one-third of the world's total coal. Last week, the World Bank approved funding for a new coal-fired power plant in South Africa. There was heavy criticism from some environmentalists about this project but the World Bank official said that the benefits clearly outweigh the concerns. Faced with frequent blackouts and an aging infrastructure, the South African government said that the energy reliability of the plant would lift the economy and the standard of living for South Africans. The U.S. Treasury Department also noticed that there were no near-term viable low carbon energy alternatives for South Africa. Coal is the only resource that could possibly keep this nation's economy on track. Despite this realization, the United States abstained from the World Bank vote. China is the world's biggest user of coal, burning nearly three times more than the U.S. China is also the world's largest emitter of carbon dioxide. But China is not willing to commit to an international agreement to cut CO2 emissions. The administration is trying to sell cap-and-tax on the false premise that it will create so called green jobs. The president is correct when he says that his proposal to impose higher energy prices on American manufacturers will create jobs, but those jobs won't be green, however, they'll be red. As China's reliance on coal continues to grow with the surging economy, cap-and-tax will kill the United States manufacturing and shift even more our precious jobs to China. It's neither advantageous nor possible to abandon coal but that is precisely what a cap-and-tax proposes to do. The policy is proof that President Obama intends to make good on his campaign promise when he said quote "If someone wants to build a coal-fired power plant, they can, it's just going to bankrupt them because they're going to be charged the huge sum for all that greenhouse gas that is being emitted." unquote. At least for the foreseeable future, the world cannot meet its energy demands without coal but the new technology can help lessen the environmental impacts of coal use. Researchers continue to advance carbon capture and storage technology which holds the potential to drastically cut CO2 emissions from coal use. A test project at the We Energies power plant in Pleasant Prairie, Wisconsin, last year successfully captured 90 percent of carbon dioxide emissions. As we speak, groundbreaking will begin at another test project in Bucks, Alabama. The 25-megawatt Barry (ph) power plant is expected to capture between 100,000 and 150,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide per year. The CO2 will be transported by pipeline to a site about 10 miles away where it will be injected for permanent underground storage in a deep saline (ph) geologic formation. This project will attempt to demonstrate start to finish carbon capture and storage and one of the most important test projects underway that will advance development of this critical technology. 
No Link- Solar Power
Solar power won’t replace coal

TBO 7-3-11-[“ Cost, risk of nuclear power demand clearer answers”< http://www2.tbo.com/news/opinion/2011/jul/03/VWOPINO1-cost-risk-of-nuclear-power-demand-clearer-ar-241232/>]

 The inability of a Japanese electric utility to fix its dangerous, melted-down reactors after a tidal wave in March has undercut public support for nuclear power and boosted solar and other clean energy sources. The whole world is wondering what will happen to thousands of nuclear refugees in Japan who can't go home. Radioactivity has been discovered in fish, tap water and crops around the plant. Small amounts of radiation have turned up in the urine of 15 people living 21 miles from the plant. Perhaps the most troubling part of the crisis is the realization that the Japanese don't seem to know what to do about it, and if they don't, who would? The correct reaction is to understand what went wrong and learn from it. The Wall Street Journal suggests a more secure site for backup equipment might have averted disaster. Rational caution seems to be the prevailing attitude in America, where most people tell pollsters they still think the energy source is safe enough to use. Solar and other evolving technologies hold promise but won't soon replace gas, coal and nuclear. The recent decision by Progress Energy to repair its nuclear plant at Crystal River rather than shut it down has raised eyebrows but not fists. The plant has been safely run, and although repair costs will run from $900 million to $1.3 billion, it promises to produce clean energy at less cost than available alternatives. The U.S. reaction generally has been rational and measured, unlike in Germany, where lawmakers are ordering all nuclear plants to close by 2022. Germany will be giving the world new lessons in the economics of energy. Its effort to shift quickly to solar power, wind, water and biogas will help reveal the limits and costs of those technologies. Spiegel Online observes that in Germany "the once powerful electric utility executives, with their nuclear power plants, are being treated like lepers." Their unpopularity doesn't negate their warning that electric rates are too low to justify investment in new plants. Higher energy rates would appear to require fatter government subsidies for energy-hog industries, like steel-making, if Germany is to remain competitive. Neighboring France, so heavily dependent on nuclear power it cannot give up on it, has some of the lowest electric rates in Europe. We have long thought properly managed nuclear power is safe and efficient enough to remain a part of a variety of energy sources for Florida. But we would welcome improved safety standards and a better accounting of the total costs before more taxpayer money is used to subsidize new plants. The federal government is doing what private investors won't in offering $18.5 billion in loan guarantees to build nuclear reactors. Jerry Taylor of the libertarian Cato Institute observes that "nuclear power is a swell technology but, given the high construction costs associated with building nuclear reactors, it's a technology that cannot compete in free markets without a massive amount of government support." The Reason Foundation is right to point out that "entrepreneurs, consumers, and especially policy makers have no idea which power-supply technologies actually provide the best balance between cost-effectiveness and safety." This newspaper recently published several columns about the possibility of using thorium in molten-salt reactors to generate nuclear power with zero risk of meltdown. A Reason analysis concluded thorium might be better, "but the political economy of energy is so vexed by activists, corporate lobbyists, and politicians that it's hard to tell." A more appropriate government role than generous banker to profitable utilities would be to sponsor research to find out how much nuclear power really costs us and what new technologies might be better. Let science, not fear or campaign contributions, lead the way. 

No Link- Renewables
Renewable energy won’t replace coal-can’t supply manufacturing needs

Athens News 10-[“ Wind and solar power will never replace coal for Ohio's energy,” Monday, July 27,2009 <http://www.athensnews.com/ohio/article-28625-wind-and-solar-power-will-never-replace-coal-for-ohios-energy.html>]

A past letter to the editor stated that Ohio Gov. Ted Strickland needed to start building an alternative for our energy needs. Ohio's geographic location dictates that coal will always be its main fuel source. Sure, we can tout the green qualities of renewable sources (wind, solar, hydro) but these will never replace, or even come close to replacing, what we use and depend upon now, coal. In past years, Ohio's electrical usage increased at a rate of 4 percent a year. Due to the decline of the economy and Ohio's industry, that demand might not climb as rapidly but the ever-growing strain on our aging power plants is dictating the need for newer, more efficient power generation. The capacity factor of a nuclear or a coal-fired plant coupled with their availability and efficiency means that wind and solar power cannot come close to supplying our manufacturing needs, or even our major institutional needs for a sustained grid. Ohio University alone uses the equivalent energy of what 13,000 homes would use per year. And we all know how efficient OU is. With 16 years of past Republican rule and only two years of Ted Strickland, I suggest we work with his alternative plan a little longer, or would you rather freeze in the dark? 

Renewable energy won’t trade off with the nonrenewable market

Brunell 06 (Don, president of the Association of Washington Business."No quick fixes to our energy problems," EBSCOhost)

Renewable energy is another surefire solution, right? Not yet. While wind energy is taking a foothold, solar installations are very expensive and not cost-effective, even at today's high energy prices. California, which leads the nation in the use of renewable energy, gets just over 6 percent of its power from wind and one percent from solar. Hydropower is the most successful form of renewable power in use today. In fact, the bulk of California's renewable energy comes from hydro, and hydropower supplies 80 percent of the electricity in the Pacific Northwest. But many activists in Washington state don't want hydropower considered a renewable energy because they don't like dams. They're pushing an initiative that would require energy companies to get 15 percent of their energy from renewable sources by 2020, but the measure excludes hydropower. Tbose activists are equally opposed to any new power sources from coal, even though clean coal technology shows great promise in eliminating dangerous greenhouse gases — and America is sitting on as much coal as Saudi Arabia has crude oil. In fact, half of the electricity produced in tbis country comes from coal. It makes you wonder if the people proposing these ideas ever stop to consider the facts. I would love it if we could instantly solve our energy problems by switching to clean, renewable energy that's efficient and affordable by the end of tbis year. I'd also love to be 6'4'' tall and look like Tom Selleck. Neither of those things are going to happen. Where does that leave us? It leaves us with the realization that, for the foreseeable future, our energy strategy will require a mix of energy sources, including oil, hydrogen, natural gas, biofuels, clean coal, nuclear, hydropower, wind and solar. We should accelerate our research and invest in new energy technologies in the hope that science will some day find "tbe answer!" In fact the federal energy bill pushed through Congress by the president last spring provides millions to fimd that research and construct demonstration projects. But the truth is there are no quick fixes — no grand-slam walk-off homers. The idea that somehow biomass, wind and solar will replace tbe need foi coal, hydropower and crude oil is nuts. Renewable energy is part of the solution, but it is not "the" solution — at least not yet. 

Renewable energy can’t replace coal—not enough profit

Toronto Star 7 (“Renewables no match for coal and nuclear”, 9/22/07, Op-Ed; Pg. AA07. LexisNexis)

If one does the math, one will see quickly that renewable sources, such as wind and solar, simply cannot be scaled up to replace coal or nuclear power plants. For example, 2,000 wind turbines would have to be built for every nuclear reactor, 8,000 turbines for a power plant of four reactors. Each one is a million dollars, so that's $8 billion for turbines. Solar is unable to be scaled up, too. The planned farm in Sarnia is 1,000 acres of land and $300 million for output of a mere 40 megawatts. To replace a full nuclear plant would require 48,000 acres and cost $160 billion.

No Link- Nuclear Power

Nuclear power doesn’t trade off with the coal industry – cost 

Grunwald 09 (October 2009, Michael, Foreign Policy, "Seven Myths About Alternative Energy," EBSCOhost)

"Nuclear Power Is the Cure for Our Addiction to Coal."4Nope. Atomic energy is emissions free, so a slew oí politicians and even some environmentalists have embraced it as a clean alternative to coal and natural gas that can generate power when there's no sun or wind. In the United States, which already gets nearly 20 percent of its electricity from nuclear plants, utilities are thinking about new reactors for the first time since the Three Mile Island meltdown three decades ago—despite global concems about nuclear proliferation, local concerns about accidents or terrorist attacks, and the iack of a disposal site for the radioactive waste. France gets nearly 80 percent of its electricity from nukes, and Russia, China, and India are now gearing up for nuclear renaissances of their own. But nuclear power cannot fix the climate crisis. The first reason is timing: The West needs major cuts in emissions within a decade, and the first new U.S. reactor is only scheduled for 2017—unless it gets delayed, like every U.S. reactor before it Elsewhere in the developed vorld, most of the talk about a nuclear revival has remained just talk; there is no Western country with more than one nuclear plant under construction, and scores of existing plants will be scheduled for decommissioning in the coming decades, so there's no way nuclear could make even a tiny dent in electricity emissions before 2020. The bigger problem is cost. Nuke plants are supposed to be expensive to build but cheap tooperate. Unfortunately, they're turning out to be really, really expensive to build; their cost estimates have quadrupled in less than a decade. Energy guru Amory Lovins has calculated that new nukes will cost nearly three times as much as wind—and that was before their construction SEPTEMBER I OCTOBER 200 131 THE OIL ISSUE costs exploded for a variety of reasons, including the global credit crunch, the atrophying of the nuclear labor force, and a supplier squeeze symbolized by a Japanese company's worldwide monopoly on steel-forging for reactors. A new reactor in Finland that was supposed to showcase the global renaissance is already way behind schedule and way, way over budget. This is why plans for new plants were recently shelved in Canada and several U.S. states, why Moody's just warned utilities they'll risk ratings downgrades if they seek new reactors, and why renewables attracted $71 billion in worldwide private capital in 2007—while nukes attracted zero.  

