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***1AC***
1AC—Inherency/Solvency

TIGGER funding now thumps the DAs but funding will expire this year without an extension
Ehl 11 (Larry, Publisher of Transportation Issues Daily, TIGER Yes, TIGGER NO, in 2012 (Updated), http://www.transportationissuesdaily.com/tiger-yes-tigger-no-in-2012/) KA

TIGGER (Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction) is a Federal Transit program that, like its big cousin TIGER, was born in the Recovery Act and subsequently received annual funding. Unlike its cousin, TIGGER is dead for 2012 because its funding was zeroed out for the year in a bill that should pass Congress today or Friday. The Senate had proposed $25 million, but the House – which proposed $0 – seems to have won this fight. TIGGER grants are for capital investments to reduce transit system energy consumption; and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. FTA announced that in evaluating applications it would look more favorably on “innovative technologies of national significance, such as electric drive and other forward-looking technologies” which would not normally funded out of other FTA programs. The Program “focuses on the total energy savings, and/or emissions reductions of a project over its expected its useful life.” Visit the FTA’s TIGGER for more details about the program. TIGGER was created and funded at $100 million through the Recovery Act. FTA received 224 applications proposing 561 projects, totaling more than $2 billion, and awarded 43 grants (pdf) (scroll to page 5) in October 2009. In 2010 FTA received 274 applications for the available $75 million.). USDOT Secretary LaHood commented that the “winning projects involved an array of environmental innovations, such as installing energy-efficient technologies at transit facilities, replacing traditional diesel-powered buses with low- or zero-emission vehicles, and building compressed natural gas fueling stations. In 2011 FTA was funded at $49.9 million. Grants have not yet been awarded. for 18 projects were announced on 11/17. View the projects award list (pdf) and the news release. Grant funding has mostly focused on helping transit agencies replace aging gas and diesel buses with hybrid and/or electric buses. Other projects including replacing aging, inefficient heating and cooling systems in transit facilities.
The status quo isn’t sufficient – there’s tons of markets demand for TIGGER 
Department of Transportation 11 (Department of Transportation, BUDGET ESTIMATES FISCAL YEAR 2011 FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION, http://www.dot.gov/budget/2011/budgetestimates/fta.pdf) KA

The overwhelming response to FTA’s Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) program authorized by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, demonstrated a high demand for research funding and opportunities to test and develop technologies and practices to reduce energy consumption and GHG emissions. After wages, fuel and electricity account for a significant percentage of transit agencies overall operating costs. The variability of fuel prices can have a substantial affect on an agency’s budget. In addition, the cost to heat and cool transit facilities can be substantial. Although only $100 million of TIGGER funds were available, FTA received applications for 561 projects requesting over $2 billion. As can be seen in the box below, the TIGGER projects selected by FTA represent a diverse and innovative set of transportation strategies to address GHG emissions and energy reduction. This projects that can help transit systems change their GHG emissions profile and reduce their overall energy consumption. 
The plan solves – consistent funding for TIGGER jumpstarts green transportation technology 
Katz and Muro 10 (Bruce / Mark, Vice Prez of Brooking Institute/ Senior Fellow @ Brookings, State and Local Governments are Oversubscribing to Innovative Stimulus Programs, 3/24/10, http://www.brookings.edu/up-front/posts/2010/03/24-stimulus-katz-muro) LA

