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***1NC


Utility Bill Good 1NC (1/3) 

1. Utility-only bill will pass—has momentum. 

Business Green 7-2-2010. [Momentum builds for watered-down US climate bill, http://www.businessgreen.com/business-green/news/2265841/momentum-builds-watered-climate]
Support is growing in the US for a scaled-back energy and climate bill that would still introduce an emissions trading scheme, but would initially only apply the carbon pricing mechanism to energy utilities.

One of the largest green groups in the US, the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF), yesterday signalled it would support a watered-down version of current proposals, arguing that it represents the best hope of passing some form of legislation ahead of November's mid-term elections.

"The reality is that comprehensive economy-wide cap and trade is not going to be passed by the Senate," EDF president Fred Krupp told reporters, adding that the organisation would support the "broadest possible cap that we can get" – meaning a cap on emissions from utilities.

Krupp revealed the EDF is pushing Democrat senator Jeff Bingaman and Republican senator Olympia Snowe to present long-anticipated plans for a new " utility-first" climate and energy bill.

Observers are hopeful that a bill with bi-partisan support will stand a greater chance of securing the 60 votes required to pass through the Senate, before the mid-term elections later this year.

Republicans and some Democrats have consistently opposed plans put forward by senators John Kerry and Joe Lieberman for a wider emissions trading scheme, covering carbon intensive heavy industry and manufacturing firms as well as utilities, arguing it would drive up costs and may encourage some companies to relocate to countries that do not have carbon pricing mechanisms in place.

It is hoped that a "utility-first" bill would have a greater chance of securing support as energy firms would be unable to relocate, even if they see costs rise as a result of emissions trading.

2. [Insert Card That Says Plan Costs PC]

3. Political capital is key—Obama’s support will determine whether utilities-only gets 60 votes. 

Aaron Wiener, staff writer, 6-30-2010. [Washington Independent, Utilities-Only Cap May Be Last Hope for Carbon-Pricing Legislation, p. http://washingtonindependent.com/90536/utilities-only-cap-may-be-last-hope-for-carbon-pricing-legislation]
Still, for all the disappointment among environmentalists over the repeated compromises Democrats have made on climate legislation to win over moderates, some argue that a utilities-only cap would achieve most of the goals of an economy-wide carbon pricing scheme. The question now is whether Democratic leaders in the Senate can muster 60 votes for even a weakened bill to overcome a Republican filibuster.

The answer may be in the president’s hands — at least according to Senate Majority Harry Reid.

“I think it’s pretty clear we have to do something,” Reid said last week. “The question is, what do we do? Now, a lot of that depends on what the White House is going to do to help us get something done.”

Utility Bill Good (2/3) 

3. Utility only cap and trade solves emissions BETTER broader cap and trade. 

Michael Levi, David M. Rubenstein Senior Fellow for Energy and the Environment, 6-21-2010. [CFR, An Upside to Utility-Only Cap-and-Trade, http://blogs.cfr.org/levi/2010/06/22/an-upside-to-utility-only-cap-and-trade/]

I wrote yesterday about where utility-only cap-and-trade might go wrong. There is, however, a potential upside. If the United States ever gets serious about reducing its use of oil, utility-only cap-and-trade could actually lead to deeper emissions cuts than an economy-wide system. Here’s how.

Assume that we have an economy-wide cap-and-trade system in place. Any other policies (like efficiency standards, renewable electricity requirements, or biofuels incentives) will not lead to further emissions reductions. Instead, they’ll just shift the source of emissions reductions within the economy (that is, under the cap). Imagine, for example, that we were to pass a cap on emissions tomorrow. Then, in 2015, we adopt a serious gasoline tax (maybe for fiscal reasons). Oil consumption goes down. But emissions don’t: instead, the carbon price drops a bit, emissions from the power sector go up from where they otherwise would have been, and the total remains the same. After all, the cap is unchanged.

Now imagine, instead, that we only have a utility-only cap-and-trade system in place. Policies that target oil consumption – which is outside the cap – are now a bonus from an emissions-reduction perspective. Imagine, again, that in 2015 we were to adopt that serious gasoline tax. Oil consumption again goes down. But there is no effect on the cap, since emissions from oil consumption were never part of it in the first place. (We don’t really use oil to generate electricity.) Emissions from utilities continue to drop as planned. Total U.S. emissions are reduced below what they otherwise would have been.

4. That’s key to prevent climate change. 

Frank, 7/2 [The Choices That Pay Us Back By ROBERT H. FRANK Published: July 2, 2010 http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/04/business/04view.html?_r=1&src=busln]

Another useful measure would be a carbon tax — or its approximate equivalent, a cap-and-trade system — scheduled for a gradual phase-in after the economy has again reached full employment. This would stimulate an immediate, huge jump in private investment without the government having to spend a penny. Why? Investment is currently depressed because companies can already produce much more than people want to buy. But once a carbon tax was announced, the design of nearly every existing machine or structure that uses or produces energy would be rendered suddenly obsolete. Motor vehicle engines, electric power plants, refrigerators, air-conditioners, furnaces — all would have to be redesigned for greater efficiency. The resulting flood of research and investment would enhance our ability to cope with future energy shortages and would serve another crucial purpose. Taxing carbon could eliminate the catastrophic risk of vastly rising global temperatures by the end of this century; it would be a prudent act, quite apart from its utility as an economic stimulus. The tax would generate no revenue until its phase-in, so it wouldn’t reduce the current deficit. But deficits are a long-run problem, and its enactment alone would increase creditors’ confidence that we are committed to solving it.