Coal Inevitable- International Investments 
Global change is the only way to solve – Plan only changes domestically

Hall 10 (Matthew, is an Assistant Professor in the Department of Sociology at the University of Illinois-Chicago and a faculty member of the Institute of Government and Public Affairs. Dr. Hall is an urban demographer with main interests in the residential and economic incorporation of new immigrants. Dr. Hall received his Ph.D in sociology and demography from Pennsylvania State, Chapman Law Review, “A Catastrophic Conundrum, But Not a Nuisance: Why the Judicial Branch is Ill-Suited to Set Emissions Restrictions on Domestic Energy Producers Through the Common Law Nuisance Doctrine” LexisNexis)

The first Baker factor precludes a court from intervening in a dispute where the court's decision would intrude on the constitutional authority of a coordinate political branch to act. n146 In the context of global warming, and the roundly recognized [*291] need for a global agreement, the Constitution commits the right to negotiate and reach a global accord to the executive branch. n147 However, because judicial intervention in setting emissions restrictions would not directly interfere with the executive's ability to negotiate and enter such an agreement, it would not contravene the first Baker factor despite arguments to the contrary from the plaintiffs in American Electric Power Co. n148 While the Second Circuit ultimately reached the correct conclusion in American Electric Power Co., holding that the first Baker factor would not be contravened by the court's intervention in the global warming debate, n149 its reasoning is unpersuasive. The court continually leaned upon the fact that courts have been adjudicating environmental disputes for over a century. n150 This logic is insufficient to satisfy the real issues involving executive authority to manage foreign relations in the context of entering the dispute over global warming, as the issues presented by global warming are distinguishable from the direct pollution cases previously adjudicated by the courts. As noted above, the environmental disputes previously adjudicated by the judiciary involved discrete acts of pollution in well defined geographical areas - and not just any well defined geographical areas, but always domestic geographic areas. n151 When a factory in Tennessee was emitting noxious fumes into Georgia causing damage to orchards and forests, the solution involved resolving only a single dispute between two domestic entities. n152 Global warming and its consequences are different monsters altogether. Analysis of injuries directly and immediately caused by actors and actions contained entirely within the United States shed little light on the propriety of judicial intervention in the worldwide problem of global warming. n153 Rather, global warming needs to be considered in the context in which it is agreed it must be addressed in order to be effective. Global change, not merely domestic change, is required. It has long been the concern of Congress that enacting domestic [*292] restrictions before a global agreement is reached could weaken United States bargaining power, especially with respect to the developing nations that are likely to see dramatic growth in the level of harmful emissions generated. n154 Of particular concern are India and China, who are rapidly ascending the list of largest global polluters. n155 In 1992, the House of Representatives specifically found that domestic emissions reduction requires should only be taken "in the context of concerted international action." n156 However, as the court in American Electric Power Co. correctly noted, this is not the type of "direct challenge" to an action committed to another branch of government to which the first Baker factor applies. n157 In the cases leading up to and cited by Baker as well as the cases decided in the four plus decades since Baker, courts finding the existence of a non-justiciable political question based on the first Baker factor have typically done so only where resolution of the case would preclude another branch of the government from undertaking an action constitutionally committed to it, such as a court decision recognizing a sovereign to the exclusion of the executive's authority to do so or precluding the executive from dispatching troops overseas. n158 Contrary to these examples, judicial regulation of emissions created by domestic energy producers would not usurp the President's authority to enter a global agreement. While it would seem likely to reduce the President's bargaining power in negotiating such an agreement, this is distinct from assigning to the courts a function constitutionally committed to one of the other branches of government. Because reduction in bargaining power in negotiating an international agreement is not sufficient to be considered a "direct challenge" to a function textually committed by the Constitution to another branch of government, the first Baker factor is not an impediment to judicial determination of [*293] emissions restrictions, despite the argument to the contrary by the energy producer defendants in American Electric Power Co. n159 Rather, the problematic Baker factors are three, four, five and six, as set forth above

International Investments solve Clean Coal

Fortson 5/15/11 [Danny Fortson, senior business reporter at The Sunday Times, May 15, 2011, “Fresh boost for clean coal power; 

Carbon capture and storage has attracted new investors as emissions deadlines draw near”, The Sunday Times, Lexis]

He travelled the world chasing a dream. A coal mine at Hatfield, near Doncaster in northeast England, is where it will come to fruition. Or so Lewis Gillies hopes.

Last week, his company, 2Co Energy, bought Powerfuel, the firm started by Richard "King Coal" Budge to resurrect the colliery by feeding what would be the world's biggest clean coal power station. It would use carbon capture and storage (CCS) technology, which strips carbon dioxide from fossil fuel and pumps it underground. Budge reopened the mine three years ago, but the plant is still on the drawing board. Before Christmas, Powerfuel fell into administration after several years of trying to convince the British government to cover most of the £2.8 billion ((EURO)3.2 billion) price. Gillies said: "With the energy crisis looming over the second half of the decade, the time is ripe." He may be right. The British coalition last week said it was sponsoring seven CCS projects - Hatfield among them - in a competition for (EURO)4.5 billion in funding from the European Investment Bank. Sector sources said the renewed interest in the technology was an admission of a gap in the UK's energy infrastructure, which, after the nuclear disaster in Japan, will not be quickly filled by a generation of new atomic power stations.

Clean Coal Impossible

Clean Coal doesn’t exist and can’t solve

Time 09 [Bryan Walsh, Reporter for Time Magazine, Saturday, Jan. 10, 2009, “Exposing the Myth of Clean Coal Power”, Time Magazine, http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,1870599,00.html]

The "clean coal" campaign was always more PR than reality — currently there's no economical way to capture and sequester carbon emissions from coal, and many experts doubt there ever will be. But now the idea of clean coal might be truly dead, buried beneath the 1.1 billion gallons of water mixed with toxic coal ash that on Dec. 22 burst through a dike next to the Kingston coal plant in the Tennessee Valley and blanketed several hundred acres of land, destroying nearby houses. The accident — which released 100 times more waste than the Exxon Valdez disaster — has polluted the waterways of Harriman, Tenn., with potentially dangerous levels of toxic metals like arsenic and mercury, and left much of the town uninhabitable. (See TIME's special report on the environment.) More than two weeks after the spill, workers and machines are still trying to clear the estimated 5.4 million cubic yards of coal ash from around the plant. The breach "is an environmental catastrophe that reveals not only the dangers of burning coal and mismanaging coal combustion waste, but also the need for federal regulation," said Steven Smith, executive director of the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, at a Senate hearing on the spill on Jan. 8. After Kingston, coal may be considered many things — but it's hard to see how "clean" could be one of them. That's because, even putting aside climate change–accelerating carbon dioxide, coal remains a highly polluting source of electricity that has serious impacts on human health, especially among those who live near major plants. Take coal ash, a solid byproduct of burned coal. A draft report last year by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found that the ash contains significant levels of carcinogens, and that the concentration of arsenic in ash, should it contaminate drinking water, could increase cancer risks by several hundred times. A 2006 report by the National Research Council had similar findings. "This is hazardous waste, and it should be classified as such," says Thomas Burke, an environmental risk expert at Johns Hopkins University who has studied the health effects of coal ash. But the ash isn't currently classified as hazardous waste. Though the EPA in the past has come close to imposing stricter rules on the treatment of coal ash, the agency has repeatedly backed down in the face of opposition from utilities and the coal industry. As a result, hundreds of coal plants around the U.S. are allowed to dump their leftover sludge in unlined wet ponds like the one used by the Kingston facility. Not only does that raise the risk of accidents like the Kingston spill, but the toxins in the ash could seep into the soil or groundwater, contaminating drinking water supplies. Environmentalists would prefer federal regulations that require ash to be buried in lined landfills that would prevent leakage. "You can't talk about clean coal without dealing with this problem," says Eric Schaeffer, the director of the Environmental Integrity Project, which just came out with a new report finding that there are nearly 100 other largely unregulated wet dumps like the Kingston facility across the U.S. In reality, we can't really talk about clean coal — it doesn't exist. Though the coal industry is right to point out that it has improved filters on coal plants, sending less traditional pollutants like sulfur dioxide and mercury into the air, the toxic waste that remains behind is only growing. The biggest advantage of coal power has been cost — in most cases, it remains much cheaper than cleaner alternatives like wind, solar or natural gas. But the cheapness of coal depends on the fact that external costs — climate change, or the health impacts of air and water pollution from coal — remain external, paid for not by utilities or coal companies but society as a whole. The coal industry itself estimates that taking better care of fly ash could cost as much as $5 billion a year — and if the government imposed a tax or cap on carbon dioxide, the price of coal would certainly rise. "For all the money the industry has spent to mislead the public, [Kingston] shows that there really is no such thing as clean and cheap coal in the U.S," says Bruce Nilles, the director of the Sierra Club's National Coal Campaign.

Clean coal not possible – can’t compress carbon

Clarke 10 (3-13-10, Renfrey, Moscow Correspondent for Green Left, "'Clean coal' will never be feasible, say scientists," http://www.greenleft.org.au/node/43403)

When a respected scientific journal carries a peer-reviewed article branding the key technology behind "clean coal" as "profoundly non-feasible", you'd think governments and coal corporations would react in some fashion. After all, the proposed Waxman-Markey climate bill in the US reportedly promises "clean coal" a staggering US$60 billion in subsidies. Here in Australia, the Rudd government last year pledged to spend A$2.8 billion to develop carbon capture and storage.  That's a lot of money for dodgy science. In order to survive, the coal industry keeps the prospect of "clean coal" hanging before society's rapt gaze, like some modern-day star of Bethlehem. For all that, there hasn't been a whisper about the journal article in mainstream news outlets. We haven't even had the Murdoch press try to stigmatise the authors as left-wing bullies and tricksters.  The article appeared in the January issue of the Journal of Petroleum Science and Engineering and was called "Sequestering Carbon Dioxide in a Closed Underground Volume". It was written by professors of engineering Michael Economides, of the University of Houston, and Christine Ehlig-Economides, of Texas A&M University. Neither Texas nor the US petroleum industry are hotbeds of green radicalism, and the Economides husband-and-wife team are no leftists. Michael Economides, an oil firm chair and energy commentator as well as an academic, is an outspoken denier of human-caused climate change.  But whatever their views on other topics, the duo clearly know their oil and gas reservoirs.  Closed volumes  Although their article is highly technical, it rests on a startlingly simple premise: for carbon dioxide to be locked away from the atmosphere, the rock structures into which it is pumped must be closed volumes. If the structures were to outcrop on the land surface or seabed, the injected gas would have a potential route of escape. Most of the theoretical work performed to date on geological CO2 sequestration, however, assumes just such an outcropping. Based on experience from pumping carbon dioxide into oilfields to keep the oil flowing, these analyses count on pressure remaining constant at some distant point.  What the Economides team has done is to explore the dynamics of pumping CO2 into a closed volume, where the reservoir pressure will build up. "Instead of the 1-4 percent of bulk volume storability indicated prominently in the literature", they report, "our finding is that CO2 can occupy no more than 1 per cent of the pore volume and likely as much as 100 times less."  From this, they conclude that sequestering the gas underground will "require from 5 to 20 times more underground reservoir volume than has been envisioned by many, including federal government laboratories".  Fantastical What would this volume be, for a single medium-sized coal-fired power station of 500 Megawatts capacity? Unless hundreds of injection wells are drilled, constraints on injection pressure mean the reservoir has to be enormous, "the size of a small US state". Hopes of using geological sequestration to deal with the vast emissions of the coal-fired energy industry, the authors argue, are therefore fantastical. 

