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***Investment Tradeoff DA ***

Clean Tech 1nc Shell 

A.  Investment in clean tech is increasingly strong now—recent reports prove 

Content 7/12/11 (Thomas, Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, "Report finds Wisconsin 13th in clean-technology jobs," http://www.jsonline.com/business/125463128.html)  

Batteries, biofuels and water technology helped rank Wisconsin 13th among the 50 states in clean-tech jobs nationally last year, according to a new Brookings Institution-Battelle report. The report says about 2.7 million people nationally were employed by the "clean economy" last year, including nearly 77,000 in Wisconsin. "The clean economy is more than a myth," said one of the report's authors, Jonathan Rothwell, senior research analyst at Brookings. "And it's a significant and growing area of the U.S. economy, especially in the newer technologies such as solar, wind and biofuels, but also energy-efficiency related segments like the smart grid, electric vehicle technologies and fuel cells." The first report to look at the clean-tech economy in 100 cities across the country notes that Milwaukee has seen slower-than-average growth in clean technology in recent years, but it also highlights the region's efforts to expand in two clean-tech markets: water-efficiency technologies and batteries. The Milwaukee 7 regional economic development group has established a Water Council and advanced freshwater science research at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. A similar initiative has been launched in energy storage, through the Wisconsin Energy Research Consortium and the announcement last week of a multimillion-dollar partnership between Johnson Controls Inc. and the state's two largest public universities. "We find that clustering is associated with faster growth in the clean economy from 2003 to 2010, so clusters in the Milwaukee area are apt to boost growth for the relevant companies and attract more companies that are doing similar work," Rothwell said. "Where innovation matters - and that's most industries, and not just the clean economy - clustering should matter." Madison, meanwhile, has seen above-average growth in clean-tech sectors, with particular strength in biofuels and energy-efficiency products and technologies, according to the report, prepared for a division of Brookings that focuses on the economies of the nation's metropolitan areas. Drivers of its green economy include companies such as renewable fuels developer Virent Energy Systems and the Great Lakes Bioenergy Research Center at UW-Madison. Researchers at Brookings used a database compiled by Battelle - the nonprofit organization that runs national energy research laboratories for the federal Department of Energy - to develop the report. It measures employment in a variety of fields, tallying up jobs linked to everything from renewable energy and pollution prevention devices to organic foods and green consumer products. The report recommends a variety of policy initiatives to help foster growth of clean-technology businesses but also says the private sector has moved swiftly to shepherd clean-tech's ascension. From 1995 to 2010, the value of venture capital flowing into clean-tech sectors rose from $1 billion to $4 billion. Clean-tech accounted for 17% of all venture capital dollars invested last year, Rothwell said. 

B.  Federal space initiatives siphon off financial and personnel resources from competing private sector priorities like clean technology – history of the space program proves 
Murphy 05 (Robert, adjunct scholar of the Mises Institute + Prof of Economics @ Hillsdale College, "A Free Market in Space," http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:ghms8RjSBh4J:mises.org/freemarket_detail.aspx%3Fcontrol%3D525+A+Free+Market+in+Space&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&source=www.google.com)

On October 4, 2004, the privately funded SpaceShip-One climbed to an altitude of over 70 miles, clinching the $10 million "X Prize." Many analysts were excited by the prospects for commercial space travel, and the day when orbital or even interplanetary flights would be affordable for the average person. As if to rebut the naysayers who dismissed SpaceShipOne as a mere tourist attraction for millionaires, Las Vegas hotel magnate Robert Bigelow capitalized on the event by announcing a $50 million prize for the first team to put a privately funded space station into orbit.  Beyond the obvious implications for sci-fi buffs and other space enthusiasts, the episode sheds light on the versatility of free enterprise. Most obvious, we see that the government is not necessary for space exploration; engineers and pilots do not suddenly become smarter when they are hired by NASA. Indeed, because a free market in space industries would be open to all competitors, we have every reason to expect technological innovation to be much quicker than in a monopolized space program.  In a free market, the maverick pioneer just needs to convince one or a few capitalists (out of thousands) to finance his revolutionary project, and then the results will speak for themselves. In contrast, an innovative civil servant at NASA needs to convince his direct superiors before trying anything new. If his bosses happen to dislike the idea, that’s the end of it.  Prior to the exploits of SpaceShipOne, the standard justification for government involvement in space was that such undertakings were "too expensive" for the private sector. But what does this really mean? The Apollo moon program certainly didn’t create labor and other resources out of thin air. On the contrary, the scientists, unskilled workers, steel, fuel, computers, etc. that went into NASA in the 1960s were all diverted from other industries and potential uses. The government spent billions of dollars putting Neil Armstrong on the moon, and consequently the American taxpayers had billions fewer dollars to spend on other goods and services.  This is just another example of what Frédéric Bastiat described in his famous essay, "That Which Is Seen, and That Which Is Not Seen." Whenever the government creates some public work, everyone can see the obvious benefits. For example, everyone can appreciate the fact that we put a US flag on the moon, and listened as Neil Armstrong apparently flubbed his memorized line. Or to use a more mundane example, everyone can see a beautiful new sports stadium financed (in part) by tax dollars.  What people can’t see are the thousands of other goods and services that now won’t be enjoyed, because the scarce resources necessary for their production were devoted to the government project. Politicians may break moral laws, but they can’t evade economic ones: If they send a man to the moon (or build a new stadium), consumers necessarily must curtail their enjoyments of other goods. 

C.  Continued investment is vital for the continued growth of the clean tech sector 





                                                                                                                                                                     Makower 10 (Joel Makower, Chairman and executive editor for GreenBiz Inc., “Clean Technology’s Unstoppable Energy,” Published March 22, 2010, http://www.greenbiz.com/blog/2010/03/22/clean-technologys-unstoppable-energy, Vikram :3)                   

One of the truly positive stories of the Great Recession is the continued growth of clean technology in general, and clean energy in particular. This isn't the prevailing narrative. According to the mainstream media, the excitement over cleantech has eased, the victim of global economic travails, the dearth of investment capital, and the cooling of political momentum to curb global warming. It's a bubble that, if not burst, has at least depressurized a bit. That's not the world as I see it. Interest over cleantech remains high -- perhaps not by the media, which seems to have deemed it yesterday's story, but by the large corporations, national and sub-national governments, and the thousands of start-ups that seem to be surviving, even thriving. Not to mention all of their customers. True, it's not all a bed of solar-soaked roses. The economy is making things tougher, the lack of a price on carbon emissions has tempered growth, investors are being tight-fisted, and the vagaries of energy prices has made the shift to a low-carbon economy seem somewhat less urgent, however short-sighted that may be. But cleantech is alive and well. I was reminded of that this past week with the annual release of Clean Edge's Clean Energy Trends report, which found an 11.4 percent increase in the growth of solar photovoltaics, wind, and biofuels deployment globally during the past year. (I am a co-founder of Clean Edge but did not play a role in the report.) That growth was remarkable, considering the obstacles, and greater than anticipated at this point last year. "In the past year, we've seen clean-energy technologies continue to gain a foothold in the broader energy market," says Ron Pernick, Clean Edge's managing director. For example, he points out that wind power in the U.S. roughly matched natural gas as the leading source of new electricity generation for the third consecutive year. Moreover, "Investments in clean-energy generating capacity continued to outpace total global investments in conventional fossil fuels for the second year in a row." That's a positive indicator, if ever there was one: Investments in new clean energy generation around the world are greater than investments in conventional fossil fuel energy, and have been for two years running. Much of this is happening outside the U.S., which is one reason Americans may be sheltered from the clean-energy success story. China, for one, has created a cleantech boom. China, by some estimates, could end up spending $440 billion to $660 billion toward its clean-energy build-out over the next decade. As Pernick notes: "Just five years ago, China was a virtual non-player in the cleantech space." Last year alone, China, the global leader in new wind energy installations for the first time, accounted for more than a third of all new wind installations, representing 13,000 megawatts of capacity. China also leads the world in solar hot water heater manufacturing and installations, and manufactures more solar cells than any other country. Still, says Pernick, "We believe it's too early to declare China the de facto winner for a host of reasons. These include the fact that the breadth and complexity of cleantech mean that no one country will dominate in all sectors; that China might find it increasingly difficult to build cleantech off the backs of polluted water, air, and products; and that the constrained flow of information in China might impact entrepreneurship and technology innovation." The Clean Edge report puts a positive spin on climate developments, or the lack thereof. The failure to develop binding agreements in Copenhagen and the significantly diminished prospects for U.S. federal cap-and-trade legislation would seem to hamper clean energy's growth. "But in many ways the climate debate had become divisive and distracting and, we believe, the use of a different frame or lens for cleantech is a positive development for the industry," says Pernick. "Many industry proponents believe the conversation needs to shift away from climate and toward issues like energy and national security, job creation, environmental protection, and economic competitiveness. The industry will still need a price on carbon to signal markets, but that can now come by viewing carbon for what it is: a source of pollution." That remains to be seen, of course, but it certainly jibes with the perspective of those of us who have long been talking about the multiple benefits of clean energy beyond curbing global warming. All of this provides a solid footing for the continued growth of clean energy, not to mention the smart electric grid, the acceleration of electric and plug-in hybrid vehicle introductions, smart home appliances, and other technologies that will tie these things together. And looking forward, the indicators are promising. In GreenBiz.com's 2010 State of Green Business report, we noted that U.S. patents for clean-energy technologies in 2009 were at an all-time high, with 200 more patents filed than in 2008, according to the Clean Energy Patent Growth Index, compiled by the intellectual-property law firm Heslin Rothenberg Farley & Mesiti. The rise continued a trend we've been seeing for several years. In 2009, solar patents returned to levels last seen in 2003 and were barely edged out by wind patents in the clean-energy patent standings. Patents are a leading indicator, suggesting that a new surge of energy-related innovations is on the way. "We're seeing a lot in the pipeline regardless of the [federal government's economic] stimulus, and that's just going to add to it," Victor A. Cardona, intellectual property law attorney at Heslin Rothenberg, told me in January. "There are a lot of people working in cleantech and renewable energy that weren't a year ago." That may be the most significant clean-energy trend of all.

D.  Clean tech investments solve global warming – the impact is global extinction

ZERVOS & COEQUYT 07 - European Renewable Energy Council & Climate & Energy Unit @ Greenpeace (Arthouros, and John, Climate &, “Increasing Renewable Energy in U.S. Can Solve Global Warming”, 1-24, http://www.renewableenergyworld.com/rea/news/infocus/story?id=47208)

The good news first. Renewable energy, combined with energy efficiency, can meet half of the world's energy needs by 2050. This new report, "Energy Revolution: A Blueprint for Solving Global Warming," shows that it is not only economically feasible, but also economically desirable, to cut U.S. CO2 emissions by almost 75% within the next 43 years. These reductions can be achieved without nuclear power, and while virtually ending U.S. dependence on coal. Contrary to popular opinion, a massive uptake of renewable energy and efficiency improvements alone can solve our global warming problem. All that is missing is the right policy support from the President and Congress.  The bad news is that time is running out. The overwhelming consensus of scientific opinion is that the global climate is changing and that this change is caused in large part by human activities; if left unchecked, it will have disastrous consequences for Earth's ecosystems and societies. Furthermore, there is solid scientific evidence that we must act now. This is reflected in the conclusions of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), a collaborative effort involving more than 1,000 scientists. Its next report, due for release early this year, is expected to make the case for urgent action even stronger.  In the United States there is a groundswell of activity at the local and state levels. Many mayors, governors, and public and business leaders are doing their part to address climate change. But they can only do so much; action is needed at the federal level. Now is the time for a national, science-based cap on greenhouse gas emissions.  It's time for a national plan to address global warming. Such a plan will create jobs, improve the security of America's energy supply, and protect Americans from volatile energy prices. It will restore America's moral leadership on the critical international issue of climate change. And real action in the United States will inspire confidence as the rest of the world negotiates future global commitments to address climate change. In addition to global warming, other energy-related challenges have become extremely pressing. Worldwide energy demand is growing at a staggering rate. Over-reliance on energy imports from a few, often politically unstable, countries, and volatile oil and gas prices, have together pushed energy security to the top of the political agenda, while threatening to inflict a massive drain on the global economy. But while there is a broad consensus that we need to change the way we produce and consume energy, there is still disagreement about what changes are needed and how they should be achieved.  The Energy Scenario The European Renewable Energy Council (EREC) and Greenpeace International commissioned this report from the Department of Systems Analysis and Technology Assessment (Institute of Technical Thermodynamics) at the German Aerospace Centre (DLR). The Worldwatch Institute was hired to serve as a technical consultant for the U.S. and North American portions of the report. The report presents a scenario for how the United States can reduce CO2 emissions dramatically and secure an affordable energy supply on the basis of steady worldwide economic development through the year 2050. Both of these important aims can be achieved simultaneously. The scenario relies primarily on improvements in energy efficiency and deployment of renewable energy to achieve these goals. The future potential for renewable energy sources has been assessed with input from all sectors of the renewable energy industry, and forms the basis of the Energy [R]evolution Scenario.  The Potential for Renewable Energy Renewable energy technologies such as wind turbines, solar photovoltaic panels, biomass power plants, solar thermal collectors, and biofuels are rapidly becoming mainstream. The global market for renewable energy is growing dramatically; global investment in 2006 reached US$38 billion, 26% higher than the previous year. The time window available for making the transition from fossil fuels to renewable energy is relatively short. Today, energy companies have plans to build well over 100 coal-burning power plants across the United States; if those plants are built, it will be impossible to reduce CO2 emissions in time to avoid dangerous climate impacts. But it is not too late yet. We can solve global warming, save money, and improve air and water quality without compromising our quality of life. Strict technical standards are the only reliable way to ensure that only the most efficient transportation systems, industrial equipment, buildings, heating and cooling systems, and appliances will be produced and sold. Consumers should have the opportunity to buy products that minimise both their energy bills and their impact on the global climate.

Uniqueness – Clean Tech Investment High Now 

Clean tech investment surging now—growth is poised to continue 

Asset International 6/22/11 ("Study: Investors Should Expect Growth of Clean Tech Private Equity," http://www.ai-cio.com/channel/GENERAL_SURVEYS/Study__Investors_Should_Expect_Growth_of_Clean_Tech_Private_Equity.html) 

(June 22, 2011) -- Clean tech private equity investment is expected to surge, according to a study by Switzerland-based asset manager SAM. Its study -- titled 'Clean Tech Private Equity: Past, Present and Future' -- shows that the clean tech energy industry is poised to continue earning above-average growth. The drivers of that growing demand, the asset manager says, includes profits for higher cost competitiveness compared to conventional energy sources coupled with robust investor demand for clean energy solutions. The report states: "Moves toward a more sustainable use of resources and energy have gained momentum, and several countries have assumed a pioneering role in this effort, often facilitated by incentive schemes. However, investors remain reluctant to invest in what they regard as a heavily subsidized industry." Yet, the report also notes that clean tech sectors will gradually become less dependent on government subsidies, which could benefit private equity investors.  Advertisement  SAM's study references a recent report by Mercer, which worked with 14 major institutional investors to conclude that over the next 20 years, the uncertainty surrounding climate policy and associated adjustment costs can contribute as much as 10% of the portfolio risk of a typical asset mix. According to Mercer, renewable energy-related private equity and infrastructure as well as venture capital and buyouts focused on low-carbon solutions and efficiency can help improve portfolio resilience.  Without a doubt, institutional investors around the world have been more aggressive in keeping clean energy factors in mind when making investment decisions, Mercer Consulting's Craig Metrick  told aiCIO earlier this year. But, while there has been a greater recognition globally to reduce emissions, the United States is still lagging behind Europe, largely due to the less supportive regulatory environment in the US. According to Metrick, Principal and US Head of Responsible Investment for Mercer, one of the reasons that US institutional investors have not been as aggressive in investing in renewable energy compared to their European counterparts is because of a lack of legislation. "In Europe, there are certain regimes for reducing carbon emissions, fostering a better legislative environment, whereas the debate on climate change and renewable energy has been very politicized in the US," he said. Nevertheless, Metrick acknowledged that the consultancy's clients are generally investing more heavily in renewable energy and clean tech through private equity funds.  Adding further heft to the SAM's findings, an additional survey conducted by Mercer and released June 13 -- which studied pension funds, foundations, and investment managements firms -- revealed that the majority of respondents saw global climate change as both a potentially significant investment risk and as an opportunity. Overall, the survey found that 98% of pension funds and foundations and 87% of asset managers believe that global climate change poses risks but also offers opportunities. It also found that 57% of pension funds and foundations and 80% of asset managers make specific reference to climate change risk in their investment policy. 
Global investment in US clean technology at record-high levels now 

Bryant 4/6/11 (Ben, Staff @ The Guardian of London, "Investment in US clean technology highest since 2008," http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2011/apr/06/investment-clean-technology/print)

Global investment in US clean technology has reached its highest level since 2008, while investment in UK companies has dropped sharply, quarterly figures show.

Increasing investor confidence and rising oil prices have helped investment in North American companies more than double compared with the previous quarter, according to a report by Cleantech Group, an international firm that works to accelerate the development and market adoption of clean technologies.

Sheera Haji, CEO of Cleantech Group, said: "I absolutely think rising oil prices have had some important impacts. We've seen decent uptake in transportation."

He added: "We're seeing a good rebound as public markets are doing well, companies are doing well, and investors are raising funds and investing them. We're also seeing a real skew towards bigger deals."

Clean tech investment is increasingly strong now—multiple indicators prove 

Swartz 5/25/11 (Jon, USA Today, "Big companies aggressively jump into clean tech," http://www.usatoday.com/tech/news/2011-05-25-green-tech-investing_n.htm#)

A few years ago, investing in green technology companies in Silicon Valley was as de rigueur as vertical social-media sites. Those sites went away, but money continues to pour into clean-tech ventures as world events dictate a serious look at alternative energy sources such as solar, wind and electric cars.

"It's not alternative: We think of it as mainstream," says Alan Salzman, CEO of VantagePoint Capital Partners, an investor in electric-car maker Tesla Motors, which went public last year, and BrightSource Energy, slated for an IPO in 2011.

It's hard to put a price tag on the potential market for clean technologies. Several venture capitalists interviewed say it could be hundreds of billions of dollars — if not more — when adding up various slices, such as wind (estimated $60 billion) and solar ($20 billion to $30 billion).

There is little doubt what VCs think: They poured $4.9 billion into domestic start-ups last year, up 40% from 2009, says market researcher Cleantech Group.

The numbers suggest "strong long-term VC interest," says Sheeraz Haji, an analyst at Cleantech Group who notes that an increase in the average size of deals shows a "continued bias towards later-stage deals."

Clean tech is as hot as the rest of the tech industry. Start-ups are raking in record amounts of investments. Large, established companies such as Intel are pursuing partnerships with up-and-coming companies. Promising start-ups are being snapped up as acquisitions. Initial public offerings are sprouting like vegetables. In other words, expect the momentum to continue.