Utility Bill Good 1NC (3/) 

Warming causes extinction 

Terry L. Deibel, professor of IR @ National War College, 2007, Foreign Affairs Strategy, Conclusion: American Foreign Affairs Strategy Today
Finally, there is one major existential threat to American security (as well as prosperity) of a nonviolent nature, which, though far in the future, demands urgent action. It is the threat of global warming to the stability of the climate upon which all earthly life depends. Scientists worldwide have been observing the gathering of this threat for three decades now, and what was once a mere possibility has passed through probability to near certainty. Indeed not one of more than 900 articles on climate change published in refereed scientific journals from 1993 to 2003 doubted that anthropogenic warming is occurring. “In legitimate scientific circles,” writes Elizabeth Kolbert, “it is virtually impossible to find evidence of disagreement over the fundamentals of global warming.” Evidence from a vast international scientific monitoring effort accumulates almost weekly, as this sample of newspaper reports shows: an international panel predicts “brutal droughts, floods and violent storms across the planet over the next century”; climate change could “literally alter ocean currents, wipe away huge portions of Alpine Snowcaps and aid the spread of cholera and malaria”; “glaciers in the Antarctic and in Greenland are melting much faster than expected, and…worldwide, plants are blooming several days earlier than a decade ago”; “rising sea temperatures have been accompanied by a significant global increase in the most destructive hurricanes”; “NASA scientists have concluded from direct temperature measurements that 2005 was the hottest year on record, with 1998 a close second”; “Earth’s warming climate is estimated to contribute to more than 150,000 deaths and 5 million illnesses each year” as disease spreads; “widespread bleaching from Texas to Trinidad…killed broad swaths of corals” due to a 2-degree rise in sea temperatures. “The world is slowly disintegrating,” concluded Inuit hunter Noah Metuq, who lives 30 miles from the Arctic Circle. “They call it climate change…but we just call it breaking up.” From the founding of the first cities some 6,000 years ago until the beginning of the industrial revolution, carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere remained relatively constant at about 280 parts per million (ppm). At present they are accelerating toward 400 ppm, and by 2050 they will reach 500 ppm, about double pre-industrial levels. Unfortunately, atmospheric CO2 lasts about a century, so there is no way immediately to reduce levels, only to slow their increase, we are thus in for significant global warming; the only debate is how much and how serous the effects will be. As the newspaper stories quoted above show, we are already experiencing the effects of 1-2 degree warming in more violent storms, spread of disease, mass die offs of plants and animals, species extinction, and threatened inundation of low-lying countries like the Pacific nation of Kiribati and the Netherlands at a warming of 5 degrees or less the Greenland and West Antarctic ice sheets could disintegrate, leading to a sea level of rise of 20 feet that would cover North Carolina’s outer banks, swamp the southern third of Florida, and inundate Manhattan up to the middle of Greenwich Village. Another catastrophic effect would be the collapse of the Atlantic thermohaline circulation that keeps the winter weather in Europe far warmer than its latitude would otherwise allow. Economist William Cline once estimated the damage to the United States alone from moderate levels of warming at 1-6 percent of GDP annually; severe warming could cost 13-26 percent of GDP. But the most frightening scenario is runaway greenhouse warming, based on positive feedback from the buildup of water vapor in the atmosphere that is both caused by and causes hotter surface temperatures. Past ice age transitions, associated with only 5-10 degree changes in average global temperatures, took place in just decades, even though no one was then pouring ever-increasing amounts of carbon into the atmosphere. Faced with this specter, the best one can conclude is that “humankind’s continuing enhancement of the natural greenhouse effect is akin to playing Russian roulette with the earth’s climate and humanity’s life support system. At worst, says physics professor Marty Hoffert of New York University, “we’re just going to burn everything up; we’re going to heat the atmosphere to the temperature it was in the Cretaceous when there were crocodiles at the poles, and then everything will collapse.” During the Cold War, astronomer Carl Sagan popularized a theory of nuclear winter to describe how a thermonuclear war between the Untied States and the Soviet Union would not only destroy both countries but possibly end life on this planet. Global warming is the post-Cold War era’s equivalent of nuclear winter at least as serious and considerably better supported scientifically. Over the long run it puts dangers form terrorism and traditional military challenges to shame. It is a threat not only to the security and prosperity to the United States, but potentially to the continued existence of life on this planet.



***UNIQUENESS


Yes Utility-Only Bill (1/2) 

Utility only bill will pass—garnered broad support. 

Robin Bravender, staff writer, 6-29-2010. [Green Collar, Senate Energy Chairman Drafting Utility-Only Climate Bill, http://www.greencollar.org/search_job/search_news.php]
A utility-only cap shepherded by Bingaman may have a better shot at winning bipartisan support than if it were championed by Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.), a co-sponsor of a Senate cap-and-trade climate bill who became a partisan magnet after his failed bid during the 2004 presidential contest.

Environmentalists and business community behind utility-only bill. 

Reuters 7-1-2010. [Utility-first climate bill warms up in US Congress. http://af.reuters.com/article/energyOilNews/idAFN0162009320100701]

Environmentalists and power companies are lobbying U.S. senators to put forward climate and energy legislation that would initially cap greenhouse emissions only from electric utilities, saying it's the last best chance for passing a bill this year.

They site fears that a broader bill forcing manufacturers and the transportation sector to pay for emitting carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases while the country struggles to emerge from recession would be too difficult this year.

"The reality is that comprehensive economy-wide cap and trade is not going to be passed by the Senate," Environmental Defence Fund President Fred Krupp told reporters on Thursday.

"We are for the broadest possible cap that we can get," which means a bill that limits emissions at utilities first before moving to manufacturers later, he said.