Clean coal is infeasible – no carbon capture and funding

Grey 10 (9-12-10, Michael, The Examiner, "What is clean coal and can it replace alternative energy?," http://www.examiner.com/alternative-energy-in-vancouver/what-is-clean-coal-and-can-it-replace-alternative-energy)

But where is it? There have been many projects on the drawing board, the Canadian government and the Saskatchewan government spent years planing a conversion of a 100 MW coal power plant to be a clean coal carbon capture and sequestration project, it was to cost $1.4 billion, almost 7 times the cost to build a 100 MW wind farm but when cost estimates topped $3.8 billion, the project was canceled. Taxpayers should be thankful common sense finally prevailed. This is not the first smoke screen from the coal industry and will not be the last. The Alberta government has a $2 billion fund for clean coal carbon capture and sequestration. The federal government is contributing $343 million through the Clean Energy Fund. Saskatchewan is not the first government to cancel a clean coal project. The state of Ohio canceled one in their state, the UK recently canceled a project at Kingsnorth after talking it up for years. The pattern repeats itself throughout the world wherever they can find or buy gullible politicians. Coal is a dirty fuel and not only produces millions of tons of C02 per year but mercury, acid rain and leaves millions of tons of toxic ash as a residue that has to be buried. Even if you could capture the C02 there will still be the toxic ash and how do you capture the C02? To capture the C02 the coal must go through a gasification process, this takes energy and consumes an additional 30% more coal for every watt of power developed. The C02 will have to be liquified and piped somewhere, then you have to drill holes in the ground to pump it into. There is no infrastructure to carry the C02, this will cost billions of dollars to build, also it can not all be pumped into one hole. It has been estimated that 161,429 wells would have to be drilled by 2030 at a cost of $1.6 Trillion to capture the C02 from US coal power plants. The amount of C02 that would have to be captured, cooled, liquified, piped and buried is 30 million barrels per day! This is why there is not a single clean coal power plant in the world today. Even though the coal industry makes billions of dollars of profit every year they do not and will not invest there own money in clean coal because they know it is a fraud and a myth. 
Clean Coal Can’t Solve

Clean coal can’t solve fast enough – cost and research

Garber 09 (April 2009, Kent, U.S. News & World Report, "Why Making Coal Cleaner Will Take Years,"  EBSCOhost)

The most daunting challenge, then, is for companies to begin combining the capture and storage parts together in real life, at the right location, and to scale it up to a level that might actually help reduce global warming pollution. That's part of the idea behind the Mountaineer project, although it is admittedly well below commercial scale. Another so-called milestone project, in Wisconsin, isn't even that far along. It's merely trying to capture the CO2 from 1 percent of its waste stream, but with no plans for storage, it must release the CO2 back into the air. "The big hurdle is getting the first couple built," says Steve Caldwell of the Pew Center on Global Warming. "No one has built one of these yet; no one has gotten the money to build a 500-megawatt plant with CCS." In fact, there have been a number of plans to do so, but they haven't turned out so well. In most cases, they've been heralded by news releases and applause. Then, they quietly fall apart. A prime example is an effort by BP and mining giant Rio Tinto in western Australia called Kwinana. When the project was first rolled out in 2007, the companies planned to spend up to $2 billion on a state-of-the-art, coal-fired power plant that would capture 90 percent of its carbon dioxide emissions and store them underground. In May 2008, however, the companies canceled the project. It turned out that the site they picked had too many cracks in it. Cost overruns. A more high-profile debacle came with an ambitious project known as FutureGen, which was pitched in 2003 as the first zero-emissions coal plant in the United States. Today, it is truly a zero-emissions project--because it doesn't exist. The idea was to have it work as a cost-share between the government and the private sector. By 2006, a number of private companies and several foreign governments were on board. The project was showing promise. The question was where it would be built. By late 2007, the Department of Energy had narrowed its list of sites under review to four: two in Texas, two in Illinois. Ultimately, the winner was Mattoon, Ill., a nice rural area about 50 miles east of Springfield. A month and a half later, however, the Bush administration abruptly pulled out--yanking some $1.3 billion, at last count--citing cost overruns. The project is now stuck in legal-political-economic purgatory, Illinois lawmakers are asking President Obama to restore its funding, and the whole thing has become a nagging counterpoint to the idea that clean coal will ever be a reality. The American Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity, the industry's main lobbying group, says there are more than $6 billion of projects around the country that are related to clean coal. In fact, many have little or nothing to do with carbon dioxide emissions but instead involve nitrogen and sulfur oxides. Those that do pertain to CO2 appear to be advancing slowly. There's a project in West Virginia that's been stalled by litigation for several years, one in Florida that's been canceled, and another in Minnesota that's been stuck in the planning stage for several years. So, what's needed to break this cycle? Money, for one thing. Credit Suisse Group says $15 billion needs to be invested in CCS over the next 10 years for it to play an important role in climate change. The International Energy Agency says $20 billion. Pew's global warming center puts the number as high as $30 billion. Those numbers dwarf the actual investments thus far. The Bush administration spent about $2.5 billion on advanced coal technology--an unprecedented amount, to be sure, but far below the estimates of what will be needed. CCS proponents say both the government and the private sector need to step up their investments. Financing, of course, would help accelerate the deployment of vital trials or demonstration projects. The industry is locked in a vicious game of chicken and egg. In order for large-scale technology to be put in place, the costs need to come down, but for the costs to come down, the technology needs to be put in place, or "perfected," as officials say. Carbon capture techniques might work well enough in a lab, but experts say they don't know what will happen if they put chemical scrubbers on a 500-megawatt commercial coal plant and try to capture all--or even half--of its CO2. Policy experts say at least 10 to 12 of these demonstration plants are needed to test, analyze, and commercialize the technology. During the campaign, Obama committed himself to building five. Meanwhile, there's still a need for research. As MIT's Howard Herzog, a leading coal technology researcher, puts it, some capture technologies are pretty well advanced. "Maybe you can shave some costs, but you're not going to cut the costs in half," he says. "There are basic laws of science--laws of thermodynamics--you just can't get around." On the other hand, there are novel technologies in the research pipeline, such as those being looked at by Lee of Chevron, that have higher risk but also potentially higher reward. "It's not a slam-dunk which of these technologies is the right one," Energy Secretary Steven Chu said recently. "We want to pursue a suite of solutions." In Chu's assessment, DOE should be investing in pilot projects looking at different ways of siphoning off CO2: before coal is combusted, after it's combusted, or even burning coal in pure oxygen rather than regular air.

AT: Plan solves warming

Heavy reliance on fossil fuels aren’t needed to fuel the economy – Renewable energy solves

Reitze o9 (Arnold W., Junior, joined the faculty at the University of Utah S.J. Quinney College of Law in 2008. He also is the J.B. and Maurice C. Shapiro Professor Emeritus of Environmental Law at the George Washington University Law School where he was the director of the LL.M. program in environmental law, Boston College Environmental Affairs Law Review, “CONTROL OF CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS: WHAT ARE THE OPTIONS?” LexisNexis)

The effectiveness of the 2007 legislation will not be manifested for many years and will depend on the discretionary actions of NHTSA. The discussion found in the Center for Biological Diversity demonstrates that NHTSA cannot be considered a strong supporter of environmental [*59] protection. n423 Nevertheless, the U.S. Department of Transportation may be trying to act more responsibly. On April 22, 2008, its Secretary, Mary Peters, announced a proposed rule that calls for a 4.5% increase in fuel efficiency from MY2011 through MY2015, which exceeds the 3.3% increase in efficiency called for in the 2007 legislation. n424 For passenger cars, the standard will be an industry average of 35.7 mpg by 2015. n425 Light-duty trucks must average 28.6 mpg by 2015, and the combined average must meet a 31.6 mpg standard. n426 Only about twelve to twenty percent of the energy in fuel is used to propel the vehicle. Between 1976 and 1989 "roughly 70% percent of the improvement in fuel economy was the result of weight reduction, improvements in transmissions and aerodynamics, wider use of front-wheel drive, and use of fuel-injection." n427 The potential for motor vehicle fuel efficiency improvements by 2015 is only between 10 and 15%; a mid-range 12.5% improvement would produce about an 11% CO[2] emission reduction. n428 Ultimately, using existing technology, GHG emissions could be reduced by about thirty-eight percent for cars and light-duty trucks and twenty-four percent for heavy-duty vehicles. n429 A National Academy of Sciences study in 2001 concluded that it is possible to obtain a forty percent fuel efficiency improvement in light-duty trucks and SUVs at costs that could be recovered over the lifetime of ownership. n430 A study by the Northeast States Center for a Clean Air Future concluded that a twenty-five percent reduction in carbon dioxide emissions could be made using existing technology. n431 This potential improvement would not be realized if car buyers selected vehicles [*60] with enhanced performance or if the improvement in fuel economy led to an increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMTs). n432 The 2007 Act requires a forty percent increase in fuel economy from cars and light-duty trucks by 2020, but improved fuel efficiency is expected to be nullified by a projected fifty percent increase in VMTs by 2030. n433 Population increases, as well as consumer choice, have contributed to the doubling of VMTs since 1970. n434 With VMTs averaging an increase of 1.9% per year from 1996 through 2006, it is very difficult to improve efficiency enough to overcome the effect on CO[2] emissions from VMTs increases. n435 The number of vehicles in the United States increased by over 55 million between 1990 and 2006. n436 This is primarily the result of the growing population because the number of vehicles per thousand people in the United States increased by about sixty-seven per thousand between 1990 and 2006, so about 12 million additional vehicles are attributable to increases in consumption, but 35 million additional vehicles appear to be attributable to increased population. n437 Sections 771 (automobiles), 751 (railroads), 752 (mobile emission reductions), 753 and 758 (aviation), and 754 (diesels) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 authorize research on vehicle fuel efficiency, and section 721 establishes a program to promote domestic production and sale of hybrid and advanced diesel vehicles. n438 The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 amended the Energy Policy Act of 1992 to include electric vehicles in the categories eligible for government assistance and created new incentives for electric vehicle development. n439 But there appears to be no concern for the population growth that is driving much of the increase in VMTs. To reduce CO[2] emissions from the transportation sector will require both technology improvements and changes in the use of transportation. To reduce VMTs requires long-term changes in land use and transportation that will be difficult to achieve because of the lack of political support. Moreover, many tax benefits are provided that encourage [*61] a "petroleum-intensive lifestyle" including parking as an employee fringe benefit, "the home mortgage interest deduction," "preferential tax treatment of the oil and gas industry," and "rules that encourage the purchase of large sport utility vehicles." n440 Unless there is a major effort to reduce fuel consumption, GHG emissions will increase significantly. For the period 1997 to 2007, U.S. petroleum consumption by the transportation sector increased by 1.5% per year, and VMTs per capita increased by 0.9% annually from 1996 to 2006. n441 This resulted in a 2.11 million gallon per day increase in U.S. fuel consumption from 1997 to 2007. n442 Proponents of programs to reduce emissions of GHGs push for increased CAFE standards because it is believed to be more politically feasible than increasing gasoline taxes or imposing fees on fuel-inefficient vehicles, although both economic-based measures and more stringent CAFE requirements could be used. If we are serious about reducing petroleum demand, we will need to increase the cost of driving by enacting a carbon tax or increasing gasoline taxes or by enacting other economic disincentives. According to the National Research Council, during the 1970s, CAFE standards reinforced the effect of high fuel prices and contributed to improved fuel economy. n443 In the 1990s--when gasoline prices declined--the CAFE standards helped keep fuel economy above the level to which it might have fallen. n444 But CAFE requirements require many years to have a beneficial effect, and delay is increased by the need to provide manufacturers adequate time to meet the standard. Moreover, without high fuel costs, it is difficult to get consumers to buy fuel-efficient vehicles. There are at least twenty-six vehicles marketed in the United States that achieve thirty-four mpg or better, based on EPA's highway fuel economy test. n445 But not enough of these vehicles have been purchased to prevent motor vehicle CO[2] emissions from increasing. The use of hybrid vehicles can lower fossil fuel consumption and sales would benefit from more generous tax benefits for those purchasing these vehicles. The tax credit for buying a hybrid is as high as $ 3400 [*62] a vehicle, but the credit drops as a manufacturer sells more vehicles and terminates when a manufacturer sells 60,000 vehicles. n446 Thus, the Toyota Prius, the most fuel-efficient vehicle marketed in large numbers, gets forty-six mpg and no tax subsidy. This makes the Prius less attractive to many potential buyers since its higher cost requires many years to be recouped from fuel savings. If the goal of Congress is to reduce the nation's consumption of petroleum, it should not remove an incentive because it works. Congress wastes billions of dollars subsidizing ethanol and dual-fuel vehicles, which have little beneficial effect on fuel consumption or the environment, but Congress limits the use of incentives to purchase hybrids. While hybrids offer improved fuel economy, we should be planning to use plug-in hybrid vehicles that could be recharged at night when electric power demands are low. n447 An important part of a GHG reduction program is an alternative fuels program to replace some of the gasoline and diesel fuel used in the transportation sector. Most of the effort to use alternative fuel has been directed at increasing the use of ethanol, which in the United States is almost always made from corn. Because ethanol is made from a renewable resource, it should produce no net CO[2] increase to the atmosphere when combusted. However, because fossil fuel is used to produce the corn and convert it to ethanol there is little net energy gain, and the combustion of ethanol increases air pollution. n448 The manufacture of ethanol also results in air pollution. On May 1, 2007, EPA promulgated regulations to allow ethanol fuel plants to avoid air pollution requirements imposed by the PSD and nonattainment programs and to avoid fugitive emissions requirements. n449 Ethanol production also has significant adverse impacts on water resources. Section 208 of the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 responds to part of this concern with language that gives EPA the power to consider water pollution impacts when deciding whether to ban or restrict the use [*63] of a fuel due to its water quality impacts. n450 This is expected to help spur the development of cellulosic ethanol, which has a lower adverse environmental impact. 