World events and economic factors have thrust early clean-tech companies into the positions of being — potentially — influential trendsetters in battery technology, solar energy, wind power and electric cars, says Erik Straser, general partner at Mohr Davidow Ventures, an investor in Nanosolar, Recurrent Energy and others.
Clean tech investment high now—billions from venture capital prove 

Courtney 4/17/11 (John, Contributor @ USGreentechnology.com, "VENTURE CAPITAL INVESTMENTS IN CLEAN-TECH RAMP UP GREEN TECHNOLOGY JOBS DEMAND," http://usgreentechnology.com/stories/venture-capital-investments-in-clean-tech-ramp-up-green-technology-jobs-demand/)

As venture capital investment in clean-tech surpasses the US$1 billion mark this year a surge in green technology jobs for the U.S. economy is also expected. According to a quarterly PwC/NVCA MoneyTree™ Report supported by data from Thomson Reuters, investments in clean-tech deals were up 26 percent over the fourth quarter of 2010.  The amount of deals completed increased by 11 percent a good sign for job seekers looking for green technology jobs. Clean-tech investments have surpassed $1 billion on four occasions since MoneyTree started publishing clean-tech history reports in 1995.   This quarter saw 69 venture capital deals in clean-tech totaling $1,038,109,700. The closing of many substantial clean-tech transactions drove the increase.  The largest clean-tech recipients of venture capital investment included: BrightSource Energy ($201,700,000) Fisker Automotive ($111,900,000) SoloPower ($78,600,000) Coda Automotive ($76,400,000) Fulcrum BioEnergy ($75,000,000) Harvest Power ($51,7000,000) Clean-tech firm BrightSource Energy which just received Bureau of Land Management permits to build solar farms in California is currently fulfilling green technology jobs in construction and engineering (www.brightsourceenergy.com). Harvest Power, which drew attention from former Vice President Al Gore’s investment management company, can transform bio waste and is currently fulfilling green technology jobs in accounting, finance, project Management, and engineering according to their website www.harvestpower.com. What are your thoughts about the surge in clean-tech venture capital investments and creation of green technology jobs? Share your thoughts or visit our green technology jobs board to find your next career. 
Clean tech investment strong now—multiple corporations are investing billions of dollars in clean tech 

Swartz 5/25/11 (Jon, USA Today, "Big companies aggressively jump into clean tech," http://www.usatoday.com/tech/news/2011-05-25-green-tech-investing_n.htm#)

Everyone, it seems, is going green — or thinking about it: •During a speech in Seattle earlier this month, Microsoft co-founder Bill Gates said the U.S. must invest in energy technology. Last year Gates helped start the American Energy Innovation Council, which hopes to persuade the federal government to spend up to $16 billion a year on research and development of clean-energy technology. •More than a half-dozen clean-tech companies have filed to go public this year, and U.S. venture-capital investment in pre-IPO clean-tech companies rose to $1.75 billion in the first quarter, up 21% from the same quarter of last year. Last month, BrightSource Energy, which makes solar-thermal power systems, filed for an initial public offering of up to $250 million of its common stock this year. •Google on Tuesday said it is pumping $55 million into a project to build wind turbines in Southern California, the latest in a recent string of investments in wind power and other alternative generation technologies by the search-engine powerhouse. •The electric vehicle is ready to merge into the mainstream after decades of stalls and sputtering starts. Tesla Roadsters, Chevy Volts and Nissan Leafs are on the market, with several more in the pipeline from major automakers. •Ford Motor is using Google technology to help it come up with new ways to optimize energy efficiency. Google's Prediction API, for example, would let drivers of Ford hybrid automobiles turn off their engines to limit pollution based on their past driving habits, says Ryan McGee, a technical expert at Ford. •In another sign that traditional energy companies are betting on solar power, French oil giant Total last month said it plans to buy a 60% stake worth $1.38 billion in SunPower, Silicon Valley's dominant solar-panel maker. •Intel signed a year-long consulting agreement with MiaSolé, to help the solar start-up boost production. •Harvest Power in March said it raised $51.7 million in Series B funding, which will help it ramp up construction of facilities to turn yard and food waste into methane, the principal component of natural gas. The new funding brings the total equity financing raised by Harvest Power to roughly $70 million, CEO Paul Sellew said. "Instability in the (oil-producing) Middle East, oil at $100 a barrel, the nuclear fallout in Japan — they all play into this," Haji says. Cleantech expects a record $9.5 billion to be invested in clean-tech companies this year, up 20% from in 2010. The increase in investments reflects how big companies such as Total, Chevron and General Electric are aggressively jumping into clean tech, Haji says. Indeed, the number of American businesses with green programs grew 54% last year, based on research from Buck Consultants, a subsidiary of Xerox. Of about 120 businesses surveyed — including hardware and other technology firms, government offices, consultancies, non-profits, hospitals and the makers of consumer packaged goods — 69% said they took deliberate measures to improve their environmental and social impact in 2010. 

Uniqueness – Clean Tech Viable/A2 Can’t Compete w/Fossil Fuels

Clean tech investment is strong and will likely continue—they’ll increasingly be able to compete with fossil fuels 

Swartz 5/25/11 (Jon, USA Today, "Big companies aggressively jump into clean tech," http://www.usatoday.com/tech/news/2011-05-25-green-tech-investing_n.htm#)

World events and trends

Energy companies have traditionally scrutinized new forms of energy to diversify their product portfolios as people gobble up oil and electricity. Now, there are "just more options" that happen to be clean, says Jennifer Fonstad, managing director at VC firm Draper Fisher Jurvetson, an investor in LEDs, light-emitting diodes. One of its clients, Intematix, could be an IPO candidate.

Clean tech's rising wave of IPOs and mergers and acquisitions is likely to continue for years as prices for traditional fossil fuel escalate while those for renewable energy, such as solar, decline, says Tim Keating, CEO of Keating Capital, a pre-IPO fund that invests in companies primed to go public.

"The most important issue for alternative energy has been: 'Can it be price competitive with fossil fuels?'" says Keating, who has invested in four clean-tech companies, including BrightSource Energy. "This is an exciting time for clean tech."

And a necessary one. Japan's nuclear crisis, political conflagration in the Middle East, exorbitant gas prices, the British Petroleum oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico and the coal mine disaster in West Virginia last year have helped intensify interest in alternative energy.

Uniqueness – Global Warming ( Now

Global warming increasing now—recent NOAA reports and opinion of American Meteorological Society prove

Gibbons 7/15/11 (Whit, ecologist and environmental educator with the University of Georgia’s Savannah River Ecology Laboratory, Salisbury Post, "Like it or not, planet is warming," http://www.salisburypost.com/Sports/071511-outdoors-whit-gibbons-qcd)

According to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s 2010 State of the Climate report released last week, “The year 2010 was among the two warmest years globally since the . . . late 19th century.”  The statement has qualifications and caveats, but the point, according to the American Meteorological Society, is that “Earth’s atmospheric and oceanic temperatures are rising unabated” and “the world continues to warm.”  Despite the report from NOAA’s National Climatic Data Center, some people will reject the idea that global climate change is a problem.  First, some will reject the body of data because the information comes from a “government agency,” automatically making the data suspect.  Second, the information is collected by scientists, and some people are inherently distrustful of the scientific community, suspecting conspiracies or data manipulation or both, especially when the scientific findings are unpopular. (This is not a new phenomenon. The Vatican refused to accept Galileo’s assertion that the earth revolves around the sun because it seemed to contradict the Bible.)  Negative opinions about the NOAA report will also come from those who dispute that today’s global warming is caused primarily by atmospheric increases in greenhouse gases, such as carbon dioxide from industrial and other commercial sources.  In other words, temperatures are rising around the world but humans are not responsible. The earth was warmer eons ago than it is now, so why fret? (Is it worth noting that humans did not live during those times?)  Others accept the fact that temperatures are rising and that human activity is the root cause, but they stubbornly oppose any proposal to ameliorate the situation.  One global warming denier is Sen. James Inhofe, R-Okla., who has declared that “the threat of catastrophic global warming is the greatest hoax ever perpetrated on the American people.”  I can certainly think of a hoax or two that would challenge concerns about global warming for “the greatest.” Nonetheless, Inhofe has proposed legislation that would limit the EPA’s efforts to regulate greenhouse gases.  I am certainly not a proponent of all government regulation, state or federal. But supporting the EPA’s authority to curtail pollution that is profiting a few and doing serious harm to the rest of us seems like a no-brainer. When a U.S. senator outright opposes that authority, I wonder what his motives are.  In case you do not recall the documented changes that are a consequence of global warming, here is a sampling: in the Arctic the winter season has been shortened, melting the icy habitat that is essential for survival of polar bears.  Individual polar bears have been reported to have lost weight and be producing fewer cubs.  According to the American Meteorological Society, commenting on the NOAA report, “The Arctic warmed about twice as fast as the rest of the world, reducing sea ice extent to its third lowest level on record.”  Many species of plants unquestionably bloom earlier each year, and many animals indisputably breed earlier in the season now than they did a few years ago.  Whether you think these facts are worth worrying about is opinion; whether you trust the federal government to look out for our best interest and try to alleviate the problems is a political position. The changes themselves, however, are real regardless of how you feel about government reports or scientists.  Global warming, aka climate change, is an emotional issue involving politics, commercial interests, environmental positions and personal egos to such a point that no clear consensus will be reached and no uncontested resolution will be forthcoming in the near future.  I appreciated the comments of Mike Huckabee when he was considering running for the Republican presidential nomination.  He said, “We have to be good stewards of the earth.”  And although he said he was not convinced that climate change was driven by human activities, he contended that we should put controls on the emission of greenhouses gases anyway.  Some issues we just cannot afford to be wrong about. Most scientists believe that global climate change is one of them. 

Uniqueness – US Economy ( Now 

US economic growth increasing now—will reach 3 percent for 2011 and 2012 

Spoerry 7/13/11 (Scott, CNN Senior Producer, "Bernanke: Economy Will Improve in 2011, 2012," http://www.theindychannel.com/money/28532711/detail.html)

WASHINGTON (CNN) -- The U.S. economy's growth rate will pick up over the rest of 2011, to nearly 3 percent, according to projections presented to Congress Wednesday by Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke.

In the Fed's twice yearly monetary report to Congress, Bernanke said in prepared testimony that growth in the first half of the year slowed from an annual rate of 2-3/4 percent in 2010 to only 2 percent so far this year. But the Fed chairman said the combined assessment of the Federal Open Market committee is, "that the pace of the economic recovery will pick up," adding that the "central tendency" of the FOMC projections is for growth of 2.7 to 2.9 percent annual growth over the full year (which implies an even higher growth rate for the second half of 2011 by itself).

"Notably better performance that we have seen so far," which includes a projection of 3.3 to 3.7 percent growth for 2012, is the way Bernanke described the economy for the medium term.

 The Fed says the latest unemployment data attests to the weakness of the labor market and forecasts an unemployment rate of 8.6 to 8.9 percent for the fourth quarter of this year, with a reduction to 7.8 to 8.2 percent at the end of 2012 and 7.0 to 7.5 percent by the end of 2013.

Bernanke says employment was significantly improved by the recent round of quantitative easing which injected another $600 billion dollars into the financial system, which could have added about 30,000 new jobs per month, or about 700,000 over two years.

But the Fed seems to be having it both ways in terms of growth, saying that their growth projections for 2011 and 2012 are half of a percentage point lower than what they assumed just three months ago, in April.

The Fed says that "temporary" factors like prices of energy, especially gasoline, have limited the impact of the payroll tax reductions and other items passed by Congress to accelerate growth. But Bernanke insisted that the "apparent stabilization in the prices of oil and other commodities should ease the pressure on household budgets."
Uniqueness – Oil Prices ( Now 

Strong global demand means oil prices will continue to increase 

Holmes 7/18/11 (Frank, CEO and Chief Investment Officer @ US Global Investors, "Commodities 2011 Halftime Report," http://www.dailymarkets.com/stock/2011/07/18/commodities-2011-halftime-report/)

After two straight years of solid gains, oil prices finally surpassed the $100 per barrel mark once again early in 2011. This time, it was a dose of geopolitical risk and a natural disaster that sent oil prices shooting upward. Oil prices have since bounced around the $90-$100 range for West Texas Intermediate (WTI). That range has held up despite U.S. consumers cringing at gasoline prices, the International Energy Agency (IEA) releasing an additional 60 million barrels of oil to the market and China’s ardent attempts to cool its economic growth. (Read: Playing Cat and Mouse with Global Oil) Despite tightening measures, China’s per capita oil consumption has retained its upward trajectory and is headed toward levels similar to Taiwan and South Korea. There’s still quite a gap to close before that happens, but China’s oil consumption per capita has increased over 350 percent since the early 1980s to an estimated 2.7 billion barrels per year in 2011. Nearly 100 percent of that has taken place in the past decade. In addition, oil consumption per capita has risen sharply in recent decades in other Asian countries such as Malaysia (nearly quadrupled) and Thailand (doubled). Looking Forward to the Second Half of 2011 We think commodity price movements will fare better during the second half of the year. Goldman Sachs wrote in a report last week that it expects global economic growth to be “generally supportive of rising commodity demand” and “this demand growth will be sufficient to tighten key commodity markets over the next six to 12 months.” We believe gold, oil and copper are some of the commodities which could see the biggest gains. For the sake of brevity, we’ll highlight gold here today. Check out my blog Tuesday and Wednesday for our previews on oil and copper. 
Links – Federal Space Efforts Hurt Competing Private Sector Efforts

Federal space efforts steal finite resources from competing private sector priorities – empirically proven by the Apollo program 
Murphy 05 (Robert, adjunct scholar of the Mises Institute + Prof of Economics @ Hillsdale College, "A Free Market in Space," http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:ghms8RjSBh4J:mises.org/freemarket_detail.aspx%3Fcontrol%3D525+A+Free+Market+in+Space&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&source=www.google.com)

The crucial difference is that private projects are subject to the profit and loss test. The owner of a private firm must pay market prices for all of his or her scarce resources. If the consumers do not then voluntarily spend enough money on the final product or service to recoup these expenditures, this is the market’s signal that the resources are more urgently needed in other lines (according to the consumers). It can never be the case that all entrepreneurs find a particular resource "too expensive" to use; if no entrepreneurs were buying it, then the price of this resource would fall until some did.  For example, it would be unprofitable—"wasteful"—to use gold in the construction of bridges; the extra money motorists would pay to drive across a golden bridge would not cover the additional expense. Yet it is profitable to use gold in the construction of necklaces or rings. Consumers are willing to pay enough for golden necklaces (versus silver or copper ones) that it makes it worthwhile for jewelers to buy gold for this purpose. Hence, the high price of gold is (among other things) a signal to engineers not to use gold in building bridges, because consumers would rather the scarce metal be used in jewelry.  The principle is the same when it comes to space travel. The reason private entrepreneurs would never have financed the moon program in the 1960s is that the financial returns from such a project wouldn’t come close to covering the expenses. Yet this is just the market’s way to tell these entrepreneurs that the computers, scientists’ labor, fuel, etc. would be better devoted to other ends. By seizing tax dollars and financing the Apollo program, President Kennedy et al. simply forced Americans to forgo the thousands of products that, according to their own spending decisions, they would have preferred to the space adventures.  Is this perspective crude materialism? Surely, there are all sorts of things that are not profitable in the narrow sense, and yet are of tremendous importance to humanity. Consequently, are we not in need of noble politicians acting in the public interest?  Well, consider the $10 million dollar X Prize. This was a gift designed to promote space exploration. The same is true of Bigelow’s $50 million prize. The private sector’s promotion of abstract knowledge (as opposed to practical, marketable discoveries) is nowhere better demonstrated than in the Clay Mathematics Institute’s million dollar awards for the solution to any of seven important problems.  Historically, there were many rich patrons of the arts and science; didn’t the Vatican pay Michelangelo not only to create beautiful art but also to increase donations?  Indeed, it is a common misconception that in the free market, "the highest bidder" determines things. No, in a free market, the owner determines the use of a piece of property. When a man lets his teenage son take the car for the night, is he renting it to the highest bidder? Of course not.  A system of property rights, and the freely floating prices that accompany the exchange of these rights, is necessary to ensure the best possible use of resources. This is true in something as mundane as car production, or something as exotic as trips to Mars. The private sector can finance safe and efficient space exploration, but it will only do so in projects where the benefits (including donations from enthusiasts) truly outweigh the costs.  The success of SpaceShipOne illustrates these facts. Now that the public has seen the potential of private space flight, perhaps it will become politically possible to axe NASA and return its budget to the private sector. .FM 

Links – Federal Space Efforts Steal Private Sector Personnel
Federal space efforts divert financial and personnel resources away from the private sector 

Swanson 07 (Tim, Contributor at Mises Economics Blog @ Ludwig von Mises Institute, "Be sure to thank NASA for saving your life," 11/29, http://blog.mises.org/7493/be-sure-to-thank-nasa-for-saving-your-life/)

One of the few memorable quotes from last nights GOP debate came from Mike Huckabee. In describing the “earthly benefits” devolped by NASA: “Whether it’s the medical technologies that saved many of our lives and the lives of our families, it’s the direct result from the space program,” he said. “We need to put more money into space and technology exploration.” To its credit, NASA is directly responsible for dozens of inventions and innovations (1 2). However, Huckabee and other proponents of a nationalized space industry assume that private companies and individuals are incapable of developing the same goods and services.  This is the perfect example of the seen and unseen. While an outside observer can easily see billowy plumes of steam rising into the atmosphere, the unseen effects of this resource allocation is difficult to visibly trace.  Not only are scarce engineering talents being diverted from productive industries, but so too are rare chemicals and earthen resources.  And at the end of the day, why should the coerced taxpayer be forced to fund and subsidize an industry that could otherwise be operated by privately financed entrepreneurs? Are non-governmental institutions somehow incapable of constructing a rocket? 

Space activities require enormous amounts of personnel and funds—the Affirmative diverts finite resources from private sector competitors 

Mitchell 60 (Donald, Senior Fellow @ Brookings, "Summary Of Proposed Studies On The Implications Of Peaceful Space Activities For Human Affairs," http://www.nicap.org/papers/brookings_summary.pdf)

1.  Space activities require an extraordinarily large number and variety of scarce professional personnel and very large funds (funds also desired by other federal agencies and programs in science and technology). They divert public attention from and direct it to other government scientific efforts; they obscure cherished organizational distinctions between science and engineering, and basic research and applied; and they are important for international as well as national goals, and military as well as scientific and commercial goals. Thus, they have significant implications for a variety of agencies in the government, and in turn they may be vitally affected by these agencies. These implications are expressed as an imposing set of demands for efficient personnel utilization, complex organizational arrangements, and the resolution of ambiguous relationships between space, science and technology, and policy making. Much research on these problems will be necessary to understand and meet these demands. Manpower implications         1.  NASA's needs for large numbers of highly specialized personnel put it in competition with industry and nonprofit institutions, which have similar needs, and all three groups compete with other social needs for these personnel. Efficient personnel use requires special study on how to train and up-date the experience of personnel associated with NASA as well as how to anticipate the more complex training requirements for new personnel for the years ahead. Certain very important experience and training can only be acquired in the field environment, where the research, construction, and launching of space activities are actually under way. Since there are relatively few such environments, new legal and procedural means may have to be devised for exposing professional personnel to requisite experiences by circulating them within NASA and among other involved government agencies, and perhaps even among industries and nonprofit institutions. 

Links – Federal Space Efforts ( Costs of Finite Goods/Services

Federal space efforts raise the costs of scarce goods and services AND complicate the private sector’s ability to invest in alternative priorities 
Swanson 07 (Tim, Contributor at Mises Economics Blog @ Ludwig von Mises Institute, "A World Without NASA," http://blog.mises.org/7257/a-world-without-nasa/)

What would modern life be without NASA? Is it possible?  It is impossible to predict the opportunity costs that were foregone with the redistribution of billions of dollars confiscated from taxpayers. Not only did individuals have less money to invest in alternative methods of space-based aviation and research, but entrepreneurs had to compete against a well-financed monopoly.  It is this same monopoly that diverted and devoured natural resources. This has the unseen effect of raising the costs of these scarce goods and services, which again, throws yet another artificial kink in the allocation process (it is the same phenomenon that creates agflation due to ethanol subsidies).  With these regulatory and institutional hurdles in place, why is it unfathomable to believe that the private sector could not have produced the same productive services that NASA is credited for spearheading? Does the utility of a good diminish or disappear because the private market crafted it instead?  If anything, the profit incentive would arguably have enticed private firms into this area. It is this reason (and others like “knowledge“) that NASA and every government agency will always be inferior entrepreneurs, they have no incentive not to blow up their customers — their revenue stream is guaranteed without the need to satisfy customer desires. 

Links – Mars Colonization Hurts Private Sector Investment

Mars colonization efforts rob the private sector of scarce resources through reduced investment opportunities, higher input costs, and misallocation of  personnel 

Mattei 04 (Erich, Economics Contributor @ Ludwig von Mises Institute, "The Mars Con," 2/6, http://mises.org/daily/1440)

The journey to the fourth rock from the sun, as is the case with all government spending, will no doubt smother both the domestic and global economies with numerous expenses and costs. Certainly, the questions surrounding how the project is to be financed are of immediate concern when weighing the quantitative monetary expenses of the program, but analysis of both this funding and the host of opportunity costs accompanying the entire mission are vitally important to understanding the economic implications of this particular space program. According to spokesmen of both NASA and the federal government, the price tag of the mission to Mars currently sits at approximately $11 billion over the course of the multi-stage implementation of the program. Unfortunately, flipping this extraordinary bill is only a small portion of the whole sum of costs imposed by the Mars Exploration Program. As is the case with any proper economic analysis, both the explicit out-of-pocket expenses and the unseen, foregone gains, or opportunity costs, are necessary for complete evaluation of a decision, in this case a publicly-funded space odyssey. In fact, the subjective opportunity costs associated with government spending and planning are arguably the most burdensome to the citizenry and the nexus of voluntarily interacting individuals, known as the market, given that they are indeed nonquantifiable and nonuniversal costs. Therefore, the use of both the dollars and all of the uses and abuses of resources that the Mars mission needs to survive are actually the true sum of the price tag. Leading the list of costs that accompany the Mars Exploration Program are the taxes and inflation themselves, the drain on private research and development, the economic effects of government employment, the misallocation of resources, and the pollution that such research processes and procedures create. A brief analysis of each component of this much abridged compilation of opportunity costs will begin to delineate the true burdens of the new Mars program. 
Money spent on Mars-related exploration efforts trade off with resources available to the private sector 

Mattei 04 (Erich, Economics Contributor @ Ludwig von Mises Institute, "The Mars Con," 2/6, http://mises.org/daily/1440)

Aside from the pure monetary expenses, and the subsequent opportunity costs associated with them, the state-headed research and development for the Mars Exploration Program will likewise be a burden to private innovation. Of course there would be less monetary resources to devote to such studies in the private sector, but the more disturbing outcome is that of the disincentive to private developers. One of the chief issues on this list of costs to private research and development, which includes the regulations on private research and NASA's access to monetary resources, given the government's monopoly on the money supply as well as its ability to tax, is the existence of the patent system.