EDF is lobbying Senators Jeff Bingaman, chairman of the Senate Energy Committee, and Olympia Snowe, a Republican, to put forward a utility-only bill. The senators have talked about the idea for months.

"Staff for both senators have had ongoing discussions about the design of a utility-sector cap and trade program, but no decisions have been made on how to proceed," said Bingaman spokesman Bill Wicker.

Senator John Kerry, a Democrat who co-wrote a climate bill unveiled in May, said this week a utility-only bill was one of the ideas being discussed on how to move forward with a bill that would put a price on greenhouse gas emissions.

He was speaking after a meeting hosted by President Barack Obama and more than 20 other senators on the energy bill.

The idea is supported by many companies in the utility business, which emits 40 percent of U.S. greenhouse gas pollution, as long as caps are put on the rest of the economy a few years later.

Utility-only bill will get 60 votes. 

Staff writer RotorNews, July 1 2010

http://new.rotor.com/Publications/RotorNewssupregsup/tabid/177/newsid375/71094/Default.aspx
Senate Energy Chairman Jeff Bingaman’s (D-NM) committee approved bill is the only bill that would likely garner the 60 votes needed to defeat a filibuster. Senator Bingaman’s bill would require an increase in the percentage of electricity that is generated from renewable sources and would work to improve the transmission of renewable power and enhance efficiency. It would also expand offshore drilling in the Gulf of Mexico but those provisions are likely to be altered before the bill comes to the floor. The bill would likely be joined with another bill sponsored by Senator Bingaman and Senator Lisa Murkowski (R-AK) (S 3516) that would overhaul federal management of the outer continental shelf—an area where oil and natural gas drilling takes place—and lay out new safety regulations for the oil and gas industry. Senator Bingaman is also working on a bill that would cap utilities emissions only.


Yes Utility-Only Bill 

Limited cap and trade is gaining support. 

Coral Davenport, staff writer Politico, July 1 2010

http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/39260_Page2.html
As for the shape of that final package, it appears increasingly possible that Democrats and moderate Republicans will coalesce around a mandate increasing renewable electricity and clean technology development. That’s the bill that Bingaman hammered out through a 12-week Energy and Natural Resources Committee markup last spring, working closely with the committee’s ranking Republican, Alaska Sen. Lisa Murkowski. The markup drew little attention at the time, but it produced a bill that would advance President Barack Obama’s clean energy goals and has already won “yes” votes from four Republicans and two moderate Democrats who had been expected to vote “no” on Kerry’s bill.  Of course, Bingaman’s energy bill doesn’t have the one key piece that many Democrats say is necessary for a climate change bill — a price on carbon. But while prospects this year for a Kerry-Lieberman-style, economy-wide carbon cap look dead, there is a willingness among some Republicans and moderate Democrats to consider a cap on power plants only. As it happens, Bingaman is now writing a power-plant-only bill.

Yes Utility Only Bill—AT: UQ o/w Link 

Utility-only bill not definite. 

Kyle Danish, Member, Van Ness Feldman, 6-23-2010. [National Journal, Utility-Only Challenges, p. http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2010/06/what-fits-the-bill.php]
However, no one should be under any illusion that the shift to a utility sector cap (much less a mash-up with other bills) will be easy to pull off in the 30 or so legislative days left in this Senate session. The approach raises some of its own tricky design questions.

Obama Pushing Utility Only Bill 

Obama’s pushing carbon caps. 

Ben Geman and Darren Goode, staff writers, 6-29-2010. [The Hill, Obama to senators: Include carbon limits in energy package, p. http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/677-e2-wire/106201-obama-pushes-senators-to-include-carbon-limits-in-senate-energy-bill-kerry-and-lieberman-say]

Leading Senate advocates of climate change legislation emerged from a White House meeting proclaiming President Barack Obama offered firm support for including greenhouse gas curbs in the broad energy package slated for Senate debate this summer.

“The president was very clear about putting a price on carbon and limiting greenhouse gas emissions,”  Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.) said outside the White House after the 90-minute meeting between Obama and a bipartisan group of about 20 senators.

Carbon pricing is shorthand for cap-and-trade or other methods for creating a cost for emitting greenhouse gases.

“[Obama] was very strong about the need to put a price on carbon and make polluters pay,” said Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.), who authored a sweeping climate and energy bill with Kerry.

Obama is willing to use his political capital to pass an energy bill putting a cap on carbon.

Union of Concerned Scientists, June 29 2010

http://www.ucsusa.org/news/press_release/obama-administration-climate-energy-0416.html
President Obama’s call for Congress to pass comprehensive climate and energy legislation that includes a cap on carbon indicates that his administration is willing to expend political capital to secure a bill that would dramatically reduce emissions, according to the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS). The president made the request earlier today during a meeting with two dozen senators at the White House.  “President Obama is showing that he’s willing to put his weight behind the effort to pass comprehensive legislation,” said UCS President Kevin Knobloch. “He understands that putting us on the long-term path toward clean energy means putting a cap on carbon.


Now Key to Utility Bill 

Now or never on energy bill. 

Stephen Power, staff writer, 7-1-2010. [Wall Street Journal, Political Insight and Analysis From The Wall Street Journal's Capital Bureau, p. http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2010/07/01/bingaman-do-or-die-time-on-energy-bill/]
If an energy bill is to reach President Barack Obama’s desk this year, the Senate will have to pass a substantial bill before the August recess, said Sen. Jeff Bingaman in an interview to be broadcast Sunday on C-SPAN’s “Newsmakers.” (I interviewed him; the full “Newsmakers” program is here.)

Bingaman, chairman of the Energy and Natural Resources Committee, warned his colleagues against assuming they can pass a bill before the election with popular items – such as incentives for wind and solar power and electric cars – and then add more controversial provisions, such as a cap on carbon emissions, in a conference committee with the House after the election.