AT: Econ
Econ collapse inevitable

Kaletsky 11 (Anatole, March 16, The Times “After the crisis, prepare for four aftershocks; The combination of the tsunami, oil prices, European debt and conflicting monetary policy could prove deadly” LexisNexis)
The horrors understandably dominating the headlines have been the Japanese tsunami and the Libyan civil war. But two other risks, potentially as serious in their economic impact, if not in their human toll, have suddenly arisen in Europe. First is the impending conflict between European and US economic policy. The European Central Bank's  announcement of a plan to raise interest rates two weeks ago was accentuated by yesterday's statement from the Federal Reserve Board, which suggested again that the US would take the opposite course if the oil shock or Japanese tsunami threatened to weaken the US economy. This monetary conflict points to another potential disaster: a Lehman-style meltdown in the European banking system caused by the lethal combination of monetary tightening and the unconvincing response to the eurozone's debt crisis. What makes all these risks particularly frightening at present is that the world economy is still in a state of convalescence after the 2008-09 crisis and may be too weak to withstand any one of these shocks, never mind all four hitting together. With unemployment still at crisis levels and wages falling in real terms in much of the world, with banks still struggling to rebuild their capital after the sub-prime debacle and with government deficits out of control, the world economy is unusually vulnerable to the loss of economic activity resulting from the Japanese devastation, even if this lasts just a few weeks or months. As the Lehman crisis demonstrated, even a brief breakdown in world trade and global supply chains can cast a shadow over the world economy for years ahead. To make matters worse, a mutually reinforcing interaction between the Middle Eastern oil shock, the Japanese nuclear meltdown, the European sovereign debt crisis and the transatlantic conflict of monetary policy could damage the structural underpinnings of the global economy. The resurgence of anti-nuclear hysteria among politicians and so-called environmentalists, especially in Europe, could now sabotage efforts to wean the world off fossil fuels. If nuclear programmes are suspended, as they were in Germany this week, then the world's dependence on fossil fuels is bound to increase and carbon limits are bound to be abandoned, since nuclear power is the only alternative that can plausibly replace coal and oil for large-scale electricity generation in the next 20 years. If fossil fuels displace nuclear power in electricity generation, instead of the other way round, the damage to the world economy will be profound. The environmental arguments for converting transport systems from petrol to electricity will be negated, removing one of the most promising sources of investment and innovation in the coming decades. At the same time, the price of oil will be further boosted, along with the power of Middle Eastern despots. An even greater long-term risk to the world economy arises from the backlash against globalisation if a second global recession came hot on the heels of the "great recession" of 2008-09. Voters all over the world have lost jobs, homes and pensions as a consequence of dimly understood events on the other side of the globe. Imagine the populist reaction if this "first crisis of globalisation", as Gordon Brown called it, were to be followed almost immediately by another wave of job losses, bankruptcies and property collapses. People who suddenly discover their vulnerability to uncontrollable events half a world away are likely to respond by turning inwards. This is now happening even within Europe, where the clumsy and myopic response of governments and central bankers to the banking and sovereign debt crises has convinced German and Dutch voters that their economic hardships are caused by the Greeks and the Irish - and vice versa. On the face of it, reverting to economic policies of national self-reliance might well seem the logical response to a global system that seems so unstable. It is aposition that considers only the jobs lost to imports and the chaos caused by occasional financial crises, while ignoring the jobs, businesses, wealth and consumer goods created by burgeoning world trade
AT: Warming
Protectionism means the impact can’t go global

Wilson 08 [Tim Wilson, Director of the intellectual property and free trade unit at the Institute of Public Affairs in Melbourne, December 12, 2008, “A Bad Climate Trade-off”, The Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122902969804899351.html]

Numerous technologies already are on the market or in development that can increase energy efficiency or directly reduce the volume of global emissions. Solar panels provide an alternative source of power generation for countries currently dependent on carbon-dioxide-emitting energy such as coal. Clean coal technologies can significantly reduce pollution from existing coal-fired power stations. Fluorescent lamps can increase energy efficiency over traditional lighting systems. But trade protectionism inhibits the international spread of these and other technologies, especially to high-polluting developing countries. Low-carbon technologies are classed as "manufacture" and are treated as an industrial good on each country's tariff schedules. Developing countries have high tariffs on industrial goods as a form of industry protection. A 2007 World Bank study found that of four major low-carbon technologies -- clean coal, wind, solar and fluorescent lamps -- tariff and nontariff barriers can be as high as 160% among the top 15 greenhouse-gas-emitting developing countries. Such products also face stiff nontariff barriers like quotas and import ceilings.

Population growth causes warming and environmental destruction – Can’t solve
Reitze o9 (Arnold W., Junior, joined the faculty at the University of Utah S.J. Quinney College of Law in 2008. He also is the J.B. and Maurice C. Shapiro Professor Emeritus of Environmental Law at the George Washington University Law School where he was the director of the LL.M. program in environmental law, Boston College Environmental Affairs Law Review, “CONTROL OF CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS: WHAT ARE THE OPTIONS?” LexisNexis)

Environmental degradation usually results from combined effects of population, per capita consumption and the amount of pollution per unit of consumption. n522 However, there is little, if any, widespread support for controlling either population or consumption. Because CO[2] emissions are produced even during ideal combustion, there is little hope of controlling carbon emissions through traditional pollution control efforts. To reduce CO[2] emissions requires increasing the thermal efficiency of production, substituting nuclear or renewable energy for fossil fuel, and sequestering CO[2]. But utilizing these approaches will be costly and will require the use of technology that is not yet commercially available. Thus, worldwide emissions of carbon dioxide [*72] are expected to grow fifty percent from 2005 to 2030 according to the U.S. Energy Information Administration. n523 The climate change debate pits the developed world, which has been responsible for most of the increase in CO[2] levels, against the developing world, which is expected to contribute to most of the increase in the future. n524 Moreover, much of the increase is driven by the demands of an expanding population. World carbon dioxide emissions have increased 500% as the population increased 264% since 1950. n525 This would indicate that the growth in population is responsible for a significant portion of the increase in carbon dioxide emissions and the remainder of the increase is due to an increased standard of living, assuming a rough correlation between energy consumption and the standard of living. However, restrictions on energy use could have devastating effects on efforts to improve the standard of living in poor nations because the increase in population and the increase in energy consumption in the past half century have not necessarily occurred in the same countries. If humans are the cause of global warming, the rational approach would be to focus on the increase in population and consumption, but these factors are usually not addressed because of the lack of any political consensus in the United States or with most of the international community. It may be fair to say that the probability of successful efforts to control world population growth is slim, and the odds of nations abandoning efforts to improve their standards of living are lower. By 2015, thirteen cities are expected to have populations exceeding 10 million. Dhaka, Bangladesh, for example, located in a region expected to have serious problems from climate change, is projected to grow [*73] from 10 million people in 2000 to 22.8 million by 2015. n526 The effect of climate change on these unstable and unsustainable areas of the world will have serious repercussions for national security. n527
Coal Unsustainable

Coal will eventually run out

News 5-1-11-[By Malcolm Farr, National Political Editor From: news.com.au July 01, 2011; http://www.news.com.au/features/environment/new-senator-lee-rhiannon-gives-10-year-life-expectancy-for-coal-industry/story-e6frflp0-1226085701710#ixzz1QxmgnIsU http://www.news.com.au/features/environment/new-senator-lee-rhiannon-gives-10-year-life-expectancy-for-coal-industry/story-e6frflp0-1226085701710]

A NEW Greens senator is forecasting the coal industry will be closed down in a decade as her party readies to use its increased numbers to influence major policy issues. The prediction by hardline New South Wales senator Lee Rhiannon will be rejected by the Government but will feed the growing concerns about its carbon pollution pricing scheme. And it will add to speculation over the contents of the carbon reduction scheme now being negotiated by the Government with the Greens and independents. Senator Rhiannon told Sky News the views of the Greens on coal had been misrepresented. "At no time we're talking about shutting down the coal industry tomorrow," she said. Pressed for a timetable for a switch to renewable energy she said: "Well, I mean I think that it actually can be done quite quickly myself. I think that you can do it within a decade." Related Coverage $3m spin: Carbon stories Green powers push barriers against CSG Courier Mail, 1 day ago Carbon tax deal all but done The Australian, 2 days ago Rio chief lashes coal detractors The Australian, 3 days ago Gillard rejects Greens' coal call Herald Sun, 4 days ago Leader slams Brown on coal The Australian, 4 days ago Senator Rhiannon said that "quite seriously the world is going to turn its back on the coal industry". The senator wasn't aware of what was being discussed in the negotiations, "But certainly we know that renewables are commercially and industrially viable. You need the government will to drive the transition." The fate of the coal industry is likely to be discussed when Parliament resumes on Monday and Opposition Leader Tony Abbott in the morning introduces legislation for a plebiscite on the carbon pricing scheme, which is expected to be released in the next few weeks. Also on Monday, the Greens will be in record numbers as they are joined by four new senators elected last August. They will have one MP in the House of Representatives and nine senators. The Government will have 31 senators; the Coalition will have 34 (five of them Nationals). On the cross benches will be independent Senator Nick Xenophon, John Madigan, the Democratic Labor Party senator from Victoria. And the nine Greens. So the Government will need at least 39 votes to win most Senate ballots, which means it will need all the Greens, almost all the time. The debate on climate change intensified today with the release of a report by consultants Ernst and Young which was critical of both the Government and Opposition options. The report, commissioned by manufacturing employers' organisation the Australian Industry Group, found no matter whose plan is adopted, business will "bear the major share of the burden". "Ernst and Young found that as they currently stand, neither the Government nor the Opposition policies fully meet our principles for climate policy," said Ai Group chief executive Heather Ridout today. "Both need significant improvements in critical areas, and the report makes constructive suggestions for such improvements. "In Ai Group's view the parties have considerable work left to flesh out their policies. We support the recommendations of this report for improving both sets of policies." The report recommended the Government provide "a higher level of assistance to a broader set of industries than previously suggested in the 2009 Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme". And it said the Opposition's Direct Action plan should clarify "how the penalty system for exceeding baselines will work". Read more: 