Link Magnifier – Federal Space Efforts Divert Attention from Competing Social Priorities 

No risk of a turn—federal space efforts divert attention AWAY from competing social priorities 

Komath 10 (Ashwath, Columnist @ SocyBerty, "Why Countries Will Never Give Up Manned Space Exploration," http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:hlmr-aOwPzYJ:socyberty.com/history/why-countries-will-never-give-up-manned-space-exploration/+NASA+%22space+program%22+divert+productive+uses&cd=43&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&source=www.google.com)

Politicians in countries use space research, especially manned space missions as a tool to divert attention from bigger problems faced by the country. Space research may not exactly be a priority for the country. The country may be facing huge problems such as unemployment, lack of health care and lack of social welfare, but politicians will highlight space exploration because it diverts the people’s attention.

Link Magnifier – Federal Space Efforts = Cost Overruns 

Almost EVERY federal space initiative incurs cost overruns—GAO reports prove 

Edwards 09 (Chris, Director of Tax and Budget Policy @ CATO Institute, March, "Government Cost Overruns," http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/government-cost-overruns)

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has long had major cost overrun problems, such as on its space station program. A GAO report in 2009 found that 10 of 13 major projects examined had substantial cost overruns or schedule delays.33 Alan Stern, a former NASA associate administrator, recently noted that "our space program is run inefficiently, and without sufficient regard to cost performance," and further noted that costs overruns are a "cancer" on the agency.34

Link Magnifier – Direct Tradeoff B/T Federal and Private Resources

Federal space efforts misallocate skilled labor and intellectual capital – every CENT used for federal purposes reduces the available pool of resources for the private sector  

Mattei 04 (Erich, Economics Contributor @ Ludwig von Mises Institute, "The Mars Con," 2/6, http://mises.org/daily/1440)

The third notable economic implication of NASA's quest to explore the desolate landscape of Mars is that it has been marketed to some constituencies for its employment opportunities. For instance, East New Orleans, in Louisiana, is home to a manufacturing facility that makes external fuel tanks for NASA. Accordingly, the local newspaper and television stations have begun to rally behind the Mars Exploration Program, as they do for most NASA projects, for the additional jobs it may create. Employment is indeed a necessity in any market, or pseudo-market, economy, but employment by the government, including manufacturing, service, and research jobs such as these are hazardous to any market. There are numerous costs that the market is troubled by as a result of government employment, such as the necessary taxation or inflation that must take place to compensate workers, and the poor quality that any good or service inevitably withers to given the lack of competition, but the most arduous in the case of the space program is the misallocation of skilled labor and intellectual capital. Surely, whenever an individual sells or devotes their labor or research time to a particular job or study, that sale precludes all other sales of that same labor or time. In the market, this sale of labor or research and development time contributes to satisfying a demand, however this does not hold true for labor sold to the government. Every individual employed by NASA, therefore, be it a skilled laborer such as a machinist or technician, or a scientist such as an astrophysicist or chemist, is contributing not to the satisfying of needs and wants in the market, but rather to some arbitrary state function. Thus, the mission to Mars indeed creates employment opportunity costs of capabilities that would otherwise be valuable to some demand in the market.  Another throng of opportunity costs of the Mars Exploration Program consists of those pertaining to the use of resources. Scarcity is a natural phenomena, a fact of life, and the free market is the most just and efficient way to alleviate the paucity of resources and allocate them to satisfy their most pressing needs. Obviously, individuals will order their own desires, and hence demands, for these resources according to what they believe to be in their own best interest. Through the natural forces of the market, the Invisible Hand, these varying, diverse needs and wants of individuals are satisfied. However, once government is inserted into the equation along with the capricious programs politicians wish to implement, the allocation of already scarce resources is much distorted and individual demands in the market become more difficult and expensive to satisfy. As far as the Mars project is concerned, every fluid ounce of fossil fuel, kilowatt of electricity, and gram of plastic and metal that NASA uses is that much less of that resource that can satisfy a need or want in the market. Similar to the opportunity costs the Mars Exploration Program imposes on employment, the allocation of scarce resources likewise drives up the economic costs of the program.   
Internals – Investment = Zero-Sum Game 

Investment capital is finite AND competition for capital between the government and the private sector is a zero-sum game 

Carter 1/18/11 (Jeff, financial commentator and former member of the Chicago Mercantile Exchange Board of Directors, "Evidence of How to Grow an Economy," http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:H4UPtK_RfKMJ:pointsandfigures.com/2011/01/18/evidence-of-how-to-grow-an-economy/+zero-sum+%22private+investment%22+united-states&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&source=www.google.com)

Another very good economist is Brian Wesbury.  He works for FT Portfolios.  On Jan 10, 2011, he released an article on government spending versus private spending.   If you think about calculus, and operations this makes perfect sense.  Distilled, here is his premise.  At any given point in time, there is a finite supply of capital flowing through the economy.  Competition for that capital is a zero sum game. It’s a competition between the government and private companies.  All investors must make a decision on where to invest their money.  Each of them weigh the opportunity costs of the decision and make a rational choice.  When government chooses to increase its spending and therefore, increase its borrowing-the static supply of capital along with the zero sum game combine to crowd out the capability of investment by the private sector.  At the margin, this decision influences economic growth.  Wesbury says.

Internals – Govt Spending ( Private Investment/A2 Link Turns

Governmental spending like the plan decreases private sector investment—EVERY dollar spent by the government trades off with private capital 

Riedl 1/5/10 (Brian, Grover M. Hermann Fellow in Federal Budgetary Affairs in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, "Why Government Spending Does Not Stimulate Economic Growth: Answering the Critics," http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/01/Why-Government-Spending-Does-Not-Stimulate-Economic-Growth-Answering-the-Critics)

Moving forward, the important question is why government spending fails to end recessions. Spending-stimulus advocates claim that Congress can "inject" new money into the economy, increasing demand and therefore production. This raises the obvious question: From where does the government acquire the money it pumps into the economy? Congress does not have a vault of money waiting to be distributed. Every dollar Congress injects into the economy must first be taxed or borrowed out of the economy. No new spending power is created. It is merely redistributed from one group of people to another.[7] Congress cannot create new purchasing power out of thin air. If it funds new spending with taxes, it is simply redistributing existing purchasing power (while decreasing incentives to produce income and output). If Congress instead borrows the money from domestic investors, those investors will have that much less to invest or to spend in the private economy. If they borrow the money from foreigners, the balance of payments will adjust by equally raising net imports, leaving total demand and output unchanged. Every dollar Congress spends must first come from somewhere else. For example, many lawmakers claim that every $1 billion in highway stimulus can create 47,576 new construction jobs. But Congress must first borrow that $1 billion from the private economy, which will then lose at least as many jobs.[8] Highway spending simply transfers jobs and income from one part of the economy to another. As Heritage Foundation economist Ronald Utt has explained, "The only way that $1 billion of new highway spending can create 47,576 new jobs is if the $1 billion appears out of nowhere as if it were manna from heaven."[9] This statement has been confirmed by the Department of Transportation[10] and the General Accounting Office (since renamed the Government Accountability Office),[11] yet lawmakers continue to base policy on this economic fallacy. Removing water from one end of a swimming pool and pouring it in the other end will not raise the overall water level. Similarly, taking dollars from one part of the economy and distributing it to another part of the economy will not expand the economy. University of Chicago economist John Cochrane adds that: First, if money is not going to be printed, it has to come from somewhere. If the government borrows a dollar from you, that is a dollar that you do not spend, or that you do not lend to a company to spend on new investment. Every dollar of increased government spending must correspond to one less dollar of private spending. Jobs created by stimulus spending are offset by jobs lost from the decline in private spending. We can build roads instead of factories, but fiscal stimulus can't help us to build more of both. This form of "crowding out" is just accounting, and doesn't rest on any perceptions or behavioral assumptions. 

Internals – Govt Spending ( Private Investment/A2 Link Turns
Government spending DIRECTLY crowds out investment capital that could be used for private entities 

Carroll 6/7/10 (Conn, Columnist @ The Foundry, a blog sponsored by the Heritage Foundation, "Morning Bell: Why Obama's Stimulus Failed," http://blog.heritage.org/2010/06/07/morning-bell-why-obamas-stimulus-failed/)

Our nation’s unemployment rate is hovering near 10% not because of record job losses, as Biden suggests, but because of record job non-creation. Private sector employers have gone on strike. Contrary to what the President’s economic wizards and New York Times columnists believe, massive government deficit spending does not stimulate job creation. President Obama does not have a secret vault of money he can just throw at the American people. The resources the government spends come from the economy. When the government increases spending, it crowds out the resources that business owners could have invested in their enterprises. Private investment falls sharply when government spending rises. According to Sherk, annual private fixed nonresidential investment has fallen by $327 billion since the recession started— a 19 percent drop. Less private investment means less hiring.

Impacts – Clean Tech Solves Global Warming 

Advances in clean technology will eliminate US dependence on fossil fuels – this is the BEST way to solve global warming 

Wolf 10 – leading environmental writer on global warming and other natural issues (2010, Vicki Wolf, “Advances in Energy Technology Promise More Than Global Warming Solutions” http://www.cleanhouston.org/energy/features/tech_promise.htm CB)

Advances and breakthroughs in technology this year range from energy efficiency with plug-in electric cars to improving ways to tap into energy from the wind and sun. Most of these technological advances promise ways to reduce dependence on fossil fuel, reduce global warming gasses, stimulate the economy and create jobs. Implementing these technologies also will mean better air quality. As large cities and businesses begin to use these technologies, the prices will come down for everyone. Most experts agree we will need a broad array of technologies to stop global warming. Joe Romm, climatologist, author and host of the Climate Progress Blog, lists solar photovoltaics, wind turbines and plug-in hybrids. After researching clean energy technology he says, “The one technology closest to being a silver bullet for global warming is the other solar power.” He’s talking about Concentrated Solar Power (CSP), which concentrates the sun’s rays to heat a liquid that drives an electric generator. The key is cheap storage, according to Romm. “The easiest way to deal with the intermittency of the sun is cheap storage — and thermal storage is much cheaper and has a much higher round-trip efficiency than electric storage.” Romm says CSP has the ability to provide power reliably through the day to key locations around the world. He believes CSP is essential in what he calls “the full global warming solution.” As new technology becomes available, governments and businesses will need to decide on the best investments to meet energy demand. Dr. Robert Harriss, president of HARC (Houston Advanced Research Center) says energy efficiency is first on the list. “Technology that offers the best climate change solutions are those that contribute to a more resilient energy supply at the lowest cost. “Everyone agrees that energy efficiency is the most effective investment,” Harriss says. Moving toward more energy efficient design and clean, renewable energy will make even more sense as infrastructure ages. “We will rebuild a large percentage of buildings because they are wearing out,” Harriss says. “This will be a big opportunity to design for living with nature and for depending on life support systems from nature like the wind and the sun.” Advances in technology for automobiles are very important to the global warming solution. Transportation accounts for 28 percent of energy use in the United States. Personal vehicles, such as cars and light trucks, consume 60 percent of the total energy used for transportation. Currently, gasoline and diesel, two highly polluting fuels, account for 80 percent of all energy consumed in transportation. Plug-in hybrid vehicles are promising to bring this amount of fossil fuel usage down. These cars will provide even more benefit when electricity comes from power plants with zero emissions. “But even electricity produced from coal is an improvement over gasoline,” says Mark Kapner, Austin Energy senior strategy engineer. “Electricity produced from natural gas is a tremendous improvement.”
Clean tech developments are key to avoid extinction from global warming

JAGGER 08 (Chair @ World Future Council ,Bianca, CQ Congressional Testimony, 3-6, lexis) 

"If we go beyond the point where human intervention can no longer stabilise the system, then we precipitate unstoppable runaway climate change. That will set in motion a major extinction event comparable to the five other extinction crises that the earth has previously experienced."  I find it deeply mystifying that the vast majority of the media are still not adequately expressing the scale of the danger we face. Professor John Holdren, President of the AAAS, said in August, "We have already passed the stage of dangerous climate change.  The task now is to avoid catastrophic climate change." And as George Monbiot, in an article he wrote for the Guardian in July, said: "Unaware of the causes of our good fortune, blissfully detached from their likely termination, we drift into catastrophe."  This clearly demonstrates what the World Future Council, the organisation I chair, is advocating. If we are serious about averting climate change catastrophe, we must think in revolutionary terms, and transform our way of life, restoring rather than destroying life on earth. We must embark upon a global renewable energy revolution: if we are to achieve the necessary carbon reduction by 2020, we must replace our carbon- driven economy with a renewable energy economy."

Investment in clean technologies solves global warming – effectively reduces GHG emissions 

UCS 10 (Union of Concerned Scientists USA Base, “Reducing Global Warming Worldwide through Clean Technology,” April 1st, 2010, http://www.ucsusa.org/global_warming/solutions/big_picture_solutions/global-clean-development.html, Vikram)

To help avoid some of the worst and most expensive consequences of global warming, the United States must reduce its heat-trapping emissions by at least 80 percent by 2050, alongside deep reductions in other countries including developing nations like China and India.  The world needs a rapid transition to clean energy that dramatically reduces heat-trapping emissions globally. Using Clean Technology to Reduce Heat-Trapping Emissions at Home Investing in a clean energy economy can be a tremendous source of business opportunity and energy savings for Americans. A 2009 study from UCS shows how the U.S. can make deep reductions in its emissions by 2030, with billions of dollars in energy savings for consumers and businesses, by implementing a comprehensive suite of climate and energy policies. One of the easiest ways to quickly reduce heat-trapping emissions is to increase energy efficiency.  By improving home heating and cooling systems, installing building insulation, improving the industrial processes, and raising the fuel efficiency of vehicles, we can reduce our use of fossil fuels and thus lower our global warming pollution. Using more renewable electricity—from wind, sunlight, biomass, and geothermal sources—and providing low-emission transportation choices are also solutions that are already affordable and whose costs will decline further as they are more widely implemented. We must also invest in the research and development of the next generation of new technologies to bring down the costs of future global warming pollution reductions. Using Clean Technology to Drive Sustainable Development Globally Across the globe, 1.4 billion people live in abject poverty, 1.5 billion do not have access to electricity, and 3 billion people depend directly on burning very polluting fuels (coal, biomass, and dung) for their household energy needs. Most of these people live in developing countries, where the immediate economic priority must be raising living standards and increasing access to necessities like clean, reliable sources of energy. Because much of the energy infrastructure in these countries is yet to be built, it is possible for them to leapfrog the polluting technologies that currently dominate in developed countries and choose cleaner technologies instead.  We should help these countries transition to sustainable low-carbon development pathways, even as we do the same at home, so that they can increase their economic well-being without exacerbating global warming. Moving away from an energy system based on fossil-fuels to cleaner source of energy would also bring significant public health benefits. In addition to producing heat-trapping emissions, burning fossil fuels in power plants and vehicles also produces other harmful pollution, including carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, hydrocarbons, particulates, mercury and other heavy metals. These pollutants can lead to health problems, like respiratory and heart ailments and developmental delays in young children, as well environmental pollution in the form of smog and acid rain. In addition, coal mining is one of the most dangerous industries in the world, exposing workers to lung diseases as well as the possibility of injury and even death. Preventing Global Warming Pollution Anywhere Helps People Everywhere Every bit of global warming pollution traps heat in Earth’s atmosphere, regardless of what source or which country it comes from. Thus, to address global warming, we need to encourage global cooperation in reducing emissions. If we fail to act, unchecked climate change would impose immense social, environmental and economic costs on all countries, especially the poorest and most vulnerable ones. The U.S. could face significant costs due to sea-level rise, more severe storms, altered weather patterns, heat waves, and the loss of water resources and vital ecosystems. Elsewhere, changes in monsoon rainfall could threaten food security for hundreds of millions of people in the Indian subcontinent, increased droughts could further jeopardize the residents of sub-Saharan Africa, snow pack loss is already disrupting water supplies in the Andean countries, and many small island states could be wiped out by sea-level rise. Addressing global warming today by investing in clean technologies, both in the United States and around the globe, will save lives and money for years to come.

Private investment is VITAL in expanding clean technology infrastructure – this is critical in reducing GHG emissions to solve global warming 

Cheeseman 09 (Gina-Marie Cheeseman, Writer for care2, a web magazine, “Is Clean Tech the Solution to Global Warming?” December 31st, 2009, http://www.care2.com/causes/is-clean-tech-the-solution-to-global-warming.html, Vikram :3)             

“If there is a solution to global warming it will be technological, not political, in nature,” a recent editorial  proclaimed. At COP15, the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC) held a side event to highlight the need for business to deploy clean technology. Jean-Yves Caneill, sustainable development project manager for Electricité de France said that there are already technologies in existence which “can help decarbonizes the economy.” He added that “successful deployment conditions” need to be created along with progressively building the international architecture. Peter Taylor, head of the Energy Technology Policy Division for the International Energy Agency (IEA) said, “The IEA believes that technology will be at the heart of the discussion. Whatever Copenhagen’s outcome, it is vital to marry the public and private sectors in order to spread clean technology as fast as possible. “Stimulating sustainability and economic growth in developing countries requires a different way of looking at technology, finance and regional partnerships from the energy and electricity sectors,” said Wendy Poulton, Chair, ICC Energy Task Force A study by the Gigaton Throwdown Initiative released last summer identified seven clean technologies that could be drastically scaled up by 2020 in order to reduce carbon dioxide emissions by one gigaton (one billion tons), which is equivalent to the installed capacity of 205 gigawatts (GW). The seven clean technologies are:  biofuels, building efficiency, concentrating solar power, construction materials, geothermal, solar photovoltaics, and wind According to the study, each clean technology will need considerable amounts of investment to achieve gigaton scale by 2020. Biofuels-$383 billion investment Building efficiency-$61 billion to achieve gigaton scale Concentrating solar power-$2.24 trillion Construction materials-$445 billion Geothermal-$919 billion Solar photovoltaics-$2.1 trillion Wind- $1.38 trillion Current investment in clean tech This year, South Korea  devoted 80 percent of its economic stimulus package to clean technology. Now the South Korean government is predicting that manufacturing companies will invest over $3.4 billion in its clean technology sector in 2010, up from $2.7 billion in 2009. A senior government official told Reuters earlier this month, “The government will help private firms raise their investment in clean technology by preparing new policies to expand the industries, for instance requiring public buildings to consume renewable energy.” He added, “The government would rather help more private funds to be spent in clean and renewable energy sectors as lots of private funds are already out there.” China, South Korea, and Japan will invest $519 billion in clean technology between 2009 and 2013, according to a study by the Breakthrough Institute and the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, titled Rising Tigers, Sleeping Giant. The U.S.  government will only invest $172 billion. Between 2000 and 2008 the U.S. attracted $52 billion in private capital for renewable energy technologies. The Cleantech Group predicts that clean tech in the U.S. will be the largest recipient of venture capital funding. Clean tech received approximately 25 percent of all venture capital investment during the third quarter of 2009. Mark Heesen, president of the National Venture Capital Association said, “Cleantech investing by US venture firms has grown from under 5 percent of venture investing just several years ago to 15 percent of venture investing in 2008. Two-thirds of the $1.6 billion invested in clean tech by venture capital firms globally was invested into U.S.  firms, according to the Cleantech Group. Solar-based technologies received $451 million, the largest amount of investment. Cleantech transportation technologies, including biofuels, received $383 million. Green buildings received $110 million Read more: http://www.care2.com/causes/is-clean-tech-the-solution-to-global-warming.html#ixzz1RzyABRMe
Impacts – 2nc US/EU Trade War Module 

--Developing a domestic clean tech market prevents an escalating trade war with the EU

Fontaine 04 – co-chairs the Energy, Environmental & Public Utility Practice Group of the Cozen O'Connor law firm, formerly a Clean Air Act enforcement lawyer with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in Washington, D.C. (August 2004, Peter J. Fontaine, “global warming: the gathering storm” http://www.pur.com/pubs/4419.cfm CB)
How the U.S. Can Avoid a Trade War In the vacuum created by the administration's withdrawal from the Kyoto Protocol, a number of states have stepped forward with legislative and policy initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.16 Fourteen states have adopted renewable portfolio standards that require electricity suppliers to derive an increasing percentage of supply from renewable energy generation sources, such as wind, solar, biomass, and geothermal. State RPS legislation, however, will not create the necessary market forces to effectuate the large-scale reductions in CO2 necessary for the United States to achieve a significant reduction in its greenhouse gas emissions. National legislation is essential. In October 2003, the most comprehensive global warming legislation to date was defeated by a surprisingly narrow margin of only seven votes. The Climate Stewardship Act of 2003 (S. 139), as amended by S.A. 2028, sponsored by Sens. John McCain, R-Ariz., and Joseph Lieberman, D-Conn., would establish a system of tradable emission allowances and related emissions reporting requirements to tackle global warming. The bill covers six greenhouse gases: carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. The bill would cover 75 percent of direct greenhouse gas emissions in the United States and would reduce carbon emissions to year-2000 emission levels by 2015. Appliance rebates, transition assistance, and other transfer payments that would be made by a newly created Climate Change Credit Corporation-a non-profit organization created to be funded by emission allowance sales-would significantly mitigate the increase in average household energy expenses. EIA's May 2004 analysis of the bill found that allowance costs will fall largely on the electricity sector and would be passed on to consumers. EIA predicts average electricity prices will increase under the bill from 6.4 cents per kilowatt-hour to 6.8 in 2010 (about $33 per household per month), from 6.7 to 8.0 in 2020 (about $108), and from 6.7 to 9.1 in 2025 (about $200). MIT also studied the bill but assumed-based on experience from the Acid Rain Program-that sources would make substantial early reductions in non-CO2 emissions that would be banked for later sale. By changing this single assumption from EIA's analysis MIT found that monthly costs to the average household would be only $15 to $20. Also, EIA assumed, unrealistically, no significant fuel-shift to natural gas (despite this market's historic unpredictability), no market penetration of new low-emission technologies (despite billions of federal R&D spending), and no continued federal and state emission reduction programs. Obviously, such programs are likely to continue, and will further reduce the bill's costs by independently contributing toward the bill's modest goal of reducing CO2emissions to year 2000 levels by 2015. By adopting some form of national legislation that begins to internalize the costs of global warming, the United States would blunt any effort by the EU to impose trade sanctions on U.S. goods. The EIA analysis points out one fundamental conclusion. The reduction of global warming gas emissions called for under the Kyoto Protocol will increase electricity prices and therefore the cost of goods. Even under the relatively modest goals of the McCain Lieberman bill, electricity prices will increase due to the internalization of the costs of the cap and trade system. The risk of trade sanctions by America's largest trading partners due to the failure of the United States to control CO2 emissions should be a real concern to U.S. policy-makers. If the United States continues to resist global pressure to reduce its CO2 emissions, it will largely cede control over how the rules implementing Kyoto are written and risk trade sanctions by trading partners seeking to reduce the disparity in production costs. To avoid this negative outcome, the United States should pursue a more pragmatic middle path that confronts the problem of global warming by laying out the necessary domestic framework and economic incentives to create a domestic CO2 emissions market that produces efficient CO2 reductions, much like the Acid Rain Trading Program. In this way, America can develop new technologies, regain its credibility in the global deliberations over how to combat global warming, and avoid the risk of a damaging trade war with the EU. 