Now key to energy bill—it’s in the home stretch. 

David Roberts, staff writer, 6-21-2010. [Grist, Is a ‘utility-only’ cap-and-trade bill worth passing?, p. http://www.grist.org/article/2010-06-21-is-a-utility-only-cap-and-trade-bill-worth-passing/]

Energy deliberations in the Senate are in the home stretch. There's a crucial White House meeting on Wednesday between Obama and key senators where some final decisions are likely to be made. There are, believe it or not, a few liberal senators fighting to keep carbon limits in the bill, but the bulk of "centrist" opinion at this point seems to be for throwing the climate provisions overboard and going with the more politically expedient "energy-only" option.


***INTERNAL LINKS


Political Capital Key to Utility-Only Bill (1/) 

Obama’s leadership on the energy bill is key—swing votes are already on board. 

Stephen Power, staff writer, 7-1-2010. [Wall Street Journal, Political Insight and Analysis From The Wall Street Journal's Capital Bureau, p. http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2010/07/01/bingaman-do-or-die-time-on-energy-bill/]
Advocates for such a system say Bingaman is too pessimistic. They were cheered after Obama’s session with senators last week when Sen. Olympia Snowe (R., Maine) – a potential swing vote – said she could support a power-sector cap. She said utilities needed certainty to make long-term investments, and had “the most to lose” if Congress left carbon regulation to the Environmental Protection Agency.

“With leadership from the president and an indication from some key Republicans that this is a potential path forward, we think we can win,” said Tony Kreindler, a spokesman for the Environmental Defense Fund.

Obama’s political capital is key to getting 60 votes for utilities-only bill. 

Blue Wave News 7-3-2010. [Does the White House Have a “Hands Off” Approach to Energy Legislation?, p. http://bluewavenews.com/2010/07/03/does-the-white-house-have-a-hands-off-approach-to-energy-legislation/]
    But Obama “has to directly engage with his staff at a detailed level in producing a bill inclusive of carbon limits that will win 60 votes in the Senate,” Environmental Defense Fund President Fred Krupp told reporters Thursday. “If he doesn’t do that, then everything he’s done so far will lead to nothing.”
    White House aides were seen on Capitol Hill this week for meetings with Senate offices on putting together a bill, sources said. This includes a meeting Wednesday with an aide to Sen. Olympia Snowe (R-Maine) regarding her efforts with Senate Energy and Natural Resources Chairman Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.) to craft a carbon-pricing plan limited to electric utilities.

It seems like the White House is involved and that the leadership in the Senate is deciding how to proceed from here. If there is no single bill to rally votes on, what exactly is the White House going to do?

Political capital’s key to utility only bill. 

Ben Geman and Darren Goode, staff writers, 6-29-2010. [The Hill, Obama to senators: Include carbon limits in energy package, p. http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/677-e2-wire/106201-obama-pushes-senators-to-include-carbon-limits-in-senate-energy-bill-kerry-and-lieberman-say]
Obama told the senators that “he still believes the best way for us to transition to a clean energy economy is with a bill that makes clean energy the profitable kind of energy for America’s businesses by putting a price on pollution.”

But the White House statement then adds: “Not all of the Senators agreed with this approach, and the President welcomed other approaches and ideas that would take real steps to reduce our dependence on oil, create jobs, strengthen our national security and reduce the pollution in our atmosphere.”

“The President said that there was a strong foundation and consensus on some key policies and the President urged the Senators to come together based on that foundation. There was agreement on the sense of urgency required to move forward with legislation and the President is confident that we will be able to get something done this year,” the White House said.

The strength of the White House push for climate provisions will help determine whether such provisions — which face widespread GOP resistance and skepticism from several Democrats — will be in the mix in the energy package. Kerry and Lieberman also said they are offering to compromise and scale back the reach of their bill.


Political Capital Key to Utility-Only Bill (2/2) 

Political capital is key—without leadership, utility-only bill won’t get the votes. 

Reuters 7-1-2010. [Utility-first climate bill warms up in US Congress. http://af.reuters.com/article/energyOilNews/idAFN0162009320100701]
EDF's Krupp praised Obama for hard work on climate, including appearing at international talks last year and directing billions of dollars from the stimulus package to clean energy investments.

But he said legislation will only pass if Obama pushes senators a little harder.

"If he doesn't do that, without his leadership then everything he has done so far will lead to nothing." 

Energy bill passing depends on Obama’s influence
Aaron Weiner, staff writer Washington Independent, June 30 2010
http://washingtonindependent.com/90536/utilities-only-cap-may-be-last-hope-for-carbon-pricing-legislation
Still, for all the disappointment among environmentalists over the repeated compromises Democrats have made on climate legislation to win over moderates, some argue that a utilities-only cap would achieve most of the goals of an economy-wide carbon pricing scheme. The question now is whether Democratic leaders in the Senate can muster 60 votes for even a weakened bill to overcome a Republican filibuster.  The answer may be in the president’s hands — at least according to Senate Majority Harry Reid.  “I think it’s pretty clear we have to do something,” Reid said last week. “The question is, what do we do? Now, a lot of that depends on what the White House is going to do to help us get something done.”



***UTILITY ONLY BILL GOOD


Utility-Only Bill = Comprehensive Cap and Trade 

Utilities-only cap and trade solves just as well as a national program. 

Michael Levi, David M. Rubenstein Senior Fellow for Energy and the Environment, 6-21-2010. [CFR, In (Qualified) Praise of Utility-Only Cap-and-Trade, http://blogs.cfr.org/levi/2010/06/21/in-qualified-praise-of-utility-only-cap-and-trade/]
ClimateWire (via The New York Times) reports that several key players are considering a push for a utility-only cap-and-trade system as part of an energy bill. That could be a wise move, if it’s done right.