Recently we noticed that the year-old federal Recovery Act--for all its shortcomings and business-as-usual--actually served as a prolific hatchery for longer-term policy innovation. Along those lines we pointed out how many novel programs--introduced in the Recovery Act and ranging from the Department of Education’s Race to the Top (RTT) and Investing in Innovation (I3) funds to the interagency Sustainable Communities Initiative--are now wending through Congress as bona fide program start-ups in the base FY 2011 budget process. Stimulus, to that extent, really did introduce a few bits of true program creativity. Yet now here’s another observation relevant to the cause of reform: Many of the most forward leaning and innovative program offerings in the recovery package have been hugely over-subscribed by state and local applicants who are clamoring for new approaches. The result of a recent review of agency stimulus data led by our colleague Sarah Rahman, this finding of course reflects the acute needs of sub-national governments and community organizations that have been reeling all year with the fiscal and economic fall-out of the Great Recession. (See a matrix of the programs and the demand for them). But it also attests to the deep and broad-ranging demand across America for new types of federal engagement. Consider the size and variedness of the appetite for some of the most progressive competitive grant offerings: The Department of Energy’s mold-breaking Advanced Research Projects Agency-Energy (ARPA-E) program and the Department of Labor’s Pathways out of Poverty program for green workforce training each received 10 times more proposals than they could accept  The Department of Transportation’s Transportation Investments Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) and Transit Investments in Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) programs were even more over-subscribed in terms of the total funding requests made in relation to the total grant amounts available. In TIGER’s case it was 38 times greater; in TIGGER’s case, it was 20 times greater  Likewise, the Broadband Technology Opportunities Program and High Speed Rail competitive fundings registered total funding requests that were six to seven times greater than the respective programs’ funding availability  And finally there is the case of the Build America Bonds. Started up in the stimulus package with issuance expectations of $4 to 5 billion, uptake of this new lower-cost borrowing tool now exceeds $71 billion  What are we to make of this outpouring of demand? One implication is simply that the overhang of need in metropolitan America is great, not just for fiscal relief (as this recent Metro report underscores), but for investment of all kinds: in energy innovation, education and training, transportation infrastructure and broadband networks. Congress should consider the message of program oversubscription and respond to it in the near term with new investments that will set a platform for growth going forward. For example, why shouldn’t the jobs bill being cobbled together now simply instruct key agencies to go down the list of unfunded stimulus projects and fund some of the most qualified ones? But to us the more compelling takeaway from our analysis is that the Recovery Act unleashed an extensive pent-up hunger for more flexible investment in the U.S. as well as new competitive grant approaches. New energy research paradigms, programs that move toward a low-carbon future, grants for new sorts of transportation solutions: Those have been the opportunities on offer. And as it happens, the response to the call has been immediate, enthusiastic, and geographically distributed. That means the demand for federal program reform and transformative investments reaches broadly across the nation. And that means that Congress must step up the pace of program reform, even in bad times. Going forward, the worst possible scenario would be for the resource constraints of the coming budget cycles to squeeze out the innovative (e.g. competitively awarded, merit-based programs) and revert back to federal business-as-usual (political awards and rigid formula-based categorical programs). Congress should heed the message of the Recovery Act’s oversubscription. Scores of Washington’s partners in U.S. metropolitan areas are urgently pursuing new priorities and new ways of operating as they seek to put in place the foundation for the next era of productive and sustainable growth. Congress should provide them the sort of catalytic programs and resources they seek.
Funding now is key – failure will crush demand for clean tech

Millar 11 (William, Prez of the American Public Transportation Association, Letter to SENATE AND HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE LEADERSHIP OF THE CONFERENCE NEGOTIATIONS ON THE FY 2012 TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (THUD) SPENDING BILL, http://www.apta.com/gap/letters/2011/Pages/113110_fy12_thud_conferees.aspx) LA