--The impact is global nuclear conflict 

Copley News Service 12/1/99 (lexis) 

Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics.  Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government. Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt. That's just plain wrong. First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it. 
Impacts – Clean Tech Solves Trade War Extensions 

A shift to privately funded clean tech prevents international trade war

Lord 09 – associate in Davis LLP's Toronto office,  member of the Corporate/Commercial/M&A, Energy & Utilities, and Climate Change Law Practice Groups, advises a broad variety of corporate matters, including financings, corporate governance matters, and the negotiation and drafting of complex commercial agreements (September 3, 2009, Andrew Lord, “Cleantech revolution or international trade war?” http://www.davis.ca/en/blog/Climate-Change-Law-Practice-Group/2009/09/03/Cleantech-revolution-or-international-trade-war) 
China has attracted significant media intention in recent months for a series of potentially trade-distorting measures. A pattern of behaviour may be emerging that suggests both private industry and the state are determined to give every advantage possible to China's domestic cleantech sector. The US is by no means innocent. It received its share of criticism for proposed Buy American restrictions on stimulus money. The Obama administration continues to face lots of pressure from powerful groups to make sure that stimulus money and climate/energy policy is crafted to create jobs in the US (see e.g., Big Labor's Made in America Tour), as blogged about recently. Already, the U.S. has enacted some dubious measures in the name of cleantech, a particularly notorious example being a biofuel tax incentive thatturned black liquor into liquid gold for failing pulp producers. The incentive was another blow to the beleaguered Canadian pulp industry. Ottawa responded with a similar, although somewhat more environmentally focused, incentive. The US is also trying to draw in short term investment in renewable power by transforming a former tax incentive into a grant for up to 30% of the cost of qualifying projects. Perhaps most tellingly, the draft Waxman-Markey climate bill includes provisions regarding a "border adjustment" mechanism that could be used to impose what amount to carbon tariffs on imports from countries that have less rigorous climate change legislation. Chinese companies like Suntech see the writing on the wall and are moving to open manufacturing facilities in the US. If the protectionist trend continues, the cleantech revolution could spark a cleantech trade war. Protectionism tends to beget protectionism: protectionist measures in countries like China will be used to justify the imposition of protectionist measures in other countries (and vice versa). While the WTO provides a forum for resolving such disputes, the process is long and the results not always certain (particularly where protectionist measures are draped in environmental justifications). Perhaps the most disturbing part of the emerging protectionist trend is that it is occurring before the successor treaty to Kyoto or the U.S. cap-and-trade legislation have been finalized. Trade issues are informing the negotiation of both instruments. The protectionist stances taken by key global trading players today may make it harder to conclude either negotiations and may lead to compromises that are not in the world's best economic or environmental interests. The cleantech "revolution" makes twin promises: that green jobs are the cure to the past year's financial crisis and that technology can solve the climate change problem. China, the U.S., Europe, and Canada all seem to be keying more strongly on the first promise. However, it is not in the world's best interest to create domestic cleantech industries that are premised on government protection. This is particularly the case in light of McKinsey & Company's observation that the scale of the climate change problem demands a cooperative solution. 
Impacts – 2nc Economy Impact Module 
--Clean technology investments are key to the US economy -- job creation, new industries, competitive edge in global markets 

UCSUSA 10 – leading science organization working for a healthy environment, comprised of learned scientists (4/01/2010, USCSUSA, “Investigating in Clean Technology is Investing in Green Jobs” http://www.ucsusa.org/global_warming/solutions/big_picture_solutions/Clean-tech-green-jobs.html CB)
Investing in clean technology is more than just a way for the United States to reduce global warming pollution, but also a way to stimulate the economy and create new, green jobs. Investing in energy efficiency and renewable energy, both at home and abroad, makes smart business sense for the United States because it will create new jobs in a wide range of rapidly growing industries, foster innovation, and give us a competitive edge in the global market. This message was echoed in a recent letter to President Obama and members of Congress from more than 80 U.S. companies, urging our nation’s leaders to move quickly to enact comprehensive climate and energy legislation. Clean technology is already a very successful industry, with global revenues totaling $900 billion in 2007 3 and venture capital investments totaling $8.5 billion in 2008.4 American companies like Solyndra and Nanosolar (which manufacture thin-film solar cells) and A123 Systems (which manufactures advanced batteries) are among the top businesses attracting venture capital today. The clean technology industry has been less affected by the current economic downturn than many other areas of the economy, and industry experts expect it to more than double in value by 2020. This has made it an attractive investment choice for many countries seeking to direct economic stimulus funds to job creation. The United States has always been an engine of innovation and entrepreneurship but we cannot take success for granted in the intensely competitive global market. For example, Chinese businesses are rapidly expanding their manufacture and export of components such as wind turbines and solar cells as a result of that country’s aggressive energy efficiency and renewable energy policies (with goals of reducing its energy consumption per unit of gross domestic product 20 percent from 2005 levels by 2010 and generating 15 percent of its electricity from renewable resources by 2020). The United States must make the right policy and investment choices now if it is to reap the long-term economic benefits of being an industry leader.

--Economic collapse causes global nuclear war

Mead 09 - Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations  (Walter Russell, The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger”, 2/4, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2)

. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength. Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.

Impacts – Clean Tech Key to Economy Extensions
Developing clean tech industries prevents other nations from developing their own energy industries that will displace US companies and jobs  
Fitzgerald 09 – reporter on environmental issues (December 21, 2009, Joan Fitzgerald, “Losing our Future” http://prospect.org/cs/articles?article=losing_our_future CB)

If we don’t develop a national industrial policy for clean-energy production, the strategies of other nations will displace American companies and jobs. If you want to understand the consequences of America’s failure to have a coherent, national industrial policy, look at one signature industry of the future—renewable energy. The U.S. Energy Information Administration estimates that by 2030, total global investment in wind and solar technologies could be worth as much as $3.6 trillion. Unfortunately, the U.S. is headed down a path that will render us consumers of renewable energy—but not leading innovators or manufacturers. Though the U.S. pioneered these technologies, we already have an annual trade deficit of over $6 billion in renewable energy, while nations like China, Germany, and Japan are widening their lead. And India is about to enter the competition with massive investment. Other countries have deliberate policies to link innovation in renewable energy to manufacturing advantage—-commercializing the products resulting from subsidized research and development, subsidizing education of skilled workers, and using domestic green-energy requirements to help launch export champions and thereby create domestic jobs. China has more predatory policies that include massive subsidies, pricing below cost to capture market share, closed supply chains, requirements that foreign companies produce for export but not for China, and coercive technology transfer. Japan is somewhere in between, with relatively closed supply chains and direct government help for industry. The U.S., by comparison, does nothing at the national level to link clean-energy goals to industrial ones, much less pay attention to supply chains—leaving our states and cities to play this game as best they can—competing against entire countries and against each other. 

Clean tech investments will generate millions of jobs 

Lynley 2011 – reliable reporter, graduated from North Carolina, Greenbeat writer (June 28, 2011, Matthew Lynley, “Google report suggests huge payout for clean technology expansion” http://venturebeat.com/2011/06/28/google-clean-tech-report/ CB)

Aggressive spending and expansion in clean technology would generate 1.1 million new jobs by 2030 and reduce U.S. greenhouse gas emissions by 13 percent, according to a new report by Google. If the U.S. employs more federal mandates and provides funding for clean technology projects, those projects will generate 1.9 million jobs and reduce U.S. greenhouse gas emissions by 21 percent, the report states. By 2050, U.S. greenhouse gas emissions would be cut by 55 percent without federal mandates and funding for clean technology projects. The U.S. will cut its greenhouse gas emissions by 63 percent if the government introduces aggressive clean technology policies. With government intervention, clean technology spending would increase the United States’ GDP by around $244 billion per year and reduce household costs by $995 annually. The second model, which would have less of an impact than government intervention, involves taxing carbon emissions at $30 per ton. That would bring up the cost of power produced by plants that use coal, natural gas and other types of fossil fuels. It would bring the cost of electricity and power from those plants to something comparable with renewable energy sources like wind power and solar power. With carbon taxes, the United States’ GDP would increase by $155 billion per year and U.S. consumers would save $942 annually. Google has thus far invested $780 million in clean energy projects, $700 million this year alone. Google’s clean energy investments don’t come out of the company’s traditional investment arm, Google Ventures. Instead, the money comes from the company’s main treasury and is invested by the company’s Green Business Operations team. Google typically makes financial investments in clean energy projects that will generate some kind of return, but it has also made investments that have resulted in power purchase agreements — meaning Google uses the renewable energy to power its own data centers.

Clean technology industries ALREADY provide more jobs than other industries, INCLUDING the fossil fuel industry 

Reuters 7/13/11 (Katie Fehrenbacher, “The clean economy employs more workers than fossil fuels” http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/13/idUS149835082020110713 CB)

The green technology and clean power industries are currently employing more workers than their dirty fossil fuel peers. That’s according to a report released from the Brookings Institution, which has crunched the numbers of jobs created in the U.S. by sectors like solar, wind, waste water recycling, public transportation and energy efficiency retrofits. At 2.7 million jobs, the clean economy — which Brookings defines as sectors that produce goods and services with an environmental benefit — also employs more workers than the biosciences industry, though not as many jobs created via information technology. Brookings crunched these numbers via each county (see image), which is one of the first times this kind of study has been done. Beyond being relatively large, the clean economy has more manufacturing jobs than the rest of the U.S. workforce, with 26 percent of clean energy jobs having to do with manufacturing, compared to 9 percent for the rest of the U.S. job market. Clean energy manufacturing jobs include positions like producing electric cars, bio chemicals, and LED lighting. Clean economy jobs also are offering significant opportunities and relatively high wages for low skilled workers (ie. “green collar jobs”), like jobs installing solar panels, working in factories producing cleantech goods, and doing home retrofits. In addition, jobs in solar, and the smart grid grew at a faster pace than the rest of the economy. However, the clean economy was significantly effected by the real estate crash of 2007 and 2008, and jobs in sectors that install energy efficiency tech for buildings and green construction products saw layoffs. Factoring in these building-related sectors, the clean economy grew at a slower rate than the overall economy between 2003 and 2010. To help boost the clean energy economy even more, the Brookings report suggests that Congress could pass a national clean energy standard, put a price on carbon, use the government as a chief customer of cleantech goods (Obama has been strong on this), find more ways to help proven clean technologies pass the so-called Valley of Death, as well as increase funding for basic science and early-stage high risk projects (like the Department of Energy’s ARPA-E program). 

Private sector investments in clean tech is critical to US economy

Stabenow, Hagar, Udall 10 (Debbie Stabenow & Kay Hagan & Mark Udall, Senator of Michigan, North Carolina and Colorado respectively, Clean energy: Economic key to 21st Century, Politico, 11/17/10, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1110/45261.html)
$2 trillion. That’s the amount that the global clean energy market is expected to grow in the next decade. China and Germany, two of the world’s largest economies that have best weathered the storms of recession, both see the potential of clean energy. China has created a massive domestic market to drive up demand and spur innovations. It is now poised to sell its clean technologies to the rest of the world. Germany, already world leader in solar power, made domestic clean tech development a key part of its strategy to export its way out of recession.  Beyond recovery from the current economic crisis, the country that first develops and integrates affordable clean energy technologies is likely to dominate the 21st century global economy — and create the jobs that go along with it.  The United States is a nation of innovators. Our creativity, productivity and entrepreneurial spirit led to our economic dominance throughout the 20th century. This ingenuity can drive our success in the 21st century.  But we need a commitment from the private sector – coupled with strong support from the government – to develop, manufacture and use new clean energy technologies.  The innovations we need to dominate this market include major, game-changing breakthroughs, like next-generation nuclear power and long-distance electric cars. But they also include incremental progress — like expanded battery storage, upgrades to our transmission system and improvements in solar panels.  But large or small, innovations don’t just happen. With slower capital returns than usually seen with IT and biotech investments, we need to encourage private sector involvement in clean energy. Lack of demand — since new energy sources have been more costly than fossil fuels — can deter development of promising technologies. But we have succeeded in past when the public sector worked hand-in-hand with business to solve these problems. We can re-ignite this public/private partnership, as Third Way outlines in an innovation report out today, by focusing on four steps. 
US clean tech investments can generate millions of jobs and TRILLIONS in economic activity 
Wang 11 (Ucilia Wang, Contributor at Forbes.com, Contributor at MIT Technology Review, Contributor at Earth2tech, Google Does Math to Show Clean Tech’s Impact on the Economy, Forbes, 6/28/11, http://blogs.forbes.com/uciliawang/2011/06/28/google-does-math-to-show-cleantechs-impact-on-the-economy/)

Google Does Math To Show Clean Tech’s Impact On The Economy
Google Does Math To Show Clean Tech’s Impact On The Economy
Google, which has made big investments in wind, solar and electric car technologies, has never been shy about using its brand to promote stronger clean tech policies. The latest effort comes in the form of a report and an interactive website released Tuesday to show that enough clean tech innovations can add 1.1 million jobs and $158 billion to the country’s gross domestic product per year while cutting energy costs by $942 per household annually all by 2030. If innovations are paired with stronger energy policies, the country will add $244 billion to the GDP and nearly 2 million jobs while saving home energy costs by $995 per household, Google says. The GDP growth wouldn’t be much different without better policies. Google uses a calculation tool from McKinsey and Co. – along with a wide range of government data and its own assumptions – to show the results of technology breakthroughs and more aggressive policies versus the status quo. Status quo takes into consideration current state and federal renewable energy policies and existing forecasts for energy costs by the federal government and by Google’s own calculations. The search giant uses all these variables to figure out clean tech’s impact on clean power generation, electric car market, energy storage and natural gas development. Google, of course, isn’t the only one that has touted the economic and environmental benefits of more public and investments in clean energy. The company has its own economic interest to promote more renewable electricity and electric car use. After all, Google has invested over $780 million in clean energy technologies and projects, including a bunch of wind and solar farms and a $280 million fund to finance residential solar installations. The company’s investment portfolio (through Google Ventures and Google.org) also includes electric car developer Aptera, biofuel maker Cool Planet Biofuels and power conversion gear developer Transphorm. Nevertheless, its report gives an interesting look at how the search giant sees a future with or without substantial investments and policies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. For several years now, the company has taken an active role in lobbying for more government spending and stronger regulations to compel a move away from using coal as the largest source of our electricity generation. Any clean tech lobbying effort will be crucial in the next year and half as Republicans and Democrats haggle over the federal budget and fight for Congressional seats and presidency. Republicans have been particularly critical of the Obama administration’s spending on renewable energy, partly because the spending has come from the 2009 stimulus package that many Republicans didn’t support. Republicans say the stimulus package hasn’t given the economy the promised boost, and they aren’t willing to fund clean energy research and development anywhere close to the levels sought by the administration. Since job creation is something that both sides embrace, Google says in its report that a delay in boosting clean tech development between 2010 and 2015 will lead to $2.3 trillion to $3.2 trillion in unrealized GDP and cost 1.2 million to 1.4 million jobs by 2050. In the report, Google says its definition of “technology breakthrough” is stringent and optimistic because it’s pitting clean tech with conventional and cheaper power sources of coal and natural gas. In fact, Google’s models show that any significant replacement of coal with clean power sources won’t happen for the most part until after 2030. Its calculations do demonstrate that power generation projects that use solar panels and geothermal technologies will be cheap enough to start to replace coal by 2030. Natural gas, if it continues to stay cheap, will slow down clean power development in the next few decades, Google says. That’s because natural gas will become a more appealing alternative for coal even though it won’t cut emissions by as much as the renewables will. On the other hand, cheap gas also means cheap electricity, and cheap electricity will promote more electric car ownership.