First the main substance. Take a look at this plot of emissions reductions under Kerry-Lieberman as projected by the EPA:

You’ll notice that almost all of the emissions reductions from U.S. energy use come from electric utilities, not just in the early years, but through 2050. Transportation, manufacturing, and “other” (my guess is mostly direct energy use in buildings) make up a very small fraction. A utility-only bill, then, should be able to get most of the reductions in U.S. emissions from energy use that an economy-wide bill would, but without some of the complexity and stigma. For this reason alone, utility-only should receive serious consideration.
Utilities-only will be just as effective as a national cap and trade. 

David Roberts, staff writer, 6-21-2010. [Grist, Is a ‘utility-only’ cap-and-trade bill worth passing?, p. http://www.grist.org/article/2010-06-21-is-a-utility-only-cap-and-trade-bill-worth-passing/]

At this point, however, the question may no longer be whether a comprehensive bill is preferable to a utility-only bill, but whether a utility-only bill is preferable to the energy-only bill the Senate seems bent on passing. Judged against that somewhat pathetic baseline, it is, in fact, preferable.

Focusing on electricity

If you're going to single out one sector for cap-and-trade, electricity is the right choice. For one thing, it's the biggest emitter:

For another, most of the lowest-cost carbon reductions are expected to come from electricity. Here's how the EIA projects an economy-wide cap-and-trade system would affect various sectors:

As you can see, about half the total carbon reduction under an economy-wide cap-and-trade system is expected to come from the utility sector. By contrast, transportation is scarcely affected. The reason for this is simple: It takes an extremely high price on carbon to substantially raise the price of gasoline.

Under the American Power Act, the ceiling on the price of a ton of carbon in 2013 is $25. Even in the unlikely event that the price hits the ceiling, that will boost the price of a gas by just under a quarter per gallon. Given that gas has swung around over a $2-3 range just in the last few years, a quarter isn't much more than noise. A recent study at Harvard found that in order to reduce carbon emissions in the transportation sector 14 percent from 2005 levels by 2020, gas will need to rise to $7 a gallon by then. Getting there from today's $4 gas would require a carbon price of well over $300 a ton, and that, in turn, would completely upend the utility sector. So it won't happen.

In sum: Cap-and-trade was always mostly about the utility sector, so if it becomes explicitly about the utility sector, it's not a total loss, if a few conditions are met.

Utility-only cap-and-trade could work if accompanied by strong energy provisions

The effects of a utility-only cap-and-trade system obviously depend on where the cap is set and how offsets are treated. Assuming the target would be the same as in previous bills (between 14 and 17 percent reduction from 2005 levels by 2020) and offsets are treated the same (2 billion tons available), its main effect would be to induce the purchase of lots of offsets. There will also be lots of fuel-switching to natural gas and some boost in renewable power.

That leaves a great deal of needed work unaddressed. To amount to a credible bill, a utility-only cap-and-trade system would need to be accompanied by three things:

    * Measures to reduce oil use, along the lines of those Sen. Jeff Merkley (D-Ore.) proposed last week.

    * Measures to increase energy efficiency, along the lines of those, um, Sen. Jeff Merkley proposed last week.

    * Measures to accelerate research, development, and deployment of renewable energy, in particular: a) a renewable energy standard much stronger than those now on the table, and b) substantial investment in energy R&D.

And one more thing: If cap-and-trade is to begin with utilities, it cannot be permanently thus restricted. There must be something in the bill that allows for the expansion of the program to other sectors. (We can always hope for a future Congress that's less cowardly.)

If those conditions are met, a bill with a utility-only carbon price could be a credible step forward. Being realistic, one has to assume that they will be met partially if at all.


Utility-Only Bill ( Broader Climate Action 

Utilities only cap is key—creates momentum for broader climate action. 

Eileen Claussen, president of the Pew Center on Global Climate Change, and Jim Rogers, chair and president of Duke Energy, 6-23-2010. [Politico, Utilities can lead way on energy, p. http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/38851.html]
Passing a meaningful energy and climate bill this year will be challenging — but not impossible.

It’s time for all of us — politicians, business leaders and environmentalists — to put wishful thinking aside, establish realistic goals and develop a consensus for legislation that can be passed this year.

If that means capping emissions from the utility sector first — so be it. There is growing consensus in the electric utility industry to act now, so let’s move forward.

Duke Energy and other electric utilities are already scheduled to retire and replace virtually all coal and other large power plants with cleaner and more efficient technologies by 2050.

A clear and predictable federal energy and climate policy can accelerate these projects and put private capital to work more rapidly. It can also create millions of jobs.

This would not only reduce greenhouse gas emissions but would also reduce sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide and mercury emissions, which contribute to acid rain, smog and other health issues. That would improve air quality across the board.

At Duke Energy, approximately 6,000 people are now working on designing and building more advanced power plants. That’s quite an economic stimulus.
When their work is done, permanent jobs would be created, municipal and county tax collections would increase and old and inefficient power plants would be shut down.

With the right signal from Washington, the company can by 2020 close roughly 4,000 megawatts of coal plants more than 45 years old.
This action will drive greater use of cleaner, domestic energy sources that will enhance our nation’s security and limit pollution.

Sensible policy should include incentives for new emissions-free nuclear power, renewable energy and carbon capture and storage for coal plants. It must also clarify federal emissions regulations so electric utilities can shift to cleaner and more efficient power plants without the uncertainty of patchwork regulatory approaches and the threat of litigation.