Coal is finite – peak coal is approaching fast

Heinberg 07 (5-21-07, Richard, Senior Fellow-in-Residence at Post Carbon Institute, “Peak coal: sooner than you think,”)

According to the widely accepted view, at current production levels proven coal reserves will last 155 years (this according to the World Coal Institute). The US Department of Energy (USDoE) projects annual global coal consumption to grow 2.5 per cent a year through 2030, by which time world consumption will be nearly double that of today. A startling report: less than we thought! However, future scenarios for global coal consumption are cast into doubt by two recent European studies on world coal supplies. The first, Coal: Resources and Future Production (PDF 630KB), published on April 5 by the Energy Watch Group, which reports to the German Parliament, found that global coal production could peak in as few as 15 years. This astonishing conclusion was based on a careful analysis of recent reserves revisions for several nations. The report’s authors (Werner Zittel and Jörg Schindler) note that, with regard to global coal reserves, “the data quality is very unreliable”, especially for China, South Asia, and the Former Soviet Union countries. Some nations (such as Vietnam) have not updated their proved reserves for decades, in some instances not since the 1960s. China’s last update was in 1992; since then, 20 per cent of its reserves have been consumed, though this is not revealed in official figures. However, since 1986 all nations with significant coal resources (except India and Australia) that have made the effort to update their reserves estimates have reported substantial downward revisions. Some countries - including Botswana, Germany, and the UK - have downgraded their reserves by more than 90 per cent. Poland’s reserves are now 50 per cent smaller than was the case 20 years ago. These downgrades cannot be explained by volumes produced during this period. The best explanation, say the EWG report’s authors, is that nations now have better data from more thorough surveys. If that is the case, then future downward revisions are likely from countries that still rely on decades-old reserves estimates. Altogether, the world’s reserves of coal have dwindled from 10 trillion tons of hard coal equivalent to 4.2 trillion tons in 2005 - a 60 per cent downward revision in 25 years. China (the world’s primary consumer) and the US (the nation with the largest reserves) are keys to the future of coal. China reports 55 years of coal reserves at current consumption rates. Subtracting quantities consumed since 1992, the last year reserves figures were updated, this declines to 40 to 45 years. However, the calculation assumes constant rates of usage, which is unrealistic since consumption is increasing rapidly. Already China has shifted from being a minor coal exporter to being a net coal importer. Moreover, we must factor in the peaking phenomenon common to the extraction of all non-renewable resources (the peak of production typically occurs long before the resource is exhausted). The EWG report’s authors, taking these factors into account, state: “it is likely that China will experience peak production within the next 5-15 years, followed by a steep decline.” Only if China’s reported coal reserves are in reality much larger than reported will Chinese coal production rates not peak “very soon” and fall rapidly. The United States is the world’s second-largest producer, surpassing the two next important producer states (India and Australia) by nearly a factor of three. Its reserves are so large that America has been called “the Saudi Arabia of coal”. The US has already passed its peak of production for high-quality coal (from the Appalachian Mountains and the Illinois basin) and has seen production of bituminous coal decline since 1990. However, growing extraction of sub-bituminous coal in Wyoming has more than compensated for this. Taking reserves into account, the EWG concludes that growth in total volumes can continue for 10 to 15 years. However, in terms of energy content US coal production peaked in 1998 at 598 million tons of oil equivalents (Mtoe); by 2005 this had fallen to 576 Mtoe. Confirmation: a second study The EWG study so contradicts widespread assumptions about future coal supplies that most energy analysts would probably prefer to ignore it. However, an even more recent study, The Future of Coal, by B. Kavalov and S. D. Peteves of the Institute for Energy (IFE), prepared for European Commission Joint Research Centre and not yet published, reaches similar conclusions. Unlike the EWG team, Kavalov and Peteves do not attempt to forecast a peak in production. Future supply is discussed in terms of the familiar but often misleading reserves-to-production (R/P) ratio. Nevertheless, the IFG’s conclusions broadly confirm the EWG report. The three primary take-away conclusions from the newer study are as follows: “world proven reserves (i.e. the reserves that are economically recoverable at current economic and operating conditions) of coal are decreasing fast”; “the bulk of coal production and exports is getting concentrated within a few countries and market players, which creates the risk of market imperfections”; and “coal production costs are steadily rising all over the world, due to the need to develop new fields, increasingly difficult geological conditions and additional infrastructure costs associated with the exploitation of new fields”. Early in the paper the authors ask, “Will coal be a fuel of the future?” Their disturbing conclusion, many pages later, is that “coal might not be so abundant, widely available and reliable as an energy source in the future”. Along the way, they state “the world could run out of economically recoverable (at current economic and operating conditions) reserves of coal much earlier than widely anticipated”. The authors also highlight problems noted in the EWG study having to do with differing grades of coal and the likelihood of supply problems arising first with the highest-grade ores. All of this translates to higher coal prices in coming years. The conclusion is repeated throughout the IFE report: “[I]t is true that historically coal has been cheaper than oil and gas on an energy content basis. This may change, however … The regional and country overview in the preceding chapter has revealed that coal recovery in most countries will incur higher production costs in future. Since international coal prices are still linked to production costs … an increase in the global price levels of coal can be expected …” As prices for coal rise, “the relative gap between coal prices and oil and gas prices will most likely narrow”, with the result that “the future world oil, gas and coal markets will most likely become increasingly inter-related and the energy market will tend to develop into a global market of hydrocarbons”.

Coal Bad- Environment

Coal destroys land that causes severe soil erosion, destroys biodiversity, and pollutes clean water supplies

Banks 06 (Bryan C., has J.D. Candidate, 2007, Seton Hall University School of Law; B.A. English and Political Science, 1996, George Washington University, Buffalo Environmental Law Journal “High above the Environmental Decimation and Economic Domination of Eastern Kentucky, King Coal Remains Firmly Seated on Its Gilded Throne.” LexisNexis)
The mountains in Eastern Kentucky, like any mountain in Appalachia, can be thought of as a "geological layer cake." n70 The seams of coal are separated by thick bands of sandstone, slate, and shale. n71 It is undisputed that surface mining alters the surface of the land. n72 Mountaintop removal mining n73 is the most destructive variant of surface mining. n74 The mountaintop mining process n75 is initiated by constructing a primary haul road to the mine site. n76 This provides access via public roads for equipment, employees, and [*139] supplies. Internal haul roads are also built during this initial phase to allow equipment to move within the site to haul both coal and overburden n77 as necessary. The site is then cleaned and cleared by shaving away all the vegetation on the mountain. n78 Machines claw into the ground to create a flat, bench-like work surface. Sedimentation ponds are constructed n79 as an erosion barrier. n80 Blasting holes are drilled at specific intervals to either the depth of the next bench or the coal seam that is to be exposed. n81 A powerful detonation shatters the rock. n82 The shattered rock is removed by dragging an enormous bucket across it and loading it into haulers. n83 This process is repeated across the mountain n84 in a series of adjacent excavations n85 until the mine pit is exposed. After the coal has been [*140] removed, the pit is backfilled with the spoil n86 from the next bench. Once the mining operation has concluded, the excess spoil n87 is disposed of by pushing it into an adjacent valley. n88 If the mine operator has designated a specific land proposal to reclaim the site prior to the permit process that will be equal to or better than the premining land use, n89 it is not required to return the mountain to its approximate original contour [hereinafter "AOC"]. n90 Even if the mine operator was required to return the mountain to its AOC rather than simply grade and reseed the land, the erosion barrier has been adversely altered, if not permanently destroyed. The widespread erosion around current and reclaimed mine sites n91 leads to its own negative environmental impact. By stripping away the vegetation, surface mining causes increased erosion and sedimentation. A simple rainfall can dramatically increase the amount of clay, silt and sand in streams throughout Appalachia. This results in two separate but related environmental impacts. First, as the particulates settle on the bottom [*141] of the stream, an artificial island replaces the streambed. n92 Once flowing water is replaced by a series of stagnant ponds when the water level is low between rains, aquatic life virtually disappears. Second, the cloudiness of the sediment-laden water reduces aquatic plant-life photosynthesis, n93 which in turn decreases the dissolved oxygen in water that is necessary to break down organic waste entering the water system. n94 In either occurrence, the water becomes stagnant and incapable of maintaining life. Environmentalists have noted the drastic "change in the topography, which leaves the land subject to more flooding, results in the pollution of streams and rivers, and has an 'incalculable' impact on wildlife." n95 Like much of Appalachia, the communities throughout Harlan County, Kentucky, are cognizant of the potential disaster every time they receive a heavy rain. n96 The mountains, littered with exposed coal seams, logging, and mining sites, n97 can send torrents of water gushing into the hollows and valleys below. n98 Once the streams and rivers have overflowed their banks, the sludge-and branch-laden waters can tear through the hollows and towns like runaway bulldozers. Flooding of this magnitude happens because the surface left after mining is not as stable as [*142] Mother Nature's version. n99 As the water gushes down into the valleys and hollows, it exposes a large surface area to the next harm, toxic Acid Mine Drainage. n100 

Collapse of biodiversity causes extinction

Santos 99; Baruch College Ecology Professor, The Environmental Crisis, p. 35-6
In view of their ecologic role in ecosystems, the impact of species extinction may be devastating. The rich diversity of species and the ecosystems that support them are intimately connected to the long-term survival of humankind. As the historic conservationist Aldo Leopold stated in 1949, “The outstanding scientific discovery of the twentieth century is not television or radio but the complexity of the land organisms…To keep every cog in the wheel is the first precaution of intelligent tinkering.” An endangered species may have a significant role in its community. Such an organism may control the structure and functioning of the community through its activities.  The sea otter, for example, in relation to its size, is perhaps the most voracious of all marine mammals.  The otter feeds on sea mollusks, sea urchins, crabs, and fish.  It needs to eat more than 20 percent of its weight every day to provide the necessary energy to maintain its body temperature in a cold marine habitat. The extinction of such keystone or controller species from the ecosystems would cause great damage. Its extinction could have cascading effects on many species, even causing secondary extinction. Traditionally, species have always evolved along with their changing environment. As disease organisms evolve, other organisms may evolve chemical defense mechanisms that confer disease resistance. As the weather becomes drier, for example, plants may develop smaller, thicker leaves which lose water slowly. The environment however is now developing and changing rapidly, but evolution is slow, requiring hundreds of thousands of years. If species are allowed to become extinct, the total biological diversity on Earth will be greatly reduced; therefore, the potential for natural adaptation and change also will be reduced, thus endangering the diversity of future human life support systems.
XTN- Coal hurts the Environment