Impacts – 2nc Air Pollution Module
--Clean tech investments solves air pollution 
CLEAN 04 – collaboration global warming raise awareness program, comprised of well qualified scientists (2004, CLEANenergy.org, “Summary of the Issues: Energy” http://www.cleanhouston.org/energy/index.htm#studies CB)

We continue to depend overwhelmingly on resources that are neither clean nor renewable. Fossil fuels- coal, oil, and natural gas- provide 85 percent of the United States’ energy needs. The combustion of these fuels generates massive amounts of air pollution, which effects our health and contributes to climate change. Electricity production is the greatest single source of air pollution in America. Power plants are responsible for a full two thirds of total sulfur dioxide emissions and one third of all nitrogen oxides and carbon dioxide emissions. Vehicles spout out another third of all nitrogen oxides, volatile organic compounds, and carbon dioxide, as well as fifty percent of all carbon monoxide emitted in America. Exploration, extraction and transportation of coal, oil and gas has caused great damage to the land and water over the years. To extract coal from the earth, companies often use explosives to blast off the tops of mountains, offering them easier and greater access to the mineral deposits. The remnants of the mountain tops are dumped into the surrounding rivers and lowlands in the valley below. In addition to destroying the beauty of an area, this practice damages and disrupts ecosystems. Somewhere between 15 and 25 percent of southern West Virginia's mountains have been lopped off to mine the underlying coal. In the process, over 1,000 miles of streams have been filled in and over 300,000 acres of hardwood forests have been cut in West Virginia alone. Exploration in wilderness areas has caused irreparable harm to ecosystems and habitats which are further devastated by faulty transportation processes which have led to numerous oil spills on land and water. Even if we were to disregard petroleum’s destruction of the earth, its effects on the health and well being of humans and animals, and its contribution to climate change- the peak of oil production will soon result in a tremendous rise in its price. We have blindly depended on cheap and abundant oil to fuel our economy, with little thought of what to do when it is no longer cheap and abundant. Signs of petroleum’s peaking are evident now and as it becomes less and less affordable, we will have to look to other forms of energy to fulfill our energy demands. Energy derived from natural sources like the land, wind, sun, and water offer us a chance to generate clean, renewable energy in a sustainable manner. Little action has been taken to utilize these energy sources though. Texas is fortunate to have, by far, the greatest renewable energy potential of any state in the US. Already we are second in the nation, behind California, in production of renewable energy. Continuing our investment in solar, wind, biomass, geothermal and other non-polluting renewable sources of energy will benefit our health and our environment, but also our bottom line. It will spur the local economy- creating jobs and increasing the tax base.
--Left unchecked, air pollution risks extinction

 

Driesen 03 (David, Associate Professor, Syracuse University College of Law. J.D. Yale Law School, 1989, Fall/Spring, 10 Buff. Envt'l. L.J. 25, lexis)

 

Air pollution can make life unsustainable by harming the ecosystem upon which all life depends and harming the health of both future and present generations. The Rio Declaration articulates six key principles that are relevant to air pollution. These principles can also be understood as goals, because they describe a state of affairs  [*27]  that is worth achieving. Agenda 21, in turn, states a program of action for realizing those goals. Between them, they aid understanding of sustainable development's meaning for air quality. The first principle is that "human beings. . . are entitled to a healthy and productive life in harmony with nature", because they are "at the center of concerns for sustainable development." 3 While the Rio Declaration refers to human health, its reference to life "in harmony with nature" also reflects a concern about the natural environment. 4Since air pollution damages both human health and the environment, air quality implicates both of these concerns. 5 Lead, carbon monoxide, particulate, tropospheric ozone, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen oxides have historically threatened urban air quality in the United States. This review will focus upon tropospheric ozone, particulate, and carbon monoxide, because these pollutants present the most widespread of the remaining urban air problems, and did so at the time of the earth summit. 6 Tropospheric ozone refers to ozone fairly near to the ground, as opposed to stratospheric ozone high in the atmosphere. The stratospheric ozone layer protects human health and the environment from ultraviolet radiation, and its depletion causes problems. 7 By contrast, tropospheric  [*28]  ozone damages human health and the environment. 8 In the United States, the pollutants causing "urban" air quality problems also affect human health and the environment well beyond urban boundaries. Yet, the health problems these pollutants present remain most acute in urban and suburban areas. 9 Ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate cause very serious public health problems that have been well recognized for a long time. Ozone forms in the atmosphere from a reaction between volatile organic compounds, nitrogen oxides, and sunlight. 10 Volatile organic compounds include a large number of hazardous air pollutants. Nitrogen oxides, as discussed below, also play a role in acidifying ecosystems. Ozone damages lung tissue. 11 It plays a role in triggering asthma attacks, sending thousands to the hospital every summer. It effects young children and people engaged in heavy exercise especially severely. 12 Particulate pollution, or soot, consists of combinations of a wide variety of pollutants. Nitrogen oxide and sulfur dioxide contribute to formation of fine particulate, which is associated with the most serious health problems. 13 Studies link particulate to tens of thousands of annual premature deaths in the United States. 14 Like ozone it contributes to respiratory illness, but it also seems to play a  [*29]  role in triggering heart attacks among the elderly. 15 The data suggest that fine particulate, which EPA did not regulate explicitly until recently, plays a major role in these problems. 16 Health researchers have associated carbon monoxide with various types of neurological symptoms, such as visual impairment, reduced work capacity, reduced manual dexterity, poor learning ability, and difficulty in performing complex tasks. 17 The same pollution problems causing current urban health problems also contribute to long lasting ecological problems. Ozone harms crops and trees. 18 These harms affect ecosystems and future generations. Similarly, particulate precursors, including nitrogen oxide and sulfur dioxide, contribute to acid rain, which is not easily reversible. To address these problems, Agenda 21 recommends the adoption of national programs to reduce health risks from air pollution, including urban air pollution. 19 These programs are to include development of "appropriate pollution control technology . . . for the introduction of environmentally sound production processes." 20 It calls for this development "on the basis of risk assessment and epidemiological research." 21 It also recommends development of "air pollution control capacities in large cities emphasizing enforcement programs using monitoring networks as appropriate." 22 A second principle, the precautionary principle, provides support for the first. As stated in the Rio Declaration, the precautionary principle means that "lack of full scientific certainty shall not  [*30]  be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures to prevent environmental degradation" when "there are threats of serious or irreversible damage." 23 Thus, lack of complete certainty about the adverse environmental and human health effects of air pollutants does not, by itself, provide a reason for tolerating them. Put differently,governments need to address air pollution on a precautionary basis to ensure that humans can life a healthy and productive life. 
Impacts – Clean Tech Solves Oil Dependence
Private investment in clean technology effectively solves US oil dependence

Marvin 11 (James Marvin, experience in field operations and business development for an alternative energy start-up, “Oil Dependence, Climate Change, and the Military,” 5/31/11, http://www.e2.org/jsp/controller?docId=26027&anchorName=OilClimateMilitary)

At no time in our nation’s history has it been so imperative to move forward with a spirited drive to reduce oil consumption and fundamentally change the way we use energy. Future generations of Americans are depending on our collective ability to get this one right. We cannot afford to fail and winning will not only have a positive impact here at home in the United States, it will also work to make the world a better place to live and work.  But getting there is going to take more than the military commitment to incorporate clean technology solutions into its operations. The same level of effort and bold commitment is going to have to come from the investment community and from private industry. Although the military can provide the platform upon which to build a strong clean energy economy, it needs willing partners from the private sector to help it reach success sooner rather than later.  In the end, the solution is a simple one. Reducing oil dependence by incorporating alternative and renewable energy and clean technology solutions into military operations will have a positive impact on the climate, create economic development here at home in the United States, and will save lives on the battlefield. But like the great Prussian theorist Carl Von Clausewitz pointed out in his writings, “…although the most effective strategies in warfare are simple, that does not mean they are easy.” We have already seen this analogy to be very true: despite the heroic efforts of key legislators and elected officials, the United States Congress still struggles across bipartisan lines in search of a practical solution to what is clearly a non-partisan issue.  Dependence on oil is a national security issue. It is having a negative impact on the environment, is adversely affecting the United States economy, and costing the lives of servicemen and women. The United States must recognize the value of creating a clean energy economy. Doing so will keep America safe and secure. It will promote prosperity at home. It will protect the financial interests of Americans, and have a lasting positive impact on the environment. A clean energy economy will also enhance the military’s ability to perform its missions. 
Investing in clean tech is key to reduce dependence on foreign oil and to revive the dying economy

Lefton and Weiss 10 (Rebecca Lefton, Policy Analyst, Researcher of Progressive Media at American Progress, Daniel Weiss, Senior Fellow and Director of Climate Strategy at American Progress, “Oil Dependence is a Dangerous Habit,” written January 13th, 2010, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/01/oil_imports_security.html, Vikram :3)

The United States has an opportunity right now to reduce its dependence on foreign oil by adopting clean-energy and global warming pollution reduction policies that would spur economic recovery and long-term sustainable growth. With a struggling economy and record unemployment, we need that money invested here to enhance our economic competitiveness. Instead of sending money abroad for oil, investing in clean-energy technology innovation would boost growth and create jobs. Reducing oil imports through clean-energy reform would reduce money sent overseas for oil, keep more money at home for investments, and cut global warming pollution. A Center for American Progress analysis shows that the clean-energy provisions in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and ACES combined would generate approximately $150 billion per year in new clean-energy investments over the next decade. This government-induced spending will come primarily from the private sector, and the investments would create jobs and help reduce oil dependence. And by creating the conditions for a strong economic recovery, such as creating more finance for energy retrofits and energy-saving projects and establishing loans for manufacturing low-carbon products, we can give the United States the advantage in the clean-energy race. Investing in a clean-energy economy is the clear path toward re-establishing our economic stability and strengthening our national security.
Clean tech is key to reducing US dependence on oil 

Arvizu 10 (Dr. Dan Arvizu, Director of National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL), Speech to Kansas City Economic Club, 6/23/10, http://www.nrel.gov/director/pdfs/energy_overview_06_10.pdf)

As the director of the nation’s principal research center for renewable energy and energy efficiency, I started getting questions as soon as the first news broke about the explosion and fire on the Gulf oil rig, which we now understand has resulted in perhaps the worst environmental catastrophe in our nation’s history. In the weeks since, and even now, I’m still hearing the same question. The exact words may vary, but it all comes back to a single, frustrating conundrum: The problems created by our “addiction to oil” are only getting worse. But realistically, is there anything we can do to break that dependency? There are some who say the historical choices we’ve made create a challenge too enormous to effectively confront. In this view, there’s not much we can do to change our oil-dependent ways, even if we decided to do so. Others, quite frankly, paint a too-rosy picture of a world where we just turn off the oil spigot, and move to some single favored cure-all, which somehow magically solves our energy problems. My experience tells me that neither of those assessments is right, nor for that matter, very helpful. My many years in the energy research field tell me that the answer is that we need to move boldly on a deliberate path on each of our most viable clean energy options. We need to do this with a focused near-term and long-term research and development effort. That R&D effort must include consistent and sustained policies that accelerate these new technologies into everyday use, to benefit the nation, and at the same time enhance our energy security. This answer recognizes an important precept – there is no one “silver bullet.” Instead, our path should be to push forward with multiple clean energy resources and technologies, putting each to their highest and best use. Of course, there will be those who will argue that energy alternatives don’t work. Or we can’t afford them. There’s an easy answer for that. The truth is we already are producing more renewable energy today than the energy content from all U.S. offshore oil production. According to the 2009 EIA Energy Outlook, in 2008 non-hydro renewable energy – wind, solar, geothermal, and biomass – supplied 4.9 quadrillion BTUs in the U.S. in the form of electricity and liquid fuels/fuel blends. If we add renewable hydroelectric power, we obtained 6.2 quadrillion BTUs of clean, renewable energy annually. In comparison, the energy content of the 683 million barrels of offshore oil we produce is approximately 3.96 quadrillion BTUs. With renewable energy already contributing more to the nation’s overall energy needs as offshore oil, it’s clear that renewable technologies and resources no longer live solely in the future; they have proven themselves as viable, and substantial, today. The attention being directed at the Gulf oil spill is obviously well warranted; it deserves the strongest national response we can muster. But it’s instructive to step back for moment and look at the broader energy picture as well. Unfortunately, today we continue to struggle with the worst economic climate since the Great Depression. We also have a number of mounting national security challenges. Our petroleum addiction is part and parcel of these problems as well. Whether it’s a serious trade deficit resulting from oil imports, or the financial support oil imports provide to hostile regimes, energy is central to our economic and national security interests. It’s becoming clear that the trio of crises – the environmental, economic, and national security predicaments we face – are not distinct. They’re intertwined. Each is related directly to how we generate and use energy. It will be difficult to solve any one of these issues without seriously tackling a fundamental problem: our dependence on oil for transportation.

Impacts – Oil Dependency Hurts Economy
Oil dependence exposes the US to high oil prices—this hurts the economy via consumers and businesses 
Sandalow 07 (David Sandalow, Energy and Environment Scholar at the Brookings Institution, “ENDING OIL DEPENDENCE,” 1/22/07, http://www.brookings.edu/views/papers/fellows/sandalow20070122.pdf)
Oil dependence exposes the United States’ economy to the volatility of world oil markets. Because oil price increases can occur suddenly, consumers and businesses may be unable to adjust behavior and forced to incur higher expenses when prices rise. The impacts on low-income families and oil-intensive businesses may be especially severe. The oil price spikes of the 1970s have often been blamed for the recessions that followed. However, this view has been challenged by Ben Bernanke and others who argue that restrictive monetary played a larger role in those downturns. Significantly, the oil price increases of 2005-2006 did not produce a recession. Possible reasons include sound management of monetary policy and a lower ratio of oil use to GDP than during prior price spikes. Nevertheless, the climb in oil prices during the past few years imposed considerable costs. In 2006, U.S. payments abroad for oil were more than $250 billion. Between summer 2003 and summer 2006, world oil prices rose from roughly $25 per barrel to more than $78 per barrel. For several African countries, increased oil costs during this period substantially exceeded amounts saved through debt relief. For the United States, each $10/barrel increase results in roughly $50 billion of additional foreign payments annually (approximately 0.4% of GDP). 
High oil prices cripple the US and global economies 

Financial Times 10 (Financial Times, “The Price of Oil,” Fall 2010, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/374e5fdc-436f-11df-833f-00144feab49a.html, Vikram :3)

The price of oil has suddenly broken higher – to the point where triple-digit crude is once again in the offing. / This week oil climbed to $87 a barrel, its highest level since October 2008. This was after a period of eight months when oil traded between $70 and $80, a narrow band that pleased oil producers without hurting consumers too much. / The latest surge seems to have been prompted by rising confidence in a global economic recovery, even if most traders and bankers are still cautious about supply and demand fundamentals. The more bullish Wall Street banks see prices climbing further, with Barclays Capital forecasting $97, Goldman Sachs $110 and Morgan Stanley $100 next year. / But the higher prices go, the deeper the concerns that they will stifle global growth. Jeff Rubin, a former CIBC chief economist and author of a book on oil and globalisation, says: "Triple-digit oil prices are going to threaten a world recovery." / Pricier oil and other key commodities, notably iron ore and copper, could ripple through the economy and financial markets, potentially triggering inflation and forcing central banks to lift interest rates from ultra-low levels. This could force bond yields higher, but lower the attractions of equities.

High oil prices spark financial and economic collapse  

Marconi 09 (Giuseppe Marconi, writer for oil-price.net, November 18th, 2009, “Did High Oil Prices Cause the Financial Crash?” http://www.oil-price.net/en/articles/did-high-oil-prices-cause-financial-crash.php, Vikram :3)

Everyone has been concerned by the recent global economic crisis. In the United States and Europe the newspapers are full of stories of those who have lost their houses and businesses. Elected officials from many nations have sung the evils of traders' bonuses and demanded an international effort to legislate in this arena. Job losses, home foreclosures are regularly making the headlines and most anyone is or closely knows someone else whose life was impacted by the financial collapse. However, is the global economy really so dependant on trader's bonuses, the housing market and financial services as numerous governments and journalists would like us to believe? Is it really the collapse of the housing sector, and that of the banking sector which are the origin of the worst recession that we have experienced for sixty years? We at Oil-Price.net believe otherwise, and so do two brilliant economists: Professors James Hamilton and Nouriel Roubini. This year, Professor James Hamilton of the University of California presented an economic model to the Brookings Institute in which he asserted by using this model, that it was high oil prices and the oil shock which were the catalyst for the recent financial crisis. In order to back up his theory Hamilton begun his economic model in 2003. At this time crude oil was about $30 a barrel. Using the 2003 price as a ball point figure he showed what an oil shock would do,(such as the one experienced in 2007-8) to GDP. The graph that he presented showed that high oil prices would directly bring GDP to what it was in 2008. In view of his findings, he put forward the theory that it was in fact high oil prices which caused the housing sector to crash and in turn the financial market. He turned current theories on their head. According to Professor Hamilton it was in fact high oil prices which caused the financial crisis we have experienced in the past two years. In fact Professor Hamilton model echoes the work of Dr Nouriel Roubini who is a Professor of Economics and International Business at the Stern School of Business at NYU. Dr Nouriel evangelizes that it is high oil prices which caused the recent financial crisis. In fact he is now predicting that although the global economy is presently in recovery, if the price of oil exceeds $100 a barrel, this will have a disastrous negative effect on the world economy. He states that it will have the same effect on the economy as oil did when it was at $145 a barrel last year. In a recent interview Dr Roubini explained that he was of the opinion that an increase in the price of oil over $100 would have a negative real trade effect and disposable income effect on countries such as the US, Europe and Japan. Dr Nouriel Roubini also went further and said that he would not be against regulatory intervention to prevent swings in the value of oil. According to Dr Nouriel Roubini, the high price of oil at $145 per barrel was the primary reason for the financial crisis and not the crash of the world banking market. Of course time will tell whether Dr Roubini's thesis is correct and whether an extreme increase in oil prices will halt global recovery. Our own study of the market and global economy shows that the price of oil is going to have a direct effect on real trade, disposable income and hence the state of the economy. Oil prices have nearly doubled this year and are reaching $80 per barrel. Interest rates at close to zero and a weak dollar are encouraging price rises in all markets including the oil market. The financial health of world economies is in fact more dependant on oil prices, than the financial services market and the housing market. If we look closely we see that the economic state of major world economies is often a reflection of fluctuations in oil prices. This is why if the price of oil exceeds $100 per barrel this year then it is very likely that the global economic recovery will be stopped in its tracks. Further more, it may be the catalyst for a bigger financial crash than the one we have recently experienced, and world economies are currently trying to recover from.
Impacts – Oil Dependency Hurts US Hegemony 
US oil dependency empowers hostile nations—Iran, Venezuela, Russia, etc—to challenge US foreign policy interests 

Deutch and Schlesinger 2006 (John Deutch, Former deputy secretary of defense, and James Schlesinger former secretary of defense under Nixon, “National security Consequences of US Oil Dependency,” Council of Foreign Relations, Pg. 26)

First, the control over enormous oil revenues gives exporting countries the flexibility to adopt policies that oppose U.S. interests and values. Iran proceeds with a program that appears to be headed toward acquiring a nuclear weapons capability. Russia is able to ignore Western attitudes as it has moved to authoritarian policies in part because huge revenues from oil and gas exports are available to finance that style of government. Venezuela has the resources from its oil exports to invite realignment in Latin American political relationships and to fund changes such as Argentina’s exit from its International Monetary Fund (IMF) standby agreement and Bolivia’s recent decision to nationalize its oil and gas resources. Because of their oil wealth, these and other producer countries are free to ignore U.S. policies and to pursue interests inimical to our national security.

US oil dependence finances and sustains unfriendly regimes that challenge US interests

Lefton and Weiss 10 (Rebecca Lefton, Political Analyst at American Progress, master's degree in public policy from the Harris School of Public Policy at the University of Chicago. Daniel J. Weiss, Senior Fellow and the Director of Climate Strategy at American Progress, Master’s degree in public policy from University of Michigan. “Oil Dependence Is a Dangerous Habit” 1/13/2010, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/01/oil_imports_security.html)

A recent report on the November 2009 U.S. trade deficit found that rising oil imports widened our deficit, increasing the gap between our imports and exports. This is but one example that our economic recovery and long-term growth is inexorably linked to our reliance on foreign oil. The United States is spending approximately $1 billion a day overseas on oil instead of investing the funds at home, where our economy sorely needs it. Burning oil that exacerbates global warming also poses serious threats to our national security and the world’s security. For these reasons we need to kick the oil addiction by investing in clean-energy reform to reduce oil demand, while taking steps to curb global warming. In 2008 the United States imported oil from 10 countries currently on the State Department’s Travel Warning List, which lists countries that have “long-term, protracted conditions that make a country dangerous or unstable.” These nations include Algeria, Chad, Colombia, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Iraq, Mauritania, Nigeria, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and Syria. Our reliance on oil from these countries could have serious implications for our national security, economy, and environment. Oil imports fuel “dangerous or unstable” governments The United States imported 4 million barrels of oil a day—or 1.5 billion barrels total— from “dangerous or unstable” countries in 2008 at a cost of about $150 billion. This estimate excludes Venezuela, which is not on the State Department’s “dangerous or unstable” list but has maintained a distinctly anti-American foreign and energy policy. Venezuela is one of the top five oil exporters to the United States, and we imported 435 million barrels of oil from them in 2008. As a major contributor to the global demand for oil the United States is paying to finance and sustain unfriendly regimes. Our demand drives up oil prices on the global market, which oftentimes benefits oil-producing nations that don’t sell to us. The Center for American Progress finds in “Securing America’s Future: Enhancing Our National Security by Reducing oil Dependence and Environmental Damage,” that “because of this, anti-Western nations such as Iran—with whom the United States by law cannot trade or buy oil—benefit regardless of who the end buyer of the fuel is.”

Oil dependence reduces US global leverage and emboldens nations hostile to American interests 

Wald and Team 09 (General Charles F. Wald and team, Former Deputy Commander, Headquarters U.S. European Command, CAN, “Powering America’s Defense: Energy and the Risks to National Security,” May, http://www.cna.org/sites/default/files/Powering%20Americas%20Defense.pdf)

During our decades of service in the U.S. military, we witnessed some of the impacts of America’s energy choices. Many of our overseas deployments were defined, in part, by the strategic decision to ensure the free flow of oil, to the U.S. and to our allies. Many of the troops we commanded were aided by air cover from high thrust delivery systems that only an energy-intense society can provide. Many of these same troops were often burdened and imperiled by battlefield systems that were energy inefficient. Some of the attacks on our troops and on American civilians have been supported by funds from the sale of oil. Our nation’s energy choices have saved lives; they have also cost lives. As we consider America’s current energy posture, we do so from a singular perspective: We gauge our energy choices solely by their impact on America’s national security. Our dependence on foreign oil reduces our international leverage, places our troops in dangerous global regions, funds nations and individuals who wish us harm, and weakens our economy; our dependency and inefficient use of oil also puts our troops at risk. Our domestic electrical system is also a current and significant risk to our national security: many of our large military installations rely on power from a fragile electrical grid that is vulnerable to malicious attacks or interruptions caused by natural disasters. In offering our recommendations, we considered a context that will be increasingly shaped by climate change. (We encourage readers to view our earlier report: “National Security and the Threat of Climate Change.”) The effects of global warming will require adaptive planning by our military. The effects of climate policies will require new fuels and energy systems. Ignoring these trends will make us less secure; leading the way can make us more secure. The challenges inherent in this suite of issues may be daunting, particularly at a time of economic crisis. Still, our experience informs us there is good reason for viewing this moment in history as an opportunity. We can say, with certainty, that we need not exchange benefits in one dimension for harm in another; in fact, we have found that the best approaches to energy, climate change, and national security may be one and the same. 