On behalf of the 1,500 member organizations of the American Public Transportation Association (APTA), I urge you to support strong investment in public transportation and high-speed and intercity passenger rail programs as you conduct conference negotiations on the Fiscal Year 2012 (FY12) Transportation, Housing and Urban Development (THUD) Appropriations spending bill. We recognize the challenges faced by the Appropriations Committees in crafting the FY12 THUD bill in the absence of a surface transportation authorization bill. With more Americans using public transportation, we urge the committees to recognize that tremendous funding needs persist for public transportation agencies across the country. Failure to make necessary investments may force private sector businesses in transit and related industries to lay off employees or to invest overseas. For the nation’s tens of millions of transit riders, less investment will mean less service, fewer travel options, higher costs and longer commutes. We strongly support providing funding at no less than $10.629 billion for Federal Transit Administration (FTA) programs in Fiscal Year 2012, the level approved by the Senate Appropriations Committee. This amount includes $8.361 billion for formula and bus grant programs. At minimum, APTA also strongly supports funding the New Starts Capital Investment Grant program at the Senate approved level of $1.955 billion in FY 2012, which is a $358 million increase over the FY 2011 level. The success of major, multi-year capital projects under this program depends upon predictable support by Congress and the FTA. Further, continued federal investment commitments influence decisions by private financial markets to fund public transportation projects and oftentimes result in favorable bond ratings and lowered interest rates. We urge the conferees to support, at minimum, the Senate provided level of $25 million for the FTA’s greenhouse gas and energy reduction (TIGGER) grant program, $550 million for National Infrastructure Investment (TIGER) grants, and $90 million for HUD’s Sustainable Communities Initiative, which supports the interagency partnership between DOT, HUD, and the Environmental Protection Agency. We also urge the conferees to support, at minimum, the House provided level of $45 million for Research and University Research centers. These programs assist public transportation systems with addressing important needs and deserve the continued support of Congress.
Competitive bidding solves – trumps private or public actors working alone
Cohen 12 (Bonner R., Sr. Fellow at The Nat’l Center for Public Policy Research, senior policy analyst for the Committee for a Constructive Tomorrow, author of The Green Wave: Environmentalism and Its Consequences, testifed before the U.S. Sen. Environmental and Public Works Committee and before subcommittees of the Sen. Energy and Nat’l Resources Committee, House Resources Committee and House Judiciary Committee, “Fixing America’s Crumbling Underground Water Infrastructure: Competitive Bidding Offers a Way Out,” http://cei.org/sites/default/files/Bonner%20

Cohen%20 %20Fixing%20America's%20Water%20Infrastructure.pdf) KGH  

Some market discipline into the process would go a long way toward achieving that goal. Opening up the bidding process under the principle of “may the best technology win” will immeasurably improve the quality of America’s underground water infrastructure in a cost-effective fashion. Competitive bidding can serve as an essential safeguard against the influence of politically preferred providers of government services. When government tries to pick winners and losers by mandating the use of one technology over another, it sends out an open invitation to crony capitalism, in which the well-connected gorge themselves at the public trough, at everybody else’s expense. One option public officials do not have is to continue business as usual. According to the Water Innovations Alliance, a coalition cost-conscious water providers and experts, it will take 15 to 20 years of significant investments to stabilize and modernize the U.S. water infrastructure at a cost of $365 billion, in today’s dollars. With little prospect that the funds required to address the problem will be forthcoming in the near future, responsible public officials are going to have to look elsewhere to satisfy the public’s demand for safe and affordable water. By doing something as simple and sensible as opening up municipal procurement processes to fair competition, the products of our most creative minds can be put to the service of ensuring Americans access to clean, reliable, and affordable water in their homes, schools, and businesses for generations to come.
1AC—Warming Advantage 

Jump starting clean transportation tech and electric vehicles is key to solve warming 

Greene and Schafer 3 (David—Oak Ridge Natl Lab and Andreas—MIT, Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions From U.S. Tranportation, Prepared for the Pew Center of Climate Change, http://www.pewclimate.org/docUploads/ustransp.pdf) LA

The U.S. highway system is funded through a federal tax on motor fuels, but other energy or carbon taxes have thus far not found acceptance in the United States. Targeted subsidies and incentives, however, are widely used. For example, exemption from a large fraction of the federal motor fuel tax created the ethanol fuel market. The gas- guzzler tax (a graduated tax on new passenger cars getting less than 22.5 mpg, starting at $1,000 and increasing to $7,700 at under 12.5 mpg) discourages the sale of passenger cars with low fuel economy. Surprisingly, there is no comparable tax on light trucks with low fuel economy. Numerous other tax incen- tives encourage alternative fuels, electric vehicles, hybrid vehicles, and use of ethanol. A carbon cap-and-trade system, or even a carbon tax, would encourage a wide array of actions to reduce GHG emissions from transportation, but it is not a substitute for a comprehensive strategy. Achieving the necessary reductions requires addressing the need for new technologies, the market failures for light-duty vehicle fuel economy, as well as the synergistic effects of land use patterns, infrastructure supply, and transportation demand.
That snowballs – TIGGER catalyzes innovation in green transportation technology 