Coal mining pollutes water supplies and destroys biodiversity

Banks 06 (Bryan C., has J.D. Candidate, 2007, Seton Hall University School of Law; B.A. English and Political Science, 1996, George Washington University, Buffalo Environmental Law Journal “High above the Environmental Decimation and Economic Domination of Eastern Kentucky, King Coal Remains Firmly Seated on Its Gilded Throne.” LexisNexis)

Surface mining's most immediate impact on the water system through Appalachia takes place as soon as the pyrite n101 in dirt begins to react with oxygen and water. A complex series of chemical weathering reactions n102 are spontaneously initiated, oxidizing the mineral that is inert while buried. n103 The foremost by-product of those reactions is sulfuric acid. n104 The acid leaches from the excavated rock as long as it remains exposed to the air and water or until the sulfides have been completely leached out. n105 As is often [*143] the case at mine sites, the acid mixes with water n106 and the contaminated drainage escapes into the downstream water system. AMD severely degrades water quality, kills aquatic life, and causes the aquatic ecosystem to become virtually sterile. n107 The impact is clearly visible in the distressed vegetation, fish kills, and discolored water. n108 AMD is a serious problem throughout Appalachia. It is estimated that there are over 1.1 million acres of abandoned coalmine lands n109 that have directly contributed to the pollution of more than 9,000 miles n110 of streams in the region. AMD is bearing down on the rivers and streams flowing throughout Eastern Kentucky. n111 It is negatively impacting underground aquifers that provide domestic and farm water supplies to many families in the Kentucky 5. n112 For that reason, many of the streams and rivers throughout eastern Kentucky have been turned into acid drains unfit for human use. n113 The sulfuric acid is also distributed throughout Appalachia and across the eastern United States through clouds containing acid [*144] rain. Acid rain is a byproduct of both coke production n114 and energy generation. Burning coal dumps large quantities n115 of sulfur dioxide into the air inside the furnaces. n116 As the air is expelled, it lifts the sulfur dioxide into the atmosphere where it attaches to water vapor in clouds. n117 Weather patterns generally carry the clouds easterly, where the acid rain is released. States in the Mid-Atlantic and Northeast have started to recognize the seriousness of acid rain's impact on both people and the environment. n118 The next part of this paper links the environmental decimation noted above to the poverty and associated health problems that have plagued eastern Kentucky. 

Coal Bad- Poverty*
Coal mining fuels poverty

Banks 06 (Bryan C., has J.D. Candidate, 2007, Seton Hall University School of Law; B.A. English and Political Science, 1996, George Washington University, Buffalo Environmental Law Journal “High above the Environmental Decimation and Economic Domination of Eastern Kentucky, King Coal Remains Firmly Seated on Its Gilded Throne.” LexisNexis)

Appalachia was not ready for the spotlight during Kennedy and Johnson's visits. The conditions these Presidents found were deplorable. n119 In 1965, one in three people in the region lived in [*145] poverty. n120 However, it is important to distinguish the mountaineer's legacy, a self-sufficient poverty, from today's poverty, which can be described as dependant on government assistance programs. n121 Since the 1960's, strip mining has quickly spread throughout Appalachia, embraced as part of the economic engine people hoped would provide opportunities for employment and a standard of living similar to that enjoyed by the rest of America. But the mining industry has not been the savior they anticipated. n122 A backlash n123 to the environmental and economic repression is developing, as the residents of the region recognize that their economic disenfranchisement is directly related to the impact of the mining industry. n124 [*146] 1. Poverty The percentage of persons below the poverty level living in the Kentucky 5 is nearly twice the national average, with a median household income of one-half the national average. n125 In the 40 years since the initiation of the War on Poverty, the number of people living below the poverty line in the Kentucky 5 has only decreased by five percent. At the close of the 20th century, 80 percent of Letcher County, Kentucky, still did not have access to public water utilities. n126 Unemployment rates are high, but do not include underemployment and those who have simply stopped looking [*147] for jobs that do not exist. n127 "Letcher County's true unemployment rate may run as high as 50 percent." n128 There must be an underlying cause of the economic marginalization that prevents the residents from improving their lives. Herman R. Lantz studied a typical coal mining community in Pennsylvania during the middle of the century in an attempt to discover how the residents dealt with rapid development and just as rapid economic decline that mirrored the coal industry's boom and bust cycles. n129 Lantz's research indicated that those tied by the boom and bust cycle of the mining industry often lacked motivation and possessed an aversion to take the risks associated with opportunities required to develop new enterprises. n130 The cyclical nature of Eastern Kentucky's economy has had the same effects, feeding into an overall feeling of fear and inadequacy. n131 The poverty faced by the residents of Appalachia is a condition n132 that they must overcome in order to solve the more complex problems of physical and mental health. Without the chance to make choices, the residents have become resigned to substandard living conditions.

Coal Bad- Judicial Legitimacy*
Coal mining has crushed judicial legitimacy for the past century

Banks 06 (Bryan C., has J.D. Candidate, 2007, Seton Hall University School of Law; B.A. English and Political Science, 1996, George Washington University, Buffalo Environmental Law Journal “High above the Environmental Decimation and Economic Domination of Eastern Kentucky, King Coal Remains Firmly Seated on Its Gilded Throne.” LexisNexis)

Public choice theory seems to explain why state and federal legislatures have failed to protect the residents of Appalachia. The simple majority requirement for passage of legislation makes compromise essential. n259 But can public choice theory also explain state and federal judicial failures to protect the vulnerable citizens of Appalachia? Disturbingly, the answer may be yes. If this theory is correct, once flawed legislation has been passed in the legislature and enacted by the executive, courts interpreting the statute are left with no choice but to enforce the legislative compromise, contributing to the nightmare rather than fixing it. n260 Courts in the coal mining regions of Appalachia have a long history of favoring coal companies. This "protectionist" sentiment was expressed by the Pennsylvania Supreme Court as early as 1886, when it held that coal operators should dominate over the residents in order "to encourage the development of the great natural resources of a country" n261 and that when implicated "trifling inconveniences to particular persons must sometimes give way to the necessities of a great community." n262 The judicial presumption that coal mines should be protected as superior to all other rights n263 [*168] has contributed significantly to the environmental devastation of eastern Kentucky. A. State Courts Fail to Protect the Poor The State's judicial failure to protect the interests of the people over the interests of the mining industry begins in the trial courts. Throughout the Kentucky 5, cases initiated against defendant coal companies in county circuit courts are often dismissed, decided by summary judgment, or settled prior to trial. n264 Lawsuits against coal companies may also be subject to outrageous delays n265 until the plaintiffs have exhausted their funds, energy, and all sense of hope. Consequently, there is an implicit understanding that keeps cases from being filed. If there are no cases pending against a coal company, the court cannot even begin to try to protect the people's interests. There were the intrepid few who challenged mining operations; but for the better part of the 20th century, the court provided substandard protection for the residents of Kentucky's coal-rich counties. In what was perhaps the state judiciary's greatest failure, with the longest-lasting environmental impact, the Kentucky Court of Appeals consistently enforced the literal language of the broad form deed and resolved ambiguities in favor of the mineral rights owner. n266 The court preserved the supremacy of the broad form deed in a line of cases n267 including Martin v. Kentucky Oak Mining [*169] Co. n268 In Martin, the court held that the broad form deed conferred the right to strip mine and protected the owner of subsurface mineral rights from liability as long as mining was not conducted in a wanton, oppressive, malicious or arbitrary manner. The broad form deed, as interpreted by the Kentucky courts, eviscerated the rights of surface owners. n269 Martin reaffirmed the courts' long-standing position. Between pressures from the mining industry and the judiciary, there was no safe haven for surface owners in Eastern Kentucky. Once the right to strip mine was firmly established, the court limited the economic liability of the industry with respect to environmental impacts. In N. E. Coal Co. v. Hayes n270 the court held that mineral owners' rights were subservient to surface owners' rights to be free from subsidence, but there was no liability because it would be difficult for mine operators to anticipate any damage they may cause to the surface. n271 Compensation damages for subsidence are measured by the difference in market value of the surface before and after the subsidence occurred. n272 Rather than protect the people and hold mine owners liable for the damage they caused under a trespass or waste theory, the court limited liability to the market price. Liability has minimized further because no one [*170] wants to move into a home within the vicinity of a mine for fear of uncompensated damage and the resulting loss in market value of the property. Once damage to the surface was effectively limited, the court set its sights on protecting the industry from damage to the ambient air quality. In the 1974 case of Kentland-Elkhorn Coal Co. v. Charles, n273 the Kentucky Court of Appeals denied relief to surface owners for coal dust pollution. The surface owners relied on a nuisance theory. The court required proof that the coal operator chose a more harmful procedure over a less harmful, equally available procedure, thus reversing the trial court's judgment for the surface owners. Justice Stephenson's concurrence suggested strict liability should be imposed upon the mineral owner for damages to the surface owner's improvements. n274 However, that theory that has not gained acceptance. Notwithstanding the passage of the SMCRA and enforcement and regulatory activities by the State government, Kentucky's trial courts still coddle the industry. In Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet v. Kentucky Harlan Coal Co., Inc., n275 the Kentucky Court of Appeals reversed the Harlan Circuit Court's holding that the Environmental Protection Cabinet had overstepped its authority when it assessed a regulatory penalty against Kentucky Harlan Coal Company. n276 The Court of Appeals [*171] reversed and remanded so that the agency's order could be reinstated. B. Federal Courts Interpret the Law to Benefit the Industry Since the turn of the last century, the federal courts have protected the mining industry at the expense of individuals. In 1882, the U.S. Supreme Court stated, "It is the policy of the country to encourage the development of its mineral resources." n277 Since then, plaintiffs have pursued various theories in their attempts to redress the harms caused by mining operators. In the following discussion of cases, it should be noted that the federal judiciary has had the power to change the direction of environmental protection laws and has steadfastly refused to do so. The most critical failure of the federal courts regarding the environment in Appalachia was their preservation of the ill-conceived broad form deed. n278 It would be naive to presuppose mountaintop mining would have never been allowed otherwise. However, had the court ruled differently in several key cases, more time might have passed before mountaintop mining gained it's foothold throughout eastern Kentucky. This in turn would have postponed the cumulative effects of the aforementioned harms. In a Virginia case, J. M. Mullins et al. v. Beatrice Pocahontas Company, n279 the defendant subsurface rights owner was sued by the surface rights owners, a group of people living and working [*172] in the vicinity of the mine alleging that coal dust from the company's processing plant contaminated the air. Plaintiffs sought both damages and injunctive relief. n280 The court held that even thought the right to deposit dust on the surface was not contemplated by the deeds between Pocahontas and the plaintiffs, Pocahontas was nonetheless allowed to produce the amount of coal dust reasonably necessary to produce marketable coal. It could not however emit more than reasonably necessary nor could it compel the property owners to bear the cost of its pollution if means of collecting the dust were reasonably available. n281 The court left the definition of a reasonably necessary burden on the surface as an issue of fact to be determined from the evidence. n282 Although the facts in this case flip the traditional roles in mining litigation, as a consequence of the courts holding, the principles underlying the broad form deed were upheld. Coal production was allowed to continue under what the court termed necessary and reasonable disruptions to the surface. In Buchanan v. Watson, n283 an imaginative plaintiff attempted to persuade the Sixth Circuit that the destruction of his property as a result of strip mining was actionable under the Civil Rights Act. The Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals rejected that argument, holding that the Kentucky Courts' interpretation of the broad form deed, in allowing strip mining, did not amount to an unconstitutional taking of the surface owner's rights. n284 In dicta, the court noted that the remedy lies solely in the jurisdiction of the state legislature and courts, n285 essentially closing the circuit's doors to further action regarding the broad form deed. Justice Douglas took the opportunity in a six-page dissent to the Court's denial of certiorari [*173] in Watson n286 to summarize the history of "environmental and human despoliation" n287 that has occurred throughout Eastern Kentucky. n288 In a 1977 judicial action that consolidated 22 cases attacking regulations promulgated by the Secretary of Interior pursuant to the SMCRA, In re Surface Mining Regulation Litigation, n289 the D.C. District Court held that Congress had intended to allow mountaintop removal strip mining. It merely required that commitments and assurances concerning post-mining use were given to regulators prior to the issuance of a mining permit. n290 A series of recent cases in the Fourth Circuit raised the extraction of mineral resources to one of the most hotly contested environmental issues in the country. The debate took an unexpected but fleeting twist in favor of environmentalists. In June 2002, a federal district court in West Virginia ruled that valley fills, a key step in the mountaintop surface mining method, is illegal under federal environmental laws. n291 The court noted that the Corps' Huntington, West Virginia, District Office had a longstanding practice of issuing permits solely for purposes of allowing the disposal of mountaintop mining waste into underlying valleys. The court ruled that both the Corps' permitting practice and the valley fills were illegal under the CWA. n292 Chief Judge Charles Haden issued an injunction preventing the Corps from issuing further valley fill permits. However, a three-judge panel for the Fourth Circuit U.S. Court of Appeals quickly reversed, vacated, and remanded the injunction. n293 The Fourth Circuit held that the [*174] injunction issued against the Corps was too broad and therefore could not survive. n294 The federal judiciary's handling of mining issues has left much to be desired. Rather than deal directly with the causes of the environmental decimation, the courts have consistently relied on the states to regulate. Legendary United Mine Workers President John L. Lewis n295 expressed this frustration during his fight to have the Court recognize the rights of miners in black-lung litigation. The federal judiciary has clearly abdicated its role in the protection of the most vulnerable for the expediency of protecting the mining industry from liability.
Coal Bad- China Relations