Electric utilities have some of the strongest balance sheets in industry. They can now borrow private capital at historically low rates. For example, over the past 2½ years, Duke Energy has borrowed $8 billion at an average rate of less than 5.5 percent.

This means lower long-term costs to electric consumers — with no increase in the national debt and deficit.

But this will all take time. We need to be willing to adopt the three C’s: commitment, collaboration and compromise.

Commitment: We have to be in this together — for the long haul. Good energy and climate policies will allow the electric utility industry to make sound investment decisions.

Electric utilities may be willing to go first. But they are not going to be willing to go alone.

Collaboration: All successful environmental legislation has been predicated on a collaborative and bipartisan approach. The 1990 Clean Air Act amendments, designed to reduce acid rain, urban air pollution and toxic air emissions, passed the House by a 401-21 vote and the Senate by a 89-11 vote.

That process of working together to find common ground among diverse stakeholders is what we need now.

Compromise: Collaboration succeeds only when there’s a real spirit of compromise. That’s why it is the cornerstone of our democracy. There must be give-and-take at every decision point.

Current clean energy and climate legislation is not an all-or-nothing proposition. It’s a work in progress that can begin our transition to a clean energy future. We need to look past our differences and act where there is agreement.
Utility-only bill key to jump start broader efforts to tackle global warming. 

Reuters 7-1-2010. [Utility-first climate bill warms up in US Congress. http://af.reuters.com/article/energyOilNews/idAFN0162009320100701]
One international energy official welcomed the idea of an utility-only bill, saying it could be a way of beginning to break a deadlock on global efforts to reduce greenhouse gases.

"To start with the electricity sector makes sense," Nobuo Tanaka, the head of the International Energy Agency, told reporters on Thursday. "It is a very good way to start, much better than nothing."

Still, as congressional elections loom in November, time is running short for debate on any complicated bill, especially one that could ultimately raise the cost of energy and household goods. Some Republicans insist even a utility-only measure is a "national energy tax."


US Action ( Global Action 

US action key to global action to solve warming

Jake Schmidt, international climate policy director at Natural Resources Defense Council, 5-13-2010. [Grist, American Power Act Bill, http://www.grist.org/article/2010-05-14-american-power-act-obama-bill-international-action/PALL]

It is critical that the U.S. become a strong component of international efforts to address global warming by passing a climate and energy bill this year. To aid in achieving strong international action and providing the U.S. with the necessary tools to support other countries in addressing this challenge such a bill needs several key components:

Firm limits on global warming pollution -- This depends on the stringency of the limit (A) and the overall environmental integrity, as my colleague discussed in more detail and I'll discuss in the context of the international offsets (B).

Properly designed incentives to encourage, nudge, and push strong actions from other countries -- How the international offsets (B) are designed can play a critical role, but it is also important to design specific programs to reduce deforestation emissions (C) and deploy clean energy in developing countries (D). And there are some other tools which can help nudge other countries to take action (E).

US action on climate sparks global actions

Reuters 2-26-2010. [John Kerry says compromise climate bill coming, p. ln]

"Every mechanism that's out there is on the table," Kerry told reporters after his speech. 

In a sign that Republican input is still possible, a senior senator from the party is looking at the possibility of dealing with climate change by imposing a carbon tax, something Republicans have traditionally ruled out. 

Robert Dillon, a spokesman for Alaska Senator Lisa Murkowski, told Reuters she was "investigating and researching a net zero carbon tax" as well as other proposals. 

He stressed that Murkowski, from a big oil-producing state, has not drafted a carbon tax bill, but so far it is the option "she likes the most." 

Dillon said the idea would be to place a tax on carbon-intensive fuels and "do it as far upstream as possible"--meaning exploration and production stages--while giving all the revenues from the tax back to consumers. 

Congress is struggling with how to raise the price of high-polluting carbon fuels such as oil and coal so that cleaner alternative power sources such as wind and solar will become more attractive to companies. 

Carol Browner, President Barack Obama's top energy and climate adviser, told the same audience at the forum sponsored by the New Republic magazine "the work that is going on up on the Hill is moving at a nice speed." 

Washington's ability to produce a domestic law mandating carbon reductions on industry will have a significant impact on whether negotiations on the international track will succeed. 

The U.N.-sponsored global negotiations, last held in Copenhagen in December, have been slow-moving. 

Todd Stern, the Obama administration's chief climate negotiator in those talks, said the United States remained committed to the U.N. process. 

But he left open the possibility of another forum gaining favor if progress stalled at the U.N. level. 

"There is a point at which this probably can't wait forever," Stern said at the conference. 

Without progress, "things are going to develop so countries that are largely responsible for emissions around the world have the capacity to get together and make decisions and do things," he said. 


US Action ( Global Action 

The bill is a critical first step to broader climate change action. 

Timothy Gardner, staff writer, 6-22-2010. [Reuters, Kerry says Obama intends to move votes on energy, p. http://kerry.senate.gov/press/in_the_news/article/?id=AB0B49E4-5056-A032-52FC-D7DAD517CD6D]

  A new analysis of the Kerry-Lieberman bill by the Center  for Biological Diversity concluded that the legislation would  fall short of international goals to keep the planet's  temperatures from rising more than a dangerous 2 degrees  Celsius (3.6 degrees Fahrenheit).

"There is ... an 80 percent chance that the increase would  exceed 3 degrees Celsius (5.4 degrees Fahrenheit), according to  the study. "Even a 2-degree Celsius increase could cause the  displacement of millions due to sea-level rise, irreversible  loss of entire ecosystems and the triggering of multiple  'tipping points' that would result in additional, accelerated  warming," the environmental group said.