Impacts – Oil Dependency ( Terrorism 

US oil dependence drives up the price of oil—this literally FUNDS the hands of hostile nations and terrorist-sponsoring states  

Powers 10 (Jonathan Powers, COO at Truman National Security Project, Oil addiction: Fueling our Enemies, Truman National Security Project, Feb 17, pg. 3-4)

Our oil addiction drives up prices worldwide, pouring funds into the coffers of foreign regimes that hold anti-American sentiments, harbor terrorists, and otherwise threaten America’s national security.8 As the Council on Foreign Relations wrote, “major energy consumers—notably the United States, but other countries as well—are finding that their growing dependence on imported energy increases their strategic vulnerability and constrains their ability to pursue a broad range of foreign policy and national security objectives.    While the U.S. imports 66% of our oil, that figure includes both friendly nations such as Canada and Mexico, as well as a litany of countries whose regimes are either unstable, unfriendly, or both.   In 2008, the U.S. imported about 4 million barrels of oil a day from countries labeled “dangerous or unstable” by the State Department.10 Using the $386 billion total cost as cited by Vice Admiral McGinn, this means that about 39% of our oil import costs were from “dangerous or unstable” nations.  Nearly one-fifth of the oil consumed by the U.S. in 2008 (18%), was imported from countries of the Middle East and Venezuela.11 This total represents over one-fourth of our overall imported oil (28%) in 2008. While Venezuela is not on the State Department’s “dangerous or unstable” list, it has maintained a distinctly anti-American foreign and energy policy under President Hugo Chavez. Venezuela was one of the top five oil exporters to the United States, and we imported 435 million barrels of oil from it in 2008.12     The price of oil is set globally. That means that even when we buy oil from friendly countries, we drive up demand, inflating prices that enrich unfriendly countries. For instance, despite U.S. laws against purchasing oil from Iran, the global demand for oil – aided by U.S. consumption habits – helps to drive up the global price of oil and line the pockets of the Iranian regime. Oil wealth funded about 60% of the Iranian national budget in 2008.14 The Economist calculated that, in his first term, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad benefited from “a windfall of $250 billion in oil sales.”15 The United States currently consumes approximately one-fourth of the world’s oil, inadvertently bolstering Iran’s bottom line, despite the laws on the books.     All oil demand hurts our national security—regardless of whether the oil is produced here at home or bought overseas. Whether oil is directly purchased from nations on the State Department’s “Dangerous or Unstable” list, or is bought from West Texas, U.S. demand increases global oil prices that fund our enemies.     
Impacts – Oil Dependency Kills Democracy 

Oil dependence corrodes global democracy – revenues encourage authoritarianism 

Sandalow 07 (David Sandalow, Energy and Environment Scholar at the Brookings Institution, “ENDING OIL DEPENDENCE,” 1/22/07, http://www.brookings.edu/views/papers/fellows/sandalow20070122.pdf)

The United States is in a long war. Islamic fundamentalists struck our shores and are determined to do so again. Like the Cold War, this struggle has many causes and will last for generations. Unlike the Cold War, oil dependence plays a central role in the struggle. Oil wealth also corrodes democratic institutions. This dynamic is not inevitable, but it is widespread. A growing body of scholarly work explores this topic, concluding that oil wealth is strongly associated with corruption and authoritarian rule. A few examples underscore this trend. Bahrain, the Persian Gulf country with the smallest oil reserves, was also the first to hold free elections. As oil prices climbed in recent years, both Vladmir Putin and Hugo Chavez moved away from democratic institutions and toward more authoritarian rule. In Nigeria, oil abundance contributes to widespread corruption. A final point – oil dependence jeopardizes the safety of our men and women in uniform. Fuel convoys are often highly vulnerable to ambush. Diesel generators display a heat signature easily detected by some enemies. In many Army deployments, oil makes up a staggering 70% of the tonnage transported to the front lines. In June 2006, Major General Richard Zilmer, head of the Multi-National Force in Al-Anbar Province, made a “Priority 1” request for renewable energy technologies on the front lines. Zilmer wrote “[w]ithout a self-sustainable energy solution, the U.S. Army will continue to accrue preventable serious and grave casualties.”  

Impacts – High Oil Prices ( Poverty

Clean tech eliminates US dependence on foreign oil – the impact is high energy costs that disproportionately impact the poor 
Colgan 10 – specialist at California Center for Sustainable Energy (May 11, 2010, Chuck Colgan, “Renowned Environmentalist at CCSE”, https://energycenter.org/index.php/news-a-media/latest-news/2136-renowned-environmentalist-at-ccse CB) 

Ringo described the green economy as a race by nations to become the leader in developing clean technologies that will reduce dependence on foreign oil, prevent global warming and put people to work. One of the best ways to do that, he said, is to engage people who have not been traditionally involved – the poor, low income and minorities – who usually spend a greater percentage of their income on household energy and gasoline and often live in areas with the worst environmental conditions. “We’re living in a world where the cost of energy is so high that single mothers and poor people around the country must stand at the gas pump daily and make a decision between purchasing a gallon of gas and purchasing a gallon of milk,” he said.
Allowing people to fall into poverty is as unacceptable as slavery – policymakers have an obligation to address it

Miller 08 – Chief Executive Officer of Move The Mountain—a national leadership center focused on training transformation leaders who will work to end poverty (Scott, “The next giant step for the nation: Ending poverty one Circle™ at a time,” Aha! Process, Inc. Circles Campaign, February 7th, http://blog.ahaprocess.com/?p=90)

So, here is a game plan: Let’s help 1,000 families out of poverty and show the nation what that takes and what makes it so difficult. Then let’s spread the idea of Circles into 1,000 communities for the purpose of giving people something they can do about the condition of poverty. With a large, assertive voice, let’s say that poverty is immoral and should be dismantled. For the sake of our nation’s future, we have to end poverty. It perpetuates dreadful outcomes for families and children all around us. It can end. I believe it will end, perhaps sooner than any of us can imagine. I suggest that all people who wake up each morning in a warm home surrounded by “more than enough” stuff and have steady incomes that surpass that which we need to pay our bills have a moral obligation to do something productive to end poverty. We might tell ourselves that we work hard and deserve our prosperity, that those who are poor don’t have their act together and that is why they deserve to be poor, but I know that rationale is off the mark. People are poor because they do not have the right financial and career information to become prosperous, realistic access to higher education, the social capital (relationships) to open doors of opportunity, nor the mental conditioning about money and financial management that those raised in middle or and upper income homes take for granted. Some people are poor because of mental illness and/or drug addiction, and for others mental illness and drug addiction are the results of persistent poverty. People are also poor because the cost of basic necessities has been inflated while wages have been suppressed through some public policies. We must consider public policy as a cause of poverty. We have many policies that are heavily slanted in favor of protecting and increasing the resources of the wealthy. We have created a disparity unprecedented in our nation’s history. There is nothing positive about disparity, even for those who benefit from it financially. Ancient wisdom, the kind that underlies all great religions, teaches us that whatever happens to one of us happens to all of us. This theory of a unified field of human experience has been verified by modern quantum physics. If we let our “neighbor” go hungry, it affects us all in negative ways. The Center for American Progress has calculated that the cost of raising children in poverty has now reached $500 billion a year. We have more resources than any nation in the history of the world. We should not permit disparity to persist. Let us review history to make an analogy: It took a long time for this nation to move beyond slavery. The South’s economy was built on it, and most slaveholders and their representatives felt they needed it to survive. It was driven by economics and permitted by the underlying belief that blacks were inferior human beings to whites and could therefore be bought and sold, abused, and even killed by whites whenever “necessary.” Although racism persists today and white privilege is active in many settings, nearly everyone now agrees that slavery was and is immoral. We certainly no longer condone it in public policy. The next giant step for the nation is to understand that poverty is just as immoral as slavery. Review with me some of the statistics on poverty. People live with chronic anxiety and depression because of poverty. There is irrefutable evidence that people in poverty have shorter life expectancies. I work with people in poverty on a weekly basis. I don’t see them as people who are inferior, of lower intelligence, poor character, or bad decision makers. I see people who want to earn a livable wage and want to support themselves. Those of us who understand the four causes of poverty can make a difference in communities. Start with the game plan: Let’s help 1,000 families out of poverty and show the nation what that takes and what makes it so difficult. Just as the abolitionists had a strong will and a need to end slavery, we need a strong will and resolve to end poverty today. 
A2 US Clean Tech Alone Can’t Solve Warming
US clean tech leadership alone can address global warming – we’re the world’s largest polluter 
Environment California 08 – statewide, citizen-based environmental advocacy, private independent researchers on climate change (12-03-2009, Global Warming Reports, “America on the Move: State Leadership in the Fight Against Global Warming and What it Means for the World” http://www.environmentcalifornia.org/reports/global-warming/global-warming-reports2/america-on-the-move-state-leadership-in-the-fight-against-global-warming-and-what-it-means-for-the-world#idaTu6h88H_3ZY7rhpEwjH6w CB) 

As world leaders prepare to meet in Copenhagen to develop a plan of action to combat global warming, all eyes are on the United States. As the world’s largest economy, the second-largest emitter of global warming pollution, and the nation responsible for more of the human-caused carbon dioxide pollution in the atmosphere than any other, the success of the Copenhagen negotiations – and the future of the planet – depend on American leadership. The United States has gained a reputation, exacerbated during the presidency of George W. Bush, of obstructionism in the fight against global warming. But, over the last decade, America’s state governments – where the bulk of on-the-ground energy policy decision-making is made in America’s federal system of government – have taken the nation on a different course, one of innovative and increasingly aggressive action to reduce global warming pollution. The impact of state-level actions to reduce global warming pollution is significant on a global scale. A review of dozens of individual state policies, federal policies based on state models, and new federal policies in which states will have key roles in implementation suggests that state actions will reduce carbon dioxide emissions by approximately 536 million metric tons by 2020. That is more global warming pollution than is currently emitted by all but eight of the world’s nations, and represents approximately 7 percent of U.S. global warming pollution in 2007. America’s clean energy revolution – led by the states – shows that the nation is ready to commit to the emission reductions science tells us are necessary to prevent the worst impacts of global warming. President Obama should build on these actions by working to forge a strong international agreement to address global warming during the Copenhagen talks. President Obama should lead the way in negotiating an international agreement that will deliver sufficient emission reductions to prevent an increase in global average temperatures of more than 2° C (3.6° F) above pre-industrial levels – a commitment that would enable the world to avoid the most damaging impacts of global warming. • The United States should commit to emission reductions equivalent to a 35 percent reduction in global warming pollution from 2005 levels by 2020 and an 83 percent reduction by 2050, with the majority of near-term emission reductions coming from the U.S. economy. • Individual states should move forward with effective implementation of policies already adopted while continuing to shift toward a clean energy economy and aggressively reducing global warming pollution.

A2 Clean Tech Not Feasible/Viable
Widespread adoption of clean tech is feasible in the short-term – we have an abundance of renewable energy resources 
UCSUSA 05 – leading science organization working for a healthy environment, comprised of learned scientists (03/31/05, USCSUSA, “Renewable Electricity Standard FAQ” http://www.ucsusa.org/global_warming/solutions/big_picture_solutions/Clean-tech-green-jobs.html CB)
The United States is blessed by an abundance of renewable energy resources from the sun, wind, and earth. Combined, the technical potential of major renewable technologies could provide more than five times the electricity this country needs.1 Good wind areas, covering only 6 percent of the lower 48-state land area, could theoretically supply more than 1.3 times the total current national demand for electricity. A 12,000- square-mile area in Nevada could produce enough electricity from the sun to meet annual national demand. We have large untapped geothermal and bioenergy (energy crops and plant waste) resources. Of course, there are limits to how much of this potential can be used economically, because of competing land uses, competing costs from other energy sources, and limits to the transmission system, but there is more than enough to supply 10 percent, or even 20 percent, of our nation's electricity needs. Recent studies have shown that an RES of 10 percent by 2020 is easily affordable. A February 2002 study by the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA)—using high estimates of renewable energy costs—shows that an RES of 10 percent by 2020 would have virtually no impact on consumer electricity prices.2 In 2020, electricity prices would be only one-tenth of one cent per kilowatt-hour higher than business as usual under a 10 percent RES. Because an RES creates a more diverse and competitive market for energy supply, the EIA found that these market forces would reduce natural gas prices and bills, more than offsetting the slight change in electricity prices. Consumers could save $3.1 billion on their total energy bills compared to business as usual in 2010, and $3 billion in 2020 (Figure 1). Total consumer savings could be $13.2 billion between 2002 and 2020 (net present value). Much of the U.S. energy system—power plants, dams, refineries, pipelines, tankers, and the electricity transmission grid—presents significant safety and security risks. Renewable energy facilities are small, geographically dispersed, and do not require transporting or storing radioactive or combustible materials. Increasing renewable energy would reduce the number of vulnerable facilities over time. Renewable energy can also reduce the need to expand imports of liquefied natural gas (LNG). LNG imports from non-NAFTA countries, including some OPEC members—Algeria, Indonesia, Iran, Nigeria, and Qatar—are projected to grow from less than 1 percent of gas supply today to up to 12 percent by 2010. Renewable fuels can also displace oil. Among the experts calling for a federal RES to increase energy security are James Woolsey, former head of the CIA, Robert McFarland, former national security advisor to President Reagan, and Admiral Thomas Moorer, former head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

***Aff Answers***

US Clean Tech Can’t Solve Warming 

No impact -- only GLOBAL and WIDESPREAD adoption of clean tech can solve global warming   

Brooke 10 – co-founder of WHEB Asset Management and fund manager of the IM WHEB Sustainability Fund (11/29/2010, Clare Brooke, “Clean technology solutions to global warming need clear policies” http://www.guardian.co.uk/sustainable-business/blog/clean-technology-solutions-global-warming CB)
All had technologies which, if put together and applied widely in the world, could solve most of the world's environmental problems and allow us to attain the 80% reduction in CO2 emissions deemed necessary to ward off the most cataclysmic effects of climate change. Represented were wave energy, solar power, second generation biofuels, geothermal steam, wind power, batteries for electric vehicles, companies rolling out the smart grid and many more technologies at the cutting edge of clean technology solutions. In order to attract sustainable levels of investment into emerging clean technology industries, and to do so at the lowest cost, there needs to be clarity down to quite a detailed level in terms of the regulatory framework. If that were set in the context of a clear energy picture - which was agreed across political parties - to roll out the smart grid and adopt renewables over the next few decades, innovation and investment in these sectors would flourish. Whereas at the moment, companies and investors are faced with a muddled picture at best from most governments. This is arguably the biggest cloud blocking clean technology impetus.  
Overpopulation makes climate change inevitable—clean tech can’t solve 

Firth 6/19/10 (Niall Scientific Journalist, June 19, 2010, Human race 'will be extinct within 100 years', claims leading scientist”, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/article-1287643/Human-race-extinct-100-years-population-explosion.html)

As the scientist who helped eradicate smallpox he certainly know a thing or two about extinction. And now Professor Frank Fenner, emeritus professor of microbiology at the Australian National University, has predicted that the human race will be extinct within the next 100 years. He has claimed that the human race will be unable to survive a population explosion and 'unbridled consumption.’ Fenner told The Australian newspaper that 'homo sapiens will become extinct, perhaps within 100 years.' 'A lot of other animals will, too,' he added. It's an irreversible situation. I think it's too late. I try not to express that because people are trying to do something, but they keep putting it off.' Since humans entered an unofficial scientific period known as the Anthropocene - the time since industrialisation - we have had an effect on the planet that rivals any ice age or comet impact, he said. Fenner, 95, has won awards for his work in helping eradicate the variola virus that causes smallpox and has written or co-written 22 books.  He announced the eradication of the disease to the World Health Assembly in 1980 and it is still regarded as one of the World Health Organisation's greatest achievements. He was also heavily involved in helping to control Australia's myxomatosis problem in rabbits. Last year official UN figures estimated that the world’s population is currently 6.8 billion. It is predicted to exceed seven billion by the end of 2011. Fenner blames the onset of climate change for the human race’s imminent demise. He said: 'We'll undergo the same fate as the people on Easter Island. 'Climate change is just at the very beginning. But we're seeing remarkable changes in the weather already.' 'The Aborigines showed that without science and the production of carbon dioxide and global warming, they could survive for 40,000 or 50,000 years.  ‘But the world can't. The human species is likely to go the same way as many of the species that we've seen disappear.' A map of the world from an atlas which concentrates on population rather than land mass released last year. The Earth's population is due to hit 7bn by next year Retired professor Stephen Boyden, a colleague of Professor Fenner, said that while there was deep pessimism among some ecologists, others had a more optimistic view. 'Frank may well be right, but some of us still harbour the hope that there will come about an awareness of the situation and, as a result the revolutionary changes necessary to achieve ecological sustainability.' Simon Ross, the vice-chairman of the Optimum Population Trust, said: 'Mankind is facing real challenges including climate change, loss of bio-diversity and unprecedented growth in population.' Professor Fenner's chilling prediction echoes recent comments by Prince Charles who last week warned of ‘monumental problems’ if the world’s population continues to grow at such a rapid pace. And it comes after Professor Nicholas Boyle of Cambridge University said that a 'Doomsday' moment will take place in 2014 - and will determine whether the 21st century is full of violence and poverty or will be peaceful and prosperous. in the last 500 years there has been a cataclysmic 'Great Event' of international significance at the start of each century, he claimed. In 2006 another esteemed academic, Professor James Lovelock, warned that the world's population may sink as low as 500 million over the next century due to global warming. He claimed that any attempts to tackle climate change will not be able to solve the problem, merely buy us time.  

Clean Tech Not Viable 

Clean tech can’t compete with fossil fuels – still too expensive 

Rotman 11 (David Rotman, editor for Technology Review, Praying for an Energy Miracle, Technology Review, 4, http://www.technologyreview.com/energy/32383/)

In its conference room is a large chart showing the declining cost of electricity produced by solar panels over the last three decades. The slightly bumpy downward-­sloping line is approaching a wide horizontal swath labeled "grid parity"—the stage at which electricity made using solar power will be as cheap as power generated from fossil fuels. It is the promised land for renewable power, and the company, 1366 Technologies, believes its improvements in manufacturing techniques can help make it possible for solar power to finally get there.  It's an ambitious target: even though silicon-based photovoltaic cells, which convert sunlight directly to electricity, have been coming down in price for years, they are still too expensive to compete with fossil fuels. As a result, solar power accounts for far less than 1 percent of U.S. electricity production. And 1366 founder Emanuel Sachs, who is the company's chief technology officer and an MIT professor of mechanical engineering, says thateven though solar might be "within striking distance" of natural gas, existing solar technology won't be able to compete with coal. "To displace coal will take another level of cost reduction," says Sachs. That's where 1366's breakthrough comes in. The company is developing a way to make thin sheets of silicon without slicing them from solid chunks of the element, a costly chore. "The only way for photovoltaics to compete with coal is with technologies like ours," he says.The problem, however, is that we are probably not just a few breakthroughs away from deploying cheaper, cleaner energy sources on a massive scale. Though few question the value of developing new energy technologies, scaling them up will be so difficult and expensive that many policy experts say such advances alone, without the help of continuing government subsidies and other incentives, will make little impact on our energy mix. Regardless of technological advances, these experts are skeptical that renewables are close to achieving grid parity, or that batteries are close to allowing an electric vehicle to compete with gas-powered cars on price and range.  In the case of renewables, it depends on how you define grid parity and whether you account for the costs of the storage and backup power systems that become necessary with intermittent power sources like solar and wind. If you define grid parity as "delivering electricity whenever you want, in whatever volumes you want," says David Victor, the director of the Laboratory on International Law and Regulation at the University of California, San Diego, then today's new renewables aren't even close. And if new energy technologies are going to scale up enough to make a dent in carbon dioxide emissions, he adds, "that's the definition that matters." Not surprisingly, Gross's solution is based on software. Large solar thermal plants cost more than a billion dollars to build, and one reason for the high cost is that tens of thousands of specially fabricated mirrors have to be precisely arranged so that they focus the sunlight correctly. But what if you used plain mirrors on a simple metal rack and then used software to calibrate them, adjusting each one to optimize its position relative to the sun and the central tower? It would take huge amounts of computing power to manipulate all the mirrors in a utility-scale power plant, but computing power is cheap—far cheaper than paying engineers and technicians to laboriously position the mirrors by hand. The potential savings are impressive, according to Gross; he says that eSolar can install a field of mirrors for half what it costs in other solar thermal facilities. As a result, he expects to produce electricity for approximately 11 cents per kilowatt-hour, enticingly close to the price of power from a fossil-fuel plant.Still, it's not good enough—at least in the United States, where natural-gas plants can produce power for around 6 cents per kilowatt-­hour.