China is switching to renewables now – Coal crushes US-Sino relations
Ramesh 07 (Deepti, May 23,  “Dow Signs Agreement for China Coal-to-Chemicals JV” LexisNexis]
Dow Chemical and Shenhua Group (Beijing), a coal mining company, have signed a cooperation agreement and will soon launch a detailed feasibility study for a coal-to-chemicals joint venture in Shaanxi Province, China. The companies earlier signed a letter of intent for a prefeasibility study for the complex, and said the jv might be located near Yulin, Shaanxi (CW, Jan. 5/12, 2005, p. 15). The project will be based on clean coal technology that converts coal to methanol for production of ethylene and propylene. The complex will also have a chlor-alkali unit. Derivative products made at the complex will include vinyl chloride monomer and chlorinated organics, as well as glycols, amines, solvents, surfactants, acrylic acid and derivatives, and propylene derivatives. The detailed feasibility study, which will take almost two years, will assess environmental impact, water supply, front-end loading, engineering design, market and product mix, logistics, supply chain, and economics. The companies plan to submit a project application to the Chinese government once the study is completed. "This project aligns with Dow's strategy to invest in growth geographies like China, and will build Dow's competitive position to serve customers in Asia with locally produced products and solutions," says Dow CEO Andrew Liveris. Dow also recently signed an agreement for a major jv in Saudi Arabia, as part of the same strategy (p. 18). State-owned Shenhua says that the project with Dow will help China to produce chemical products from the country's abundant coal and salt resources, and reduce the country's reliance on imported oil. "It is of great significance to the world and China in particular to produce oil substitute converted from coal," says Chen Biting, chairman of Shenhua. "This project will be commercially competitive and have a positive impact on local economic growth." Shenhua says its other interests are in power generation, as well as railroad and port infrastructure. The Dow-Shenhua agreement was signed in the run-up to the second U.S.-China Strategic Economic Dialogue, scheduled to be held in Washington on May 22-23, which aims to strengthen relations between the U.S. and Chinese economies.

US-Russia relations are key to balance global peace efforts 

James F. Collins ‘9 - James F. Collins is senior associate and director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. He was the U.S. ambassador to the Russian Federation from 1997 to 2001, and is an expert in Russia and Eurasia, U.S. foreign policy, U.S. relations with Russia and CIS countries, Europe, arms control and nonproliferation, and Russian politics and economy. “Opportunities for the U.S.-Russia Relationship” 3/12 http://carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22889&solr_hilite=

A third and final area that often gives rise to discord emerges from differences in the priorities the United States and Russia assign to particular interests.  Our priorities today are focused on the international economy, on the southern front of Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq, and on preventing the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and or catastrophic terrorism.  Russia is likely to have a rather different list that might go something like this: balancing against the influence of other major powers in the post-Soviet space (in particular the intrusion of the United States and NATO into this area), advancing Russian influence comprehensively in this region; ensuring a major Russian voice as an equal in shaping the future international order; and maintaining the stability and security of the post-Soviet region.    

Taken as a whole, what the foregoing suggests is that U.S.–Russia relations will continue to be characterized by the need to manage and address asymmetries, and by the need to avoid unwarranted assumptions about agreement that is not fully defined.  A productive policy will find the balance among these elements, and experience from the last two decades can inform our diplomacy.  We have ample examples of where we succeeded and failed to manage effectively disagreement about the nature of Russia’s relations with its post Soviet-neighbors.  An example of the opposite outcome was the success of diplomacy in removing nuclear weapons from the territory of three of Russia’s neighbors, preventing the emergence in Eurasia of three new nuclear powers.  Russia has also sought to constrain areas of strategic nuclear innovation in such areas as weaponization of space and missile defense.  The United States, on the other hand, has pursued maintaining a substantial edge in conventional and nuclear capability and accepted minimal constraint on that effort.  Nevertheless, Russia and the United States have reached agreement on reduction in strategic weapons, have worked cooperatively to strengthen international cooperation against the threat of nuclear terrorism, and appear poised again to negotiate further reductions in their strategic arsenals.  What these examples demonstrate is that it will be important for our policy makers and public to keep in mind these complexities as we think about developing a more pragmatic approach to Russia and Russia policy.  We will need to avoid the slogan and opt for nuance,

And yet even if the Obama administration takes account of these factors, Russia will remain a challenging, difficult international partner.  Its leaders and people still nurse bruised feelings over the loss of international status.  Russia’s political elite remains deeply suspicious about U.S. intentions and frequently believe the worst of our motives.  The cognitive dissonance between the aspirations and claims to authority and involvement that Russian leaders often assert and their actual capacity to influence events can be counted upon to try U.S. the patience of U.S. diplomats.  And finally, Russia’s continuing struggle to work out its identity will bring with it a frequent lack of long term vision or ability to make strategic decisions.

XTN- Clean Coal Hurts China Relations

Renewables key to China Relations and the environment

China Daily.com 08 (January 10, “CHINA, US BENEFIT FROM CLEAN ENERGY” LexisNexis)

Sino-US collaboration on clean energy technology will set a good example for other countries, US Commerce Assistant Secretary David Bohigian said yesterday. The two countries have much to gain by working together on knocking down trade barriers and working jointly in such fields as alternative energy, he said. "If China and the United States are not working together, the problems will only get worse when it comes to air pollution, water pollution and climate change," Bohigian, whose job mainly concerns international economic policy, said. The assistant secretary this week led the Second Clean-Energy Trade Mission to China. It consists of 17 US companies with advanced technology ranging from solar power to clean coal. The continuing rapid growth of the Chinese economy presents unparalleled opportunities and challenges, he said. "US clean-energy companies can help China meet its enormous energy demands while deploying technology that benefits the environment." The last trade mission, in April 2007, was the first clean energy trade mission that the US government had ever led, and yielded hundreds of millions of dollars worth of sales. "Having our companies here on the second clean energy trade mission has helped our countries institutionalize the ability for our companies to get together. "Another important step we've made today is opening up a dialogue on clean energy and energy efficiency, along with our partners at China Chamber of Commerce for Import and Export of Machinery and Electronic Products, the National Development and Reform Commission and the Ministry of Commerce," he said at yesterday's US-China Clean-Energy Dialogue.

Coal Bad- Warming

Coal causes global warming and clean coal doesn’t exist

Place 08 [Eric De Place, Senior Researcher at the Sightline Institute, October 6, 2008, “Clean Coal: Maybe Unicorns Will Save Us”, Sightline Daily, http://daily.sightline.org/2008/10/06/maybe-unicorns-will-save-us/]

Apparently, everybody loves clean coal. Barack Obama loves it and John McCain loves it. Joe Biden really loved it during his VP debate – and Sarah Palin loved it too. But here’s the problem. Clean coal is very much like a unicorn: it doesn’t exist. And because it doesn’t exist, it will not save us from climate change. Via Kate Sheppard, Carolyn Auwaerter of 1Sky nails it: “Clean coal” is a contradiction in terms. Conventional coal-burning power plants are the leading cause of global warming pollution in the United States. Coal lobbyists will immediately reply that they can develop coal plants in the future that will capture and sequester carbon pollution. But this is misleading. Carbon capture and sequestration is unproven, dangerous, and exorbitantly expensive. At best, the technology will not be commercially available until 2030 and the U.S. Department of Energy calculates that installing carbon capture systems will almost double plant costs, which won’t provide any relief to Americans’ soaring utility bills. Exactly. Allow me to elaborate. There are basically two meanings of “clean coal.” The first is new conventional coal plants, which can indeed be more efficient and cleaner than the awful old ones. But even the new ones are a disaster. New coal plants are “clean” in the same way that it’s “healthy” to switch from Marlboro Reds to Camel Lights. The other meaning of “clean coal” is happy talk about futuristic coal plants that will capture and sequester carbon. I hope these arrive someday—truly I do—but at the moment they’re far beyond the engineering horizon. The technology to capture and sequester carbon would be an excellent thing. And I’m all for it. But the potential arrival of this technology is much too risky to bet on.

Warming causes extinction

Tickell, 08  (Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Guardian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, 8/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 

XTN- Coal Causes Warming

Coal causes warming and Clean Coal doesn’t exist

Hoggan 08 [James Hoggan, president of the public relations firm James Hoggan & Associates, Sept. 2008, “Clean coal' con: desperate industry's ludicrous claims exposed”, New Internationalist]

In coal towns and boardrooms around the world, the promise of 'clean coal' is suddenly being touted as our best hope for energy security. But there's a catch: coal remains the dirtiest source of energy on earth. As Jeff Goodell, author of Big Coal: The Dirty Secret Behind America's Energy Future, puts it: 'Clean coal is not an actual invention, a physical thing--it is an advertising slogan, like "fat-free donuts" or "interest-free loans".' The 'clean coal' claim is nothing more than expensive whitewash. Coal's real appeal is that it's cheap and abundant. It provides 25 per cent of global energy needs and produces 40 per cent of the world's electricity. But it's also an environmental scourge. The United States, which produces 50 per cent of its electricity from coal, has suffered environmental and public health disasters as a result. The American Lung Association reports that 24,000 Americans die prematurely each year from coal-fired power plant pollution. And despite some successful efforts to reduce the outputs that cause acid rain, those plants are still the largest human source of pollutants like mercury, which causes a host of miseries, including poisoning breast milk and devastating child development. Then there's carbon dioxide. The US, which has only recently been overtaken by China as the world's foremost source of greenhouse gases, produces 40 per cent of its gross C[O.sub.2] output from coal. To maintain this pace, US coal companies have taken to blowing the tops off coal-bearing mountains in a process aptly called mountaintop removal mining. Now, the coal industry would like to pick up the pace--to replace foreign oil with 'clean' American coal. So the industry has created the American Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity--and set aside a $40 million marketing budget. The campaign has already convinced millions of Americans (and, apparently, both candidates for president) that 'clean coal' will save the day. The backbone for this fiction is carbon capture and storage (CCS)--the notion that 'clean' coal plants will capture heat-trapping carbon dioxide emissions and bury them underground. Some US states have already approved new coal plants that are said to be 'carbon capture ready'. But no effective carbon-capture technology currently exists, and even the most optimistic estimates put large-scale carbon capture 20 or 30 years in the future. 'Carbon capture ready' is a PR slogan--nothing more. Leading science academies the world over agree fossil fuel emissions are adding to a heat-trapping blanket that is warming the planet in a dangerous way. They say we are nearing a tipping point that may fundamentally destabilize the earth's climate systems, leading to catastrophic disruption of life as we know it. There are many things we can do. We can use energy more efficiently and invest in renewable technologies like wind, solar and geothermal. But 'clean' coal is a recipe for disaster. We humans have often thrived on our ability to understand that what we do today has an impact on what happens tomorrow. But periodically we have fooled ourselves, choosing to rely on hope over evidence. The coal industry is betting $40 million that we can be fooled again. Don't buy it. There is no 'clean' coal. Something sinister is going on in the world of coal. The world's most polluting fuel, coal is responsible for around half of all the C[O.sub.2] humans have so far spewed into the atmosphere. It is the filthiest way to produce electricity, emitting 80 per cent more carbon than gas and 29 per cent more than oil. And yet, Old King Coal is enjoying a resurgence, thanks to rising fuel prices and a sizeable dose of greenwash.