Many policymakers acknowledge that legislation pending in  the U.S. Congress might not fully address global warming  concerns, but they see these bills as an important first step  that could be followed up with tougher efforts later if  needed.


***AFF ANSWERS 


No Utility Bill (1/2) 

Utility-only bill lacks the votes now, but could garner enough. 

Carbon Finance 6-23-2010. [‘Utility-only’ cap and trade no silver bullet, http://www.carbon-financeonline.com/index.cfm?section=lead&action=view&id=13042]

Advocates of pricing carbon in the US economy are shifting their efforts to a ‘utility-only’ cap and trade system – but some experts warn that the proposal causes as many problems as it solves, and even its advocates concede its chances are slim.

On Sunday, Senator Joe Lieberman (I-Conn) – co-author alongside John Kerry (D-Mass) of the American Power Act, which would introduce an economy-wide carbon cap-and-trade programme – told CNN that he was open to a scaled back system, beginning with utilities.

His comments follow an address by President Barack Obama last week where he called for comprehensive energy and climate legislation, but neglected to call for carbon caps. However, Obama has become more engaged with the issue, and his chief of staff and Congressional fixer, Rahm Emanuel, told ABC News on Sunday that the president wanted to see legislation that deals with “environmental degradation caused by carbon pollution”.

Obama was due to meet with key Senators from both sides of the aisle today to discuss energy and climate legislation, which Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nevada) has said he hopes to bring to the floor this summer. That meeting was cancelled, with the president instead holding a crisis meeting with his Afghanistan commander, Stanley McChrystal.

At this point, it is unclear which approach Obama and the Democratic leadership in the Senate are likely to pursue. However, Eileen Claussen, president of the Pew Center on Global Climate Change, described utility-only cap-and-trade as “the best chance we have got” to put a federal cap on US carbon emissions.

As to whether such a proposal would garner the 60 votes needed to pass the Senate, she told Carbon Finance that “it’s still very challenging, but the chances are better than with economy-wide cap and trade.”

She added that while, “today, I can’t get to 60”, she said it is impossible to accurately gauge support for a hypothetical bill.

Utilities-only bill lacks the votes. 

Stephen Power, staff writer, 7-1-2010. [Wall Street Journal, Political Insight and Analysis From The Wall Street Journal's Capital Bureau, p. http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2010/07/01/bingaman-do-or-die-time-on-energy-bill/]
Bingaman’s bill doesn’t require companies to pay for the right to emit greenhouse gases linked to climate change – something Obama insisted on both as a candidate and at a meeting last week with senators, including Bingaman. In the C-SPAN interview, Bingaman said he’s willing to support such a measure, targeting emissions from electric utilities, but that he’s “somewhat dubious that the votes are there to do even that.”
“When you look at the makeup of the Senate today, there are quite a few senators who are going to be resistant to anything that could be labeled as ‘cap and trade,’” said Bingaman, referring to the idea of setting a cap on emissions from various industries and requiring companies to hold permits that would let them emit greenhouse gases. Companies could buy and sell the permits, and the government would gradually reduce number, bringing down overall emissions.

Utilities-only bill lacks 60 votes—GOP opposition. 

Aaron Wiener, staff writer, 6-30-2010. [Washington Independent, Utilities-Only Cap May Be Last Hope for Carbon-Pricing Legislation, p. http://washingtonindependent.com/90536/utilities-only-cap-may-be-last-hope-for-carbon-pricing-legislation]

 “Some climate bills have featured a sort of Phase Two,” said Marchant Wentworth, deputy legislative director of the Union of Concerned Scientists, where other sectors are phased in “four, five, six years down the road.”

But Wentworth was skeptical that a utilities-only bill would be able to pass a Senate where Republican opposition to climate legislation has grown increasingly intense.
“Is there something unique about a utility-only bill that gets you more support in the Senate than a comprehensive bill?” he asked. “Can you get to 60 [votes] on utility-only? No.”


No Utility Bill (2/2) 

Utility-only bill is an uphill battle. 

Bryan Walsh, staff writer, 6-29-2010. [TIME, Hope Seems to Dim for Cap and Trade, p. http://ecocentric.blogs.time.com/2010/06/29/hope-seems-to-dim-for-cap-and-trade/?xid=rss-topstories]

What would those other approaches be? Some have raised the possibility of a much more limited cap-and-trade bill that would only cover power utilities, rather than the entire economy as Waxman-Markey did. (In a recent blog post, Michael Levi of the Council on Foreign Relations points out that while a utility-only bill might have some advantages, it faces significant challenges as well.) But even that would be uphill challenge in the Senate—Republicans have made the very term "cap-and-trade" synonymous with "national energy tax," which is going to make any carbon cap a hard sell while the economy remains in the doldrums. (Of course there was a distant time—like 2008—when many Republicans supported cap-and-trade, but, well, never mind.) It doesn't help that the political calendar is only going to get more crowded in the runup to November's midterm elections—the President has already scheduled a major speech for Thursday on immigration reform, a subject that is surely about as hot button as you can get. And in the meantime there are major oil spills, Russian spies, the federal deficit, the collapse of state finances, a new general in Afghanistan and scoring tickets to Stephen Strasburg's next start for the Washington Nationals. It's a busy agenda.


No Energy Bill 

Climate/energy legislation is impossible this summer—extreme partisanship. 

William O'Keefe, CEO, George C. Marshall Institute, 6-23-2010. [National Journal, Utility-Only Challenges, p. http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2010/06/what-fits-the-bill.php]
Unfortunately, insufficient collegiality and trust among Washington lawmakers has poisoned the atmosphere in the Senate. Efforts to represent the public’s interest have given way indulgent pursuits of partisan advantage. In almost any climate, it would be hard for Sen. Reid to secure 60 votes for a controversial energy/climate bill before the summer’s end. In this poisoned climate, it’s nearly impossible.