Clean tech can’t compete with fossil fuels until at least 2021—tech isn’t viable, too expensive and unreliable 

Davidson 7/10/11 (Sinclair Davidson, Sinclair Davidson is a professor in the School of Economics, Finance and Marketing at RMIT University and a senior fellow at the Institute of Public Affairs, 7/10/11, " A policy failure on three fronts ... and counting ", http://www.abc.net.au/unleashed/2788496.html)
Treasury also relies very heavily on assumptions about technology. Electricity generation is expected to move from being predominately coal-generated to renewable energy with some coal being used in combination with carbon capture and storage technology. Right now that technology is not viable; Treasury assumes it will be viable after 2021. Renewables are expensive and unreliable. Treasury imagines the greatest growth will be in geothermal energy – again a technology that is unproven.

Clean Tech Not Viable

Clean energy will take too long to develop and is too expensive

LaMonica 10 (Martin LaMonica, Senior writer for CNET, Clean-energy miracles: Myth or viable strategy?, CNET, 9/24/10, http://news.cnet.com/8301-11128_3-20017470-54.html)

"You don't create miracles by throwing money at something--that's never been the case," Bravo said. "It's not like you'll wake up one morning and Bill Gates has funded a project that saved the Earth."  Many of today's green-technology entrepreneurs and investors have come from the IT industry, where the pace of change has been rapid and relentless. But the major energy transitions that happened in the past--from wood to coal, for example--took decades.  Expecting energy to operate at the same pace as Moore's Law and the world of bits and bytes is misguided, said Elisabeth Moyer, assistant professor of atmospheric science at the University of Chicago.  "There's been a lot of excessive techno-optimism based on people's experience with information technology. It's just not that way in energy. You're constrained by the laws of physics," Moyer said during a talk. "It's going to be big, hard, expensive, and slow. There's really no way around it."  What are your options? The Obama administration made clean-energy investments a big part of the economic stimulus package and continues to make energy research a priority through a number of initiatives. The ARPA-E agency, for example, is tasked with placing bets on breakthrough energy technologies in areas such as energy storage and recycling carbon dioxide from power plants.  High-profile investor Vinod Khosla, who manages a $1 billion green-technology fund, regularly argues that people underestimate the impact of technology innovation. Khosla chases potential game-changing ideas, such as Calera, which has a process for making cement using waste carbon dioxide, and Kior, a start-up that is testing a process to make bio-gasoline from wood.  "A better way to forecast the future is to invent it because it's been proven that extrapolating the past doesn't work," Khosla said at the ARPA-E Summit in March. Bill Gates, meanwhile, has invested in TerraPower, a company pursuing a nuclear reactor design that would use spent fuel from other nuclear power plants, allowing it to operate for decades without fueling.  Speakers on the energy panel at EmTech yesterday advocated for more technology research and development in renewable energy, biofuels, and carbon capture and storage. But they made clear that the immediate future will continue to be dominated by hydrocarbons and that all energy sources, including renewable energy, come with tradeoffs and costs. Looking for a clean-energy home run (photos)  View the full gallery  ExxonMobil, for example, has a research and development projectwith Synthetic Genomics to make liquid fuels from genetically engineered strains of algae. But algae production takes huge amounts of water. Making a modest amount of oil from algae--about 150,000 barrels per day--would require all the water that Mexico City consumes in a day, said Shell's Bravo.  Solar, which accounts for less than 1 percent of power generation in the U.S., is more expensive than wind for making electricity. However, both require large amounts of land to do a very large scale and are intermittent, which makes managing reliability of the grid more complicated, said John Reilly, associate director for research at MIT's Joint Program on the Science and Policy of Global Change. Storage on the grid can help shore up wind and solar, but high costs mean it will be used relatively little--mainly for providing short periods of power under an hour, he said.  The developed world can and should use energy more efficiently, but overall usage around the globe is certain to go up in the coming decades as the developing world uses more energy to raise its standard of living, panelists said. Nuclear power, which is seeing a surge of construction in China, costs about twice what a pulverized coal plant does, Reilly said.  "As soon as you look at something that looks like a silver bullet, you see that it's tarnished and not moving as fast as you thought," he said. 
Clean Tech Not Viable
Multiple barriers to viable clean tech developments—investment alone doesn’t solve 

Jamison 10 (Eliot Jamison, Entrepreneur-in-Residence at CalCEF Innovations and also a principal with Infrastructure Capital Partners, From Innovation to Infrastructure: Financing First Commercial Clean Energy Projects, California Clean Energy Fund, June 2010, http://www.ghgreductionsummit.com/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=45Zm85UZq5I%3D&tabid=77)
Financial capital is an essential part of innovation without which risks cannot be taken and breakthrough solutions cannot be achieved. GHG reduction will require multiple solutions and multiple sources of financial capital – from research funding to pilot projects to product manufacturing. Governments have allocated significant amounts of money to find solutions that will contribute to meeting GHG reduction goals. However, the total dollars needed to implement these solutions is far greater than the funding currently available. Current literature suggests that there are a number of financial barriers to the development and deployment of clean energy technologies. These include: Clean energy technologies are not cost competitive with fossil fuel energy sources – while progress has been made in bringing down the cost of some “clean” technologies (e.g., solar, onshore wind) virtually all of the technologies are more costly than conventional sources. The Venture Capital mismatch – investment horizons for venture capital firms do not match the development timeframes for complex clean technology developments (up to 10 years for new device concepts); in most cases, VC’s investments have a timeframe on the order of only three years before exiting. Substantial Capital Requirements – The capital requirements to advance the clean technology industry are huge. Given the current level of technology risk and the challenges associated with private finance noted above, governments will have to play a role in catalyzing the market, including providing significant funds. 

Clean Tech Industry Collapse Coming Now
Clean tech industry collapse inevitable in the status quo—too expensive to compete with fossil fuels and subsidized support set to expire 

Swezey 11 (Devon Swezey, project director for Breakthrough Institute as an energy and climate policy analyst. bachelor's degree in international relations Stanford, The Coming Clean Tech Crash, Huffpost Green, 7/8/11, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/devon-swezey/the-coming-clean-tech-cra_b_892582.html) 

The global clean energy industry is set for a major crash. The reason is simple. Clean energy is still much more expensive and less reliable than coal or gas, and in an era of heightened budget austerity, the subsidies required to make clean energy artificially cheaper are becoming unsustainable.  Clean tech crashes are nothing new. The U.S. wind energy industry has collapsed three times before, first in the mid 1990s and most recently in 2002 and 2004, when Congress failed to extend the tax credit that made it profitable. But the impact and magnitude of the coming clean tech crash will far outstrip those of past years.  As part of its effort to combat the economic recession, the federal government pumped nearly $80 billion in direct investment and tax credits into the clean energy sector, catalyzing an unprecedented industry expansion. Solar energy, for example, grew 67 percent in the United States in 2010. The U.S. wind energy industry also experienced unprecedented growth as a result of the generous Section 1603 clean energy stimulus program. The industry grew by 40 percent and added 10 GW of new turbines in 2009. Yet many of the federal subsidies that have driven such rapid growth are set to expire in the next few years, and clean energy remains unable to compete without them. 

Clean tech collapse coming now—reduced governmental subsidization, can’t compete with fossil fuels, investment decreasing now 

Victor and Yanosek 11– (DAVID G. VICTOR is a Professor at the School of International Relations and Pacific Studies at the University of California, San Diego, and Director of the school's Laboratory on International Law and Regulation, KASSIA YANOSEK, Founding Principal of Tana Energy Capital LLC, has worked in private equity and at Bechtel and BP. “The Crisis in Clean Energy”, Foreign Affairs, July/August 2011, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/67903/david-g-victor-and-kassia-yanosek/the-crisis-in-clean-energy)

After years of staggering growth, the clean-energy industry is headed for a crisis. In most of the Western countries leading the industry, the public subsidies that have propelled it to 25 percent annual growth rates in recent years have now become politically unsustainable. Temporary government stimulus programs -- which in 2010 supplied one-fifth of the record investment in clean energy worldwide -- have merely delayed the bad news. Last year, after 20 years of growth, the number of new wind turbine installations dropped for the first time; in the United States, the figure fell by as much as half. The market value of leading clean-energy equipment manufacturing companies has plummeted and is poised to decline further as government support for the industry erodes.The coming crisis could make some of the toughest foreign policy challenges facing the United States -- from energy insecurity to the trade deficit to global warming -- even more difficult to resolve. The revolution in clean energy was supposed to help fix these problems while also creating green jobs that would power the economic recovery. Some niches in clean energy will still be profitable, such as residential rooftop solar installations and biofuel made from Brazilian sugar cane, which is already competitive with oil. But overall, the picture is grim. This is true not only for the United States but also for the rest of the world, because the market for clean-energy technologies is global.Whether this shakeout will strengthen or weaken the clean-energy industry will depend on how policymakers, notably in the United States, prepare for it. The root cause of today's troubles is a boom-and-bust cycle of policies that have encouraged investors to flock to clean-energy projects that are quick and easy to build rather than invest in more innovative technologies that could stand a better chance of competing with conventional energy sources over the long haul. Indeed, nearly seven-eighths of all clean-energy investment worldwide now goes to deploying existing technologies, most of which are not competitive without the help of government subsidies. Only a tiny share of the investment focuses on innovation.
US Not Key to Clean Tech Investments 

Other countries are investing heavily investing in clean tech now—US investment isn’t key 

A. Japan & Germany 

Soble 6/19/11 (Jonathan Soble, Correspondent residing in Tokyo, Japan Looks to Renewable Energy, Financial Times, 6/19/11, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/ec3e2f02-9a95-11e0-bab2-00144feab49a.html#axzz1Rv7TW0IM)

And – in a shift that reflects broader developments across Japan – the plant will change the way it gets its power. Oil furnaces that provided much of its electricity before the tsunami will be mothballed in favour of cleaner-burning biomass generators, which can turn things such as waste pulp and paper – as well as wood from tsunami-wrecked buildings – into fuel.Nippon Paper’s choice highlights a renewed focus on green energy since the tsunami and subsequent nuclear crisis, with the waves that destroyed the Fukushima Daiichi atomic stationraising questions about the future of nuclear power.The potential for a green shift is large. Japanese manufacturers such as Toshiba, Panasonic and Sharp are important producers of clean-energy hardware. Japan is the second-largest maker of solar panels, behind only China. But much of their output is exported, and domestic adoption of renewable energy has been slower than in comparable countries such as Germany or – in the case of wind power – the US.Naoto Kan, prime minister, has admitted that plans to boost nuclear power’s share of electricity generation to 50 per cent over the next two decades, from about 30 per cent now, will have to be set aside. In an interview with the Financial Times last month, he said he hoped to turn the disaster-hit north-east into a “major production centre for natural energy” that would serve as a model for the rest of the country.According to government data, in 2007 Japan generated just 6 per cent of its primary energy from renewable sources, including hydropower – a level virtually unchanged since 1973. In the electricity sector, the proportion actually fell by half in the same period, to 8 per cent, as the role of nuclear power and natural gas expanded rapidly.“Japan could be a world leader if it wanted to be,” says Mike Hugh, chief executive of Asia Cleantech Gateway, a consultancy. Germany, a country with similar technological strengths, has raised its share of renewable energy in recent years. Last month, Berlin announced it would abandon nuclear power altogether, necessitating even more ambitious increases.Japan’s plans are less clear cut than Germany’s, and any serious transformation will take years and require leadership and money from the government, experts say.In the short term, at least, much of its lost nuclear capacity will be replaced by natural gas rather than solar or wind power. But concerns about energy security – Japan needs to import virtually all its fossil fuels – make the buying of more gas an unpalatable long-term solution, and of course there are worries about global warming.Some companies are already responding. Last month, Toshiba – a major producer of nuclear reactors as well as other forms of power generation – announced it would invest Y700bn ($8.7bn) in the environmental and energy sectors over the next three years. It also secured the $2.3bn acquisition of Landis+Gyr, a Swiss maker of high-tech electricity meters used in energy-efficient “smart grids”.

B. China 

Fehrenbacher 7/11/11(Katie Fehrenbacher, founding Editor of Earth2Tech, was a Staff Writer for GigaOM, has been a Reporter at Red Herring and an Editor at Engadget, Cleantech apocalypse? No, but it’s cyclical, earth2tech, 7/11/11, http://gigaom.com/cleantech/cleantech-apocalypse-no-but-its-cyclical/)
Ultimately if the economy recovers more, government support could potentially rise again. And then there’s China, which is the world’s largest investor in clean energy, and which will be creating its own massive market for green technologies, regardless of what the U.S. does. In the same way that developing countries skipped over installing land line phones and went straight to cell phones, the developing world and China will install the next-generation of energy technology (including clean power and the smart grid) to meet its growing demand for power.

No Clean Tech Investment Tradeoff 

Clean tech investment won’t slow down—demand is too strong to be threatened by external factors 

Fehrenbacher 08 (Katie Fehrenbacher, founding Editor of Earth2Tech, was a Staff Writer for GigaOM, has been a Reporter at Red Herring and an Editor at Engadget, Cleantech Funding Roundup: 5 Startups Bring In Over $50 Million, earth2tech, 3/31/08, http://gigaom.com/cleantech/cleantech-funding-roundup-5-startups-50-million/)
Lotsa little funding announcements popped up on my radar today, kicking the week off with a feeling that the cleantech investing train won’t be slowing down anytime soon. Plus, it’s helping us ignore that whole recession thing. Following is more than $50 million in green-tinged deal flow from five startups:Codon Devices: The synthetic biology company based out of Cambridge, Mass., said it has raised $11 million in an extension of its second round of funding from existing investors Alloy Ventures, Flagship Ventures, Highland Capital Partners, Khosla Ventures, Kleiner Perkins Caufield & Byers and Tactics II Ventures. While Codon’s biotech has a variety of applications in the drug industry, the startup is also working on commercializing engineered proteins for the next generation of biofuels. — via PEHub.com  Clean Mobile: Another startup that’s entered the choppy waters of fuel cell tech, Germany’s Clean Mobile, which builds fuel cell-powered drives for small vehicles like scooters, has raised €3.3 million from Earlybird Ventures and High Tech Gründer Fonds. This funding follows funding updates from fuel cell companies Jadoo, and Oorja. — via AlarmClock.  ReliOn: Fuel cell funding is all the rage, apparently. ReliOn, a Spokane, Wash.-based maker of fuel cells as backup power for industries like telecom and utilities said it has raised $17 million from existing investors, including Oak Investment Partners, Enterprise Partners Venture Capital, Wall Street Technology Partners and Chrysalix Energy. — Seattle PI and VentureBeat.  Tendril Networks: A startup making energy management software and hardware for residential homes got some cash today — specifically $12 million led by RRE Ventures. Tendril uses the wireless protocol Zigbee (hey, in a former life I was a wireless nerd for GigaOM!) to connect energy consumers with utilities. — release.  GridPoint: And finally late last week, oft-mentioned “smart grid” company GridPoint said it has raised another $15 million, led by David Gelbaum’s Quercus Trust. That brings the firms total funding to over $100 million. They also added James Woolsey, former director of the CIA, to its advisory board. Weird. — RedHerring. 

Clean Tech Not Key to Economy 

Clean tech not key to the economy—doesn’t generate enough job growth, other sectors more important 
Manyika and Auguste 10 (James Manyika and Byron Auguste, San Francisco-based director of the McKinsey Global Instituteand Washington-based director of McKinsey & Company's social sector office, Five myths about how to create jobs, The Washington Post, 2/7/10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/02/05/AR2010020501445.html)

There is a lot of talk these days about green businesses, biotechnology and other emerging industries that will create the jobs of the future. While they are obviously part of the solution, these industries are too small to create the millions of jobs that are needed right away. The semiconductor and biotech industries, for instance, each employ less than one-half of 1 percent of U.S. workers; clean-technology workers, such as those who design and make wind turbines and solar panels, account for 0.6 percent of the workforce. We'll be able to generate significant numbers of new jobs only by spurring broad-based job growth across the economy, particularly in big sectors such as retail, wholesale, business services and health care. High-tech innovations will help employment grow over the long term, as new technology spreads throughout the economy and transforms other, larger sectors. For example, while the semiconductor industry alone doesn't account for much U.S. employment, the computer revolution has fueled the growth of other industries such as retail and finance; similarly, the clean-technology business by itself doesn't employ many people, but its developments could transform a big sector such as energy, creating new business models and new jobs. 

Oil Prices Decreasing Now 

Oil prices are declining and stabilizing below $100 per barrel now 

Bird 7/14/11 (David Bird, Senior Energy Correspondent at DOW Jones Newswires, Oil Futures: Crude Settles Down 2.4% at $95.69/Bbl on Bernanke News, The Wall Street Journal, July 14, 2011, http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20110714-712701.html)

Crude oil futures prices fell a sharp 2.4% Thursday after Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke doused growing expectations for a near-term continuation of a U.S. economic stimulus program.   Petroleum prices swung broadly for a second straight day as Bernanke testified before congressional committees. Traders bid oil futures higher early Thursday, in a carryover of gains from Wednesday's indication that the Fed would provide further stimulus to jump-start the sluggish U.S. economy, if needed.   Bernanke stepped back in Thursday testimony, telling a Senate committee not to expect imminent moves. "We are not prepared at this point to take further action," he said. The comment sparked a recovery in the dollar, eliminating a strong recent prop for oil prices. Investors using other currencies flock to dollar-denominated commodities, such as oil futures, at time of dollar weakness.   After a run toward $99 a barrel earlier, the news sent crude skidding to a low of $94.53 a barrel.   Light, sweet crude oil futures for August delivery on the New York Mercantile Exchange settled down $2.36, or 2.4%, at $95.69 a barrel, the weakest price since Monday.  Zachary Oxman, managing director TrendMax Futures, said the churning $4.35 a barrel trading range Thursday left him feeling "seasick."   Bernanke's comment means a new stimulus program "is not off the table, but is not as sure" as it appeared to be on Wednesday.   Tony Rosado, a broker at GA Global Markets, said the Bernanke comment "caused a complete halt of what was going to be a rally attempt to $100 a barrel," above which crude hasn't settled since June 9. Rosado said he now expects a challenge of the 200-day moving average near $94 a barrel.  

No Global Warming Now 

Scientific studies prove that warming ended in 1998 – remaining warming alarmists are more concerned about emotional responses

Investors Business Daily 7/12 – popular news agency (7/12/11, IBD editorials, “Gore (Re)sells a Lie” http://www.investors.com/NewsAndAnalysis/Article/578043/201107121835/Gore-ReSells-A-Lie.htm)

During this 24-hour slice of "reality," the Climate Reality Project's website says, the world will focus "on the full truth, scope, scale and impact of the climate crisis. To remove the doubt. Reveal the deniers. And catalyze urgency around an issue that affects every one of us." Busybody Gore hasn't done too little. But he is too late. The global warming scare that he's helped gin up is growing as cold as a morgue slab. Rather than being so fixed on the Sept. 14 event, Gore should have been keeping up with the news. Had he done so, he would have learned that there has been no statistically significant warming since 1995. This isn't the claim of some crackpot "denier," but of Phil Jones, a credentialed alarmist who is director of research at East Anglia University's Climatic Research Unit. And it's not exactly fresh news, either. Jones, who played a major role in the climate-gate email scandal, made the statement, which was resurrected last week by James Delingpole in the London Telegraph, in 2010. Mentioned by Delingpole in the same piece is the academic paper "Reconciling anthropogenic climate change with observed temperature 1998-2008," which shows there's been no warming since 1998. Facts don't mean much to the global warming alarmists, even though they claim to have them on their side. They're more concerned about emotional responses to their hysterical appeals, and how they can use those responses to further their agenda, which has everything to do with social control, political strength and influence, and nothing to do with the environment. Gore wants people to use his new campaign to "discover for themselves the truth about climate change." But he doesn't want them to know the truth — he wants them to buy his propaganda. He knows the truth will make them the "deniers" he ridicules without reason. 