Renewables Good- Fossil Fuel Dependence
Renewable energy is feasible and solves fossil fuel dependence

Reitze o9 (Arnold W., Junior, joined the faculty at the University of Utah S.J. Quinney College of Law in 2008. He also is the J.B. and Maurice C. Shapiro Professor Emeritus of Environmental Law at the George Washington University Law School where he was the director of the LL.M. program in environmental law, Boston College Environmental Affairs Law Review, “CONTROL OF CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS: WHAT ARE THE OPTIONS?” LexisNexis)

Renewable energy sources such as wind, solar, biomass, landfill gas-to-energy projects, geothermal, and hydro can reduce dependence on fossil fuels. The cost of generating electricity using renewable energy has dropped by eighty to ninety percent in the past twenty years and is [*48] continuing to drop. n331 Development of these "green" energy sources is a fast-growing segment of the energy industry, but the government has a mixed record in encouraging "green" power. The federal research and development budget for wind power is a modest $ 50 million in FY2008 and in FY2009 it is to increase to $ 53 million. n332 Subchapter IV of the CAA provides 300,000 bonus allowances for utilities that implement renewable energy and conservation programs--as of November 2002, 47,493 allowances had been allocated. n333 Most were in the western United States, not in the South or Mid-West where most electric power plant pollution is produced. n334 Yet wind power in 2005 could be generated at $ .04 to $ .05 per kwh and some facilities get close to $ .03 per kwh. n335 Replacing ten percent of 1993 levels of electric power production with wind power could have been accomplished by developing 1.8% of the wind resources in the lower forty-eight states. n336 An important development is the spread of state renewable portfolio standards (RPS) that require a minimum percentage of the power sold in a state to come from renewable energy. Iowa, in 1991, was the first state to enact an RPS; it requires a specific amount of renewable electricity to be sold in the state. n337 Most states that subsequently enacted RPS specified a percentage of electricity that had to be generated from renewable sources. The percentage of renewable electricity that is required to be sold ranges from 0.2 to 33%. n338 By mid-2007, twenty-four states and the District of Columbia had RPS. n339 New York, for example, requires twenty-five percent of the state's power to be generated from renewable sources by 2013; California requires at least twenty percent by 2017. n340 The major problem with RPS is they will not produce carbon reductions beyond those that could be achieved with a cap-and-trade system. Moreover cap-and-trade will achieve the same objective as [*49] RPS at a lower cost and will preserve the freedom of the regulated entities to decide for themselves how to best comply. n341 The U.S. Department of Interior's Bureau of Land Management (BLM) on June 21, 2005, published its programmatic environmental impact statement (EIS) that is part of BLM's Wind Energy Development Program. n342 BLM hopes that in twenty years electricity generated using wind power on public lands will increase from 500 to 3200 mega-watts of capacity. n343 While the plan covers the western states, most of the development is expected to occur in Utah and in the three states--California, Nevada, and Wyoming. n344 The BLM considers 160,000 acres of public land to be capable of wind-powered electric generation, based on both technical and economic suitability criteria. n345 

Reliance on fossil fuels funds terrorism, wrecks the U.S. economy, and destroys the environment

Reitze o9 (Arnold W., Junior, joined the faculty at the University of Utah S.J. Quinney College of Law in 2008. He also is the J.B. and Maurice C. Shapiro Professor Emeritus of Environmental Law at the George Washington University Law School where he was the director of the LL.M. program in environmental law, Boston College Environmental Affairs Law Review, “CONTROL OF CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS: WHAT ARE THE OPTIONS?” LexisNexis)

In 2006, the U.S. used twenty four percent of the world's oil supply but it has only two percent of the world's petroleum reserves. n360 Transportation is responsible for 68.3% of U.S. petroleum consumption. n361 The U.S. imports approximately fifty-nine percent of the country's oil, with nearly one-fifth of the imports coming from the Persian Gulf states. n362 Twenty-two percent of the world's oil is controlled by states that are under U.S./U.N. sanctions for sponsoring terrorism. n363 Venezuela does not support international terrorism, but its President, Hugo Chavez, is unfriendly to the U.S. n364 With the United States importing about 4938 billion barrels of oil each year at prices in the summer of 2008 that were in excess of $ 130 a barrel, producers are receiving about half a trillion dollars for petroleum. However, the U.S. Commerce Department reported a trade deficit for 2007 of $ 815.6 billion, with only $ 293.5 billion being the petroleum deficit. n365 Regardless of the apparent [*52] discrepancy in these figures, our international relations and diplomacy options are dominated by the nation's dependence on oil. This petroleum dependence requires tremendous public sector expenditures to support the military capability to protect our petroleum supply. The expenditures for petroleum affect the value of the dollar and the overall economy, and the increasing worldwide demand is expected to keep upward pressure on oil prices despite the temporary drop in late 2008 due to a worldwide recession. If efforts to limit climate change are to obtain the support of a majority of American voters, GHG controls need to be justified based on issues of concern to voters, such as energy security, the trade deficit, and national security. Concern for biosphere protection is unlikely to motivate either the national political leadership or the American public to modify their behavior, but other national economic and energy security concerns may do so. A program that involves the United States incurring a substantial portion of the costs and receiving a disproportionately small share of the benefits is difficult to sell to American voters.
Clean Coal Bad- Warming
Clean Coal causes warming- trades off with better energy sources

 The New York Times 6/15/11 [Keith Bradsher, Hong Kong bureau chief of The New York Times, June 15, 2011, “A Green Solution, or the Dark Side to Cleaner Coal?”,  New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/15/business/energy-environment/15iht-sreCHINA15.html] 

''Anything that makes coal more cost effective, like blending, which is only enabling China to burn more coal, is bad news for the global struggle against carbon emissions,'' said Orville Schell, the Arthur Ross director of the Center on U.S.-China Relations at the Asia Society in New York. The Chinese government's decision this month to import more coal in order to lessen power outages - and control rising coal prices - ensures that blending will increase rapidly. Industry executives are quick to tout the practice's environmental benefits. Blending ''is a sound solution to reducing greenhouse gas and pollutants emissions from coal-fired power plants,'' said Howard Au, the director and chairman of Petrocom Energy Ltd., which owns the blending facility here. But environmentalists worry that by reducing the amount of sulfur and dust emitted from burning coal, blending makes coal more acceptable in the short-term and stalls the conversion to cleaner or renewable fuels. They say coal blending strengthens the case for companies - and countries - that want to continue to rely on coal for decades. ''Does it help with acid rain? Yes,'' said Allen Hershkowitz, a specialist in Appalachian coal fields at the Natural Resources Defense Council, an environmental group based in New York. ''It hurts us when it comes to global warming.'' Coal remains a particularly dirty form of electricity generation when it comes to producing climate-changing gases.

Warming causes extinction

Tickell, 08  (Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Guardian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, 8/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 

XTN- Clean Coal Causes Warming

Clean Coal net worse for global warming

Natural Gas Week 10 [Anonymous, Mar 1, 2010, “Alternate Energy, 'Clean' Coal Not That Green”, Natural Has Week, Lexis]

Some alternate energy sources and solutions for reducing carbon footprints may not be as green as they appear at first glance, says Terry Tyler, executive vice president, chief technology officer and chief information officer for Enmax, the electricity provider for Calgary, Alberta, and surrounding areas. In fact, a close examination of full life-cycle components might well show that the solution leaves a bigger carbon footprint than it removes, the veteran utility engineer said last week at the Canadian Energy Research Institute's Natural Gas Conference in Calgary. The economic downturn that began in the second half of 2008 forced the world to pause and examine the route it was following and to recognize that it was unsustainable, Tyler said. That pause should give decision makers the opportunity to select a fuel that could serve as the bridge until renewables become more cost effective. The selection process is fraught with potential error, he cautioned, citing nuclear power as an example. Nuclear power plants emit no carbon dioxide, but they come with intractable waste disposal issues. And when you factor in the environmental impact created by manufacturing massive amounts of steel and concrete used in construction, fleets of trucks hauling materials, excavating the mammoth foundations and related work, followed eventually by decommissioning, nuclear isn't nearly as green as it first looks, he said. In truth, a nuclear plant stomps a huge carbon footprint on the landscape. Coal's emissions of carbon dioxide, sulfur, various nitrogen compounds and particulates are well known, as are the mechanisms of scrubbing the emissions streams of different impurities and more recently the efforts to capture and sequester carbon dioxide. What few have examined is the cost not just in dollars, but also in the carbon footprint, of exercising all the measures required to make coal minimally "clean," Tyler said. 

Clean coal causes global warming

Cyrus Patton 4-12-11-[“Global Warming is Real”- http://globalwarmingisreal.com/2011/04/12/the-farce-of-clean-coal/]

Clean coal is a farce by any reasonable person’s evaluation. Despite President Obama’s recent speech supporting “clean coal” as a component of our energy future, the reality is coal is neither clean nor cost effective. The coal industry has long touted low costs of coal as a major argument for their business. However it seems no study has actually examined the true cost of coat from extraction to combustion. And the number would make Wall Street bankers shudder: $500 billion. The farthest reach on this number is $74 billion for public health issues in Apalachia alone. The truth is, coal is still a very expensive energy option. It’s interesting how, when it comes to wind or solar energy, the industry is quick to evaluate the long term costs of production, depreciation, upkeep and replacement of alternative energy. But when it comes to coal, they look only at one piece of the process. In addition to a dramatically high cost, it also is not nearly as clean as the industry is claiming. Coal is the largest source of greenhouse gasses and is the largest source of air and water pollution worldwide. No matter how well the coal industry markets their products as “clean”, it is not. One barrier to changing the coal paradigm is that it’s entirely endorsed by government. The 2008 economic bailout included $2.5 Billion in loan guarantees for new coal plants. Sequestering the carbon emitted by coal plants make it a cleaner option. However that technology isn’t fully available yet. Even though carbon sequestration technology exists, it won’t be scalable to encompass an entire coal plant for probably a decade based on industry estimates. So next time your co-worker perpetuates the term “clean coal”, put a stop to the farce and explain the truth about coal. 