Chances for the energy bill passing this year are slim because of a lack of votes

Darren Samuelsohn, staff writer Politico, July 2 2010

http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0710/39309_Page3.html  

Some activists are privately planning for failure. They doubt Obama and Reid can muster 60 votes for the sweeping, economy wide legislation the president campaigned on. And they expect the Senate next month to move forward on “energy-only” legislation that would focus on a new national renewable electricity standard and measures related to the BP spill. Even some longtime Senate advocates for climate legislation doubt that a cap-and-trade bill — including a compromise plan that focuses on power plants — has a chance this year. “I could support such an approach,” Energy and Natural Resources Committee Chairman Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.) told C-SPAN’s “Newsmakers” program on Thursday in an interview to be aired this weekend. “But when you look at the makeup of the Senate today, there are quite a few senators that are going to be resistant to anything that could be labeled cap and trade. They prefer to attack it as cap and tax instead of cap and trade.”

Lack of direction stalls energy bill

Darren Samuelsohn, staff writer Politico, July 2 2010

http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0710/39309_Page3.html 

President Barack Obama and Majority Leader Harry Reid of Nevada — the Democrats holding the reins of the bill — have not given clear public signals of what they want in the measure beyond making broad-brush calls for a “comprehensive” package that caps greenhouse gases and reduces U.S. dependence on foreign oil.  Lawmakers say the silence from the top is making their job harder.  “We can’t really negotiate pieces because we don’t know where it starts yet,” said Sen. Sherrod Brown (D-Ohio). “We don’t know what the vehicle is going to be.”  

“It’s not that nothing is happening on Capitol Hill,” said Eileen Claussen, president of the Pew Center on Global Climate Change and a former Clinton administration climate official. “There’s some work going on here. But not a lot is happening because no one knows which direction to go.” 


No Comprehensive Cap and Trade 

Comprehensive cap and trade won’t pass—can’t get 60 votes despite Obama’s support. 

Robin Bravender, staff writer, 6-18-2010. [New York Times, Senate Democrats Getting More Pessimistic on Cap and Trade in Energy Bill, http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2010/06/18/18climatewire-senate-democrats-getting-more-pessimistic-on-29916.html]
Several senators say the chamber is unlikely to pass a measure that sets a price on carbon emissions this year, despite President Obama's support for such an approach and a push from many Democrats who say pricing carbon is needed to stop the adverse effects of climate change.

"I don't see 60 votes for a price on carbon right now," Sen. Claire McCaskill (D-Mo.) said yesterday.

Sen. Bernie Sanders (I-Vt.), an ardent supporter of setting carbon limits, said he does not think the Senate can get 60 votes this year on a "strong" climate bill.
"For a variety of reasons, with virtually no Republicans supporting us, it would mean that every Democrat has to step up to the plate," Sanders said yesterday. "Do I think we have 60 votes to come up with strong global warming legislation? No. I think that's a tragedy, but that's the way it is."

AT: Utility Only Bill Solves Climate Change 

Utilities only won’t even make a dent global warming. 

Sam Stein, staff writer, 6-24-2010. [Huffington Post, Sierra Club Forcefully Opposes Key Cap-And-Trade Compromise, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/06/24/sierra-club-forcefully-op_n_623867.html]
One of the leading environmental groups in the country offered its most forceful opposition yet to a leading compromise on climate change legislation, raising questions as to whether there is a broad enough coalition to get even a watered-down bill passed.

Michael Brune, Executive Director of the Sierra Club, said on a conference call on Thursday that a cap on greenhouse gas emissions that only affects the utility sector would fall short of both the president's goals and the definition of effective reform.
"A utility-only bill does not meet the standard that the president set in Copenhagen last year," said Brune. "We feel it will not produce the emissions [standards] the planet needs to begin to address the threat of climate change. Moreover it misses an opportunity to address more clean energy jobs... The Sierra Club does not support a bill that is limited in scope to utilities."

Utilities-only bill won’t cap emissions enough to solve warming. 

Ben Geman, staff writer, 6-24-2010. [The Hill, Green groups criticize ‘utility only’ climate approach, http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/677-e2-wire/105247-green-groups-criticize-utility-only-climate-approach]

Top officials with two major environmental groups on Thursday attacked the prospect of limiting greenhouse gas caps to electric utilities, which has been floated as a fallback option for climate change legislation.

“The goal is a comprehensive cap ... that cuts pollution from all key sectors,” said Gene Karpinski, president of the League of Conservation Voters.

Michael Brune, the executive director of the Sierra Club, said it would not provide sufficient emissions reductions. “It misses an opportunity to create more clean energy jobs around the country and improve public health,” he added.


AT: Other Countries Will Model Utility-Only 

Utility-only doesn’t solve international modeling. 

Kyle Danish, Member, Van Ness Feldman, 6-23-2010. [National Journal, Utility-Only Challenges, p. http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2010/06/what-fits-the-bill.php]
Keep in mind, too, that a key criterion for any near-term climate legislation is whether it inspires corresponding commitments from other countries. Part of that equation is financial transfers from the United States to at least some developing countries. To this end, Michael Levi of the Council of Foreign Relations has made the point that a utilities-only bill would result in diminished U.S. demand for international offsets, and a smaller amount of allowance value for international assistance – thereby shrinking two potential sources of financial transfers. See http://blogs.cfr.org/levi/2010/06/21/in-qualified-praise-of-utility-only-cap-and-trade/.
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