There has been no warming since 1998 – warming is just scare tactics now

American Spectator 7/8 – prime news agency (7/8/2011, Ross Kaminsky, “Global Warming Tales and Tails” http://spectator.org/archives/2011/07/08/global-warming-tales-and-tail#)

One of the beautiful things about "global warming" -- now called "climate change" since the planet didn’t warm for a decade starting in 1998 -- is, at least from the point of view of the climate change industry, that they can say almost anything and get away with it. Whatever is most likely to scare people into writing checks to this or that environmental defense fund is fair game not just for the organizations but also for many scientists clinging to the teat of private and federal grant money. Many of you will remember the aggressive moves to combat acid rain, caused primarily by sulfur dioxide emissions, during most of the 1980s. The results have been impressive, with 2009 data showing the effort, including the federal government’s Acid Rain Program, "hav(ing) reduced annual SO2 (sulfur dioxide) emissions by 67 percent compared with 1980 levels and 64 percent compared with 1990 levels." To be fair, 2009 was  a year of substantial economic downturn, so SO2emissions were probably artificially low. But even in 2007, those emissions had declined 43 percent since 1990. In a  paper published this month, a group of four scientists from the US and Finland argue that sulfur emissions from China’s rapidly growing economy have a cooling effect on the climate, offsetting the claimed warming impact of other human activity and carbon dioxide. The implication, of course, is that once China embarks on a similar sulfur reduction program to what the US implemented a generation ago, global warming will resume apace. This is of course impossible to prove, but allows alarmist client scientists to claim that they remain relevant for the next scene in this doomsday film. The paper is a wonderful example of members of the Cult of Global Warming determining their conclusion (in this case to defend the proposition that global warming is caused by humans) despite the persistent erosion of evidence in that direction, and then coming up with a way to explain why every significant prediction of their cult seems not to be coming true. Indeed, the authors note that greenhouse gas concentrations have been rising while temperatures have not, causing a "disconnect (which) may be one reason why the public is increasingly skeptical about anthropogenic (human-created) climate change." You don’t say. And perhaps the reason the public is getting skeptical about climate scientists is that they set out to create virtual reeducation camps for the public rather than admitting they might be wrong; such is the nature of a large, well-funded cult. In any case, the admission that temperatures have not warmed for a decade is the most important aspect of the paper. 
US Economy ( Now 

US economy increasingly weak now—high unemployment, weak growth, falling housing prices 

Zarroli 7/12/11 (Jim Zarroli, Correspondent on NPR, The Problem with a Slow Growth Economy, July 12, 2011, http://www.npr.org/2011/07/12/137770847/the-problem-with-a-slow-growth-economy)

In the United States the recession officially ended two years ago, but in much of the country housing prices are still falling, jobs are hard to come by and growth remains weak. A low growth rate is much more than just a number. Economists say that over time weak growth can have an insidious effect on a country's prospects and options in ways not everyone appreciates. This was supposed to be the year the U.S. economy finally gained traction. Instead, it looks more and more like it's stuck in the mud, says former Federal Reserve member Alan Blinder. "The economy has been disappointing on the low side consistently for several months now and that makes me and other people worry that maybe this slow growth will linger longer than we now think," he says. During the first three months of the year, the U.S. economy grew by just 1.9 percent while China grew 9.7 percent. Lakshman Achuthan of the Economic Cycle Research Institute says the weak U.S. growth rate is part of a disturbing pattern. "Ever since the mid-1970s the pace of expansion has been stairstepping down in every expansion so that the last expansion was the weakest expansion on record on every count, including GDP and jobs," he says. Achuthan says it's not clear why this is happening. It might be demographics, or globalization, or simply an inevitable fact of life for a mature economy. But the implications of the weak growth rate are profound. For one thing, it means U.S. companies have fewer opportunities to grow. Wisconsin-based Husco International, which makes components for hydraulic equipment, has had a rough past few years because many of its customers are in the construction business, says CEO Austin Ramirez. "It's hard to be optimistic, overly optimistic, about the market," he says. "We'll figure it out and we'll get things under control, and the U.S. housing market will recover. Am I optimistic it's going to happen in the next three months as opposed to the next 18 months? I don't know." But Husco is doing well in part because it has sought business in emerging markets where growth is much stronger. They're just building a lot of infrastructure. You know China is investing a huge amount of infrastructure into roads and bridges and railroads, and to do that they need hydraulic components — same story in India," Ramirez says. When U.S. companies face weaker growth they do less hiring, which means unemployment is higher. Blinder says a 2 percent growth rate wouldn't matter much if the nation had a healthy job market. "But when you have a 9 percent unemployment that means you're sitting at the bottom of a deep hole and you need to climb out," he says. "Two percent is not climbing out at all. In fact, 2 percent is burrowing in slightly deeper." And Blinder says the slow pace of hiring is especially hard on young people trying to enter the workforce. Richard White, who heads the Rutgers University career office, says the job market for graduating students is more challenging than it was a few years ago."Obviously a higher growth rate means more jobs, more choices, more offers," he says. White says students graduating right now sometimes have to accept lower salaries and less attractive jobs than they used to. And over time they pay a price for that. "If you look over the long haul, starting behind — particularly in an economy that is growing much more slowly than we all would hope — they may not catch up over time," he says. Slow growth also makes it much harder for cities and states to repair their finances. Not only does the cost of safety-net programs stay high, but tax revenues stay low. "You have high unemployment, you pay out high unemployment benefits, Medicaid benefits go up, food stamps benefits go up and, much more importantly, tax receipts go down," Blinder says. But none of this is forever. Achuthan says even with moderate growth the U.S. economy will recover eventually, if given enough time. In the 1990s growth wasn't especially strong, he says, but the expansion lasted a long time, and that eventually brought unemployment down to near-record lows. He says the same thing could happen now. "Two percent's not bad if you can get 10 years of it," he says. "It's really bad if you only get a couple years of it, and that's the challenge here." But to achieve that kind of stable, long-term growth means avoiding any further recessions. And that won't be easy. In the meantime, a public that's lived through the booms and busts of the past two decades may have to learn to live with diminished expectations.

Global Economy ( Now
Global economy declining now—bad US job projections and fears regarding the Europe debt crisis 

The Associated Press 7/11/11 (World Stocks Slump on Renewed EU Debt Concerns, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5g1K-qowyHgAcdEnKPxc-PJHmp0-Q?docId=2f21c96f594744a7b6903362c77640f7)

Shares in Europe and the U.S. tumbled Friday after Washington announced that the American economy created just 18,000 jobs in June — a fraction of the figure expected. Asian markets followed the trend when they opened Monday. The downbeat sentiment was worsened by indications that Europe's debt crisis might be spreading beyond the three countries that have already received rescue packages. There have been mounting concerns that after Greece, Ireland and Portugal, much-larger Spain could need a bailout to manage its tremendous debt load.

Private Sector Space Investment Increasing Now 
Private companies are funding space now

Berger 7/7 (Eric Berger, Houston Chronicle's space, weather and science reporter, 7/7/11, "Filling the void in space travel", http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/space/7643959.html)

That's because NASA's next generation of human spaceflight vehicles remains largely on paper, rather than on the launch pad.Private companies will likely fill the void, but a key question is how soon they will be able to do so."I'm excited about commercialspace, but I'm a little apprehensive because we're leaving a gap," said Chris Ferguson, who will command the final shuttle mission.The gap is the period during which NASA will have to rely on the Russianspaceprogram to fly its astronauts into orbit. Some commercial providers, such as SpaceX, say they can be ready to fly astronauts as early as 2014. NASA has sought to nurture commercial efforts to build rockets, most recently providing $270 million in April to four companies — SpaceX, Boeing, Sierra Nevada Corporation and Blue Origin - to continue developing spacecraft."We're committed to safely transporting U.S. astronauts on American-made spacecraft and ending the outsourcing of this work to foreign governments," NASA Administrator Charles Bolden said at the time. "These agreements are significant milestones in NASA's plans to take advantage of American ingenuity to get to low-Earth orbit, so we can concentrate our resources on deep-spaceexploration."But some in thespaceprogram are skeptical about the ability ofprivatecompanies to step in."I don't think they'll come anywhere near accomplishing what they've said they can do," Apollo astronaut Gene Cernan said in an interview."They don't yet know what they don't know. We, if you'll allow me to include myself with NASA, have been doing this for half a century. We have made mistakes. We've lost colleagues. Don't you think we've learned from some of those mistakes? You bet your life we have."They have yet to learn from those mistakes. And I'm not willing as a taxpayer to sit here and pay them to make those mistakes before they can ever get where they think they can go."After then-President George W. Bush canceled thespaceshuttle program in 2004, he set NASA on a course to develop a rocket, Ares I, and aspacecapsule, Orion, capable of flying humans into orbit.But those programs were slow to develop, and an independent review found in 2010 they were likely to be delayed still longer and cost more than projected. So President Barack Obama canceled them and urged morefundingfor commercial providers. Congress, however, wanted NASA to develop its own rocket for low-Earth orbit in case commercial providers failed. Congress told NASA to develop a rocket by 2016 and to continue developing a capsule similar to Orion.Despite congressional skepticism, however, a number of NASA astronauts say SpaceX and other companies have made believers of them. In March, astronaut Garrett Reisman left NASA to join SpaceX to work on safety issues."I believe commercialspaceis the way to go," Reisman said. "I've been a big fan for a long time. SpaceX has a viable plan, and I'm very excited about the possibility of cost-effective, sustainable access to space from the commercial sector."Some confidence in theprivatesector may well be justified. Only five countries - the U.S., Russia, China, Japan and India - and the EuropeanSpaceAgency have launched a spacecraft into orbit and recovered it upon its return to Earth. Last December, SpaceX became the first company to do so, launching its Dragon spacecraft into space aboard its 180-foot Falcon 9 rocket. That brought around some skeptics to the cause of private spaceflight, said John Gedmark, executive director of the Commercial Spaceflight Federation, an industry group. Another boost has come from large, well-established companies like Boeing entering the marketplace. 
Geothermal Fails 

Geothermal Energy fails – dramatic drops in stock prices, too capital intensive

Mandel 7/12 (Jenny Mandel, 7/12/11, " Short on Cash and Know-How, US Geothermal Industry Stumbles ", http://www.nytimes.com/gwire/2011/07/12/12greenwire-short-on-cash-and-know-how-us-geothermal-indus-11204.html)

At the time, the plant was putting out 27 megawatts of power and the federal cash was supposed to pay for new drilling to bring the plant closer to 50 megawatts. Industry boosters hailed the deal, as a sign of geothermal's resurgence. But last week, stock analysts downgraded the company's stock to a "sell" rating after Nevada Geothermal Power announced its plant is stuck at 35 megawatts and investors are unlikely to get their money back. The company says it will weather the storm. Investor relations chief Paul Mitchell said he is expecting a new $7.5 million grant from the Department of Energy to come through soon, and the company will continue paying as scheduled a separate $98 million debt backstopped by a DOE loan guarantee. In the meantime, Mitchell said, he doesn't know when renegotiations on a commercial $88 million loan might be completed. John McIlveen, an analyst with Jacob Securities Research, agreed that Nevada Geothermal is not likely to go bankrupt from the failure. "I just don't think they'll end up with any cash benefits from their Faulkner 1 project," he said. The company's fall mirrors a larger trend in the domestic geothermal industry, McIlveen said: dramatic drops in stock prices that reflect challenges in executing important projects. The five major publicly traded North American geothermal companies, he said, are valued at a fraction of what they were a year ago, with operational problems at several of them. Ormat Technologies Inc. (NYSE:ORA) is struggling with a plant in California's Imperial Valley, and a valuation down by almost 25 percent over the past year. Ram Power Corp. (TSE:RPG) is down almost 80 percent, facing major troubles with a Nicaraguan plant. Alterra Power Corp. (TSE:AXY), which was formed earlier this year when the struggling Magma Energy Corp. joined forces with Plutonic Power Corp., is trading below a dollar per share, and U.S. Geothermal Inc. (AMEX:HTM) has had a turbulent year that saw it rise dramatically in value before falling by more than a third from its peak. McIlveen said that general market conditions have had an outsize impact on the geothermal industry, a capital-intensive field in which getting a new project off the ground can take five years and drilling each well can cost between $3 million and $10 million, depending on local conditions and other factors. 

Wind Power Bad Turns

Turn: Wind Turbine Failure Causes Forest Fires

MacDonald 6/29(Clyde MacDonald, Special To Bangor Daily News, Forest fires and wind turbines: The danger no one is talking about, Bangor Daily News, http://bangordailynews.com/2011/06/29/opinion/forest-fires-and-wind-turbines-the-danger-no-one-is-talking-about/?ref=mostReadBox)
Despite all that has been written about wind power, a vitally important issue has barely been mentioned. When turbines fail, blades may fall to the ground or send fragments that land up to a mile away. Turbines often catch fire, and when they do they often send flaming shards into fields and forests. Much has been said about the short-term jobs created in preparing turbine sites, but almost nothing about job losses from turbine-caused fires in our paper mills, sawmills and other forest-dependent industries.Official information on the number and severity of turbine-induced forest fires remains largely secret and unavailable. Nonetheless, there are scattered media reports and one thorough description of the safety record of the Caithness USA Wind Corporation with installations in the northwest. That one corporation experienced 110 serious wind turbine fires over a 20-year period, but there is no mention of whether some of those fires may have spread to adjacent areas. Similarly, media references to 43 turbine fires, mostly in the U.S. and Europe, merely state “no details.” Many references do contain brief statements, such as that 22 fires were caused by lightning strikes, but again, no references to those fires spreading far from the sites. Only 25 of the reports mention that turbine fires had spread to fields and forests. In California, one such fire burned 68 acres, another 220 acres, and in Palm Springs several “spot fires” had been generated in surrounding areas. In Hawaii, 95 acres were burned. Australia lost 80,000 acres of forests located mostly in a national park. Spain lost nearly 200 acres from one fire. A comment on a German fire mentioned that “burning debris” from a turbine had traveled several hundred meters from the site. In Holland, three burning blades from a mere 270-foot tower cast a 50-foot flaming shard 220 feet from the site. The most dramatic report emanated from Wales where “great balls of fire” landed more than 150 yards away, causing a hillside to burn. Fearing more forest fires, an Australian province enacted a law banning placements of wind towers near wooded areas. Yet, in heavily forested Maine, all of our wind power sites have been approved without even considering that turbines have often caused forest fires.

Wild fires cause immense CO2 output and environmental destruction

Environmental Research Web 07 (Forest fires: a cause and a symptom, Environmental Research Web, 11/7/7, http://environmentalresearchweb.org/cws/article/opinion/31742)
Christine Wiedinmyer, of the US National Center for Atmospheric Research, estimates that the southern California fires released 7.9 million metric tons of carbon dioxide between 19th–26th October. That’s equivalent to about one quarter of the average monthly emissions from fossil fuel burning throughout California. Wiedinmyer and colleague Jason Neff at the University of Colorado use satellite observations of fires and a computer model to estimate the amount of carbon dioxide emitted based on the mass of vegetation burned. They reckon that their calculations have a margin of error of about 50% from difficulties in measuring the extent of the fire precisely and because different types of blaze emit different amounts of carbon dioxide. On a national scale, the pair calculates that fires in the US release about 290 million metric tons of carbon dioxide each year –about 4–6% of the amount that the country emits by fossil fuel burning. “A striking implication of very large wildfires is that a severe fire season lasting only one or two months can release as much carbon as the annual emissions from the entire transportation or energy sector of an individual state," they write in a paper in Carbon Balance and Management. Of course, forests will re-grow after fires, re-absorbing the carbon dioxide released but that process may take decades. Recent research into boreal forests in Canada found that fires can transform the forest from a weak carbon sink to a weak carbon source by altering the balance of vegetation present. And fires cause other environmental concerns such as the release of large amounts of ash, destruction of topsoil and damage to wildlife and habitat – not to mention loss of human life and damage to people’s homes. Foam released by firefighters may also get into rivers, causing damage to ecosystems at a later date.

Hydropower Bad Turns 

Turn: Hydropower Dams Release Methane and CO2 

Graham-Rowe 05 (Duncan Graham-Rowe, Author for New Science, Hydroelectric power's dirty secret revealed, New Science, February 2005, http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn7046)

Contrary to popular belief, hydroelectric power can seriously damage the climate. Proposed changes to the way countries' climate budgets are calculated aim to take greenhouse gas emissions from hydropower reservoirs into account, but some experts worry that they will not go far enough.The green image of hydropower as a benign alternative to fossil fuels is false, says Eric Duchemin, a consultant for the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). "Everyone thinks hydro is very clean, but this is not the case," he says.Hydroelectric dams produce significant amounts of carbon dioxide and methane, and in some cases produce more of these greenhouse gases than power plants running on fossil fuels. Carbon emissions vary from dam to dam, says Philip Fearnside from Brazil's National Institute for Research in the Amazon in Manaus. "But we do know that there are enough emissions to worry about."In a study to be published in Mitigation and Adaptation Strategies for Global Change, Fearnside estimates that in 1990 the greenhouse effect of emissions from the Curuá-Una dam in Pará, Brazil, was more than three-and-a-half times what would have been produced by generating the same amount of electricity from oil. This is because large amounts of carbon tied up in trees and other plants are released when the reservoir is initially flooded and the plants rot. Then after this first pulse of decay, plant matter settling on the reservoir's bottom decomposes without oxygen, resulting in a build-up of dissolved methane. This is released into the atmosphere when water passes through the dam's turbines. 

Clean Tech ( Electricity Prices 

Clean energy increases electricity prices because of higher cost of production – hurts the economy 
Institute For Energy Research 10 (“Clean Energy Standards”: Making Electricity Prices Skyrocket, Institute For Energy Research, 12/15/10, http://www.instituteforenergyresearch.org/2010/12/15/%E2%80%9Cclean-energy-standards%E2%80%9D-making-electricity-prices-skyrocket/)
With each passing day, the odds of Congress passing a Renewable Electricity Standard grow more and more dim. But Energy Secretary Chu, Senator Graham, and others are now promoting a similar mandate, just with a new name. Instead of a renewable electricity mandate, they are promoting a “clean energy standard” to “encourage” investments in nuclear energy, coal with carbon capture and sequestration technology, and renewable energy in the electric generating sector. But despite the happy talk about “clean energy standards,” these mandates will increase electricity prices and make our economy less competitive. The first problem with a “clean energy standard” is the name. The term “clean energy standard” is a complete misnomer. Clean is defined by the specific legislation and not by common sense. For example, Secretary Chu’s definition is that the technology should remove 90 percent of emissions. Second, the schemes do not regulate all energy, but just electricity production. Third, these are mandates and not merely “standards.” Many Policymakers Base their Support of “Clean” Electricity Mandates on Flawed Premises. It is difficult to understand why people support these mandates because many of their arguments do not hold water. According to E&E News, Sen. Graham supports a “clean” energy standard because of “jobs, jobs, jobs.” E&E states that Graham “predicts new energy mandates can be tailored to help businesses compete with China and not harm them economically.” Graham’s argument has no support in theory or practice. As explained below, “clean” electricity mandates mandate the use of more expensive types of electricity generation. This artificially increases the cost of electricity, increasing the cost of doing business in America, and forcing energy-price sensitive industries to leave the United States for more welcoming economic environments. Sen. Graham also claims to support a “clean” energy mandate because of pollution concerns. He stated, “I’m in the camp that all things being equal, that it would be good to clean up the air, carbon being just one pollutant. But I want to do it in a way that creates jobs, not loses jobs.” [ii] Sen. Graham needs to brush up on economics so that he will realize that, on net, mandates reduce jobs and do not create them. Also, while carbon can be a pollutant Sen. Graham isn’t talking about carbon, but carbon dioxide. The problem with lumping carbon dioxide in pollutants that are dirty, or toxic, or otherwise harmful is that carbon dioxide itself is clean. Carbon dioxide levels could be orders of magnitude higher and the air would still be just as clean as it is today. The difference is that higher carbon dioxide concentrations would impact the atmosphere’s greenhouse effect. It is also difficult to take one of Sen. Ben Cardin’s reasons for considering a “clean energy mandate” seriously. He said, “If a clean energy standard gets us all off of imported oil, that’s good.” Sen. Cardin apparently does not know that petroleum only produces 1 percent of our electricity generation. The overwhelming majority of oil is used as a transportation fuel, not to make electricity. A “clean” energy mandate will not impact imported oil in any material way. The mandate Secretary Chu is proposing would be 50 percent “clean energy” by 2050, with an interim target of 25 percent by 2025, where clean energy is defined as any generation that can capture 90 percent of emissions. According to Secretary Chu, the clean energy standard would not cost the government money, but would instead be a direct cost to consumers and the market. A clean energy mandate will cost consumers because these technologies are more expensive generating options than traditional natural gas and coal-fired technologies. According to the Energy Information Administration (EIA), on a per kilowatt hour basis compared to an advanced natural gas combined cycle unit, nuclear is 50 percent more expensive, wind is 88 percent more expensive, clean coal is 43 percent more expensive, and solar photovoltaic is 399 percent more expensive.And, once EIA updates its generating cost data, these percentages will be even higher, because EIA’s updated capital cost data show that the capital costs for nuclear are 37 percent higher than assumed in the Annual Energy Outlook 2010 forecast; for wind, they are 21 percent higher; and for clean coal, they are 39 percent higher.

Renewable energy increases electricity prices – Minnesota proves 

Reuters 5/17(State Clean Energy Mandates Have Little Effect on Electricity Rates So Far, Reuters, 5/17/11, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/05/17/idUS102265027320110517)

The fees have helped fuel the perception — particularly among rural electric co-ops — that Minnesota's renewable energy policy is driving up the price of electricity. Others, though, including state energy officials, point to the utility's unusually large and early hedge on wind prices as a primary cause of its recent losses. The Minnkota case illustrates just how complicated it can be to calculate the impact of state renewable mandates on electricity rates. Variables such as fuel prices, wholesale rates, and energy demand are in constant flux, and decisions about what and when to buy can affect the return on capital investments. With many states' renewable targets ramping up right as their economies struggle to rebound from the recession, politicians are scrutinizing the costs of renewable policies and requesting  information about how they affect electricity rates. 