McGraw, Shull, Miknaitas 10 (Jen, Climate Change Program Director, Stefanie, Policy analyst, Gajus, Ph.D and senior research analyst, The Route to Carbon and Energy Savings: Transit Efficiency in 2030 and 2050, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/Route_to_Carbon_and_Energy_Savings_TCRP_J11_Task9.pdf) KA

Transit agencies are adopting cutting edge technologies that are helping to lower their GHG emissions. With their high visibility in communities, transit vehicles have become traveling demonstrations of some of the newest energy technologies in recent years, including hybrid electric propulsion, hydrogen fuel cells, and biofuels. In 2009, the federal Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) program granted transit agencies from around the country funds for innovative GHG mitigation actions. The 43 projects funded provide a view into the types of GHG mitigation actions being undertaken by transit agencies across the U.S. The TIGGER projects include advanced vehicles, flywheel energy storage, wind turbines, photovoltaics for electricity and hydrogen production, facility energy efficiency retrofits, and geothermal heating. 35 The current boom in innovation around transit vehicle technologies means that that there is a wide variety of choices for transit agencies seeking to improve the efficiency of their fleet. In some sense it is like the Wild West with so much new technology territory and agencies struggle to evaluate technology options on an even playing field.36 Agencies are working together to share best practices, which can increase GHG savings by improving the success rate of projects and speeding up the pace of implementation. 37,38 Efforts to combine orders across agencies to reduce the cost of procurement of new technologies are also being made.39 Transit agencies cannot allow GHG mitigation actions to adversely affect service, so information on performance of new strategies and technologies in the field is essential. The National Renewable Energy Laboratory and U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy are working closely with transit agencies to do real-world testing of cutting edge transit vehicles so that providers can understand the performance of vehicles in action, rather than just in simulations. 40,41
Transportation is key
Voiland 10 [James, Earth Sci writer- NASA, “Road Transportation Emerges as Key Driver of Warming”, http://www.giss.nasa.gov/research/news/20100218a/) ATP
In their analysis, motor vehicles emerged as the greatest contributor to atmospheric warming now and in the near term. Cars, buses, and trucks release pollutants and greenhouse gases that promote warming, while emitting few aerosols that counteract it. The researchers found that the burning of household biofuels -- primarily wood and animal dung for home heating and cooking -- contribute the second most warming. And raising livestock, particularly methane-producing cattle, contribute the third most. On the other end of the spectrum, the industrial sector releases such a high proportion of sulfates and other cooling aerosols that it actually contributes a significant amount of cooling to the system. And biomass burning -- which occurs mainly as a result of tropical forest fires, deforestation, savannah and shrub fires -- emits large amounts of organic carbon particles that block solar radiation. The new analysis offers policy makers and the public a far more detailed and comprehensive understanding of how to mitigate climate change most effectively, Unger and colleagues assert. "Targeting on-road transportation is a win-win-win," she said. "It's good for the climate in the short term and long term, and it's good for our health."
US promotion of green transportation gets other nations on board

Burwell 10 (David Dir of the Energy and Climate Program at the Carnegie Endowment, http://carnegieendowment.org/2010/04/15/transportation-leading-cause-of-global-warming/2fr2)
Road transportation is the greatest contributor to global warming for the next 50 years according to a recent study by NASA’s Goddard Institute for Space Studies. By analyzing the climate impact of each sector of the economy, the study determined that motor vehicles emit significant levels of pollutants that warm the atmosphere with few counteracting pollutants that create a cooling effect. In a video Q&A, David Burwell suggests steps U.S. policy makers can take to reduce emissions, promote green growth, and mitigate transportation’s harmful effects on climate. “We have to look at how much we drive and take actions to reduce the total demand for transportation—particularly driving,” says Burwell. By moving forward with a transportation bill that invests in a green transportation system, “the United States could show other countries—particularly China, India, and other emerging economies—that it is serious about reducing its transportation carbon and this would contribute to the likelihood of a global climate agreement.” 
Specifically TIGGER creates a global model for electric vehicles 

Yoon 11 (Lan, KAIST, “KAIST’s successful transfer of green technology”  http://www.eurekalert.org/pub_releases/2011-12/tkai-kst120111.php) IGM
Daejeon, Republic of Korea, December 1, 2011—The Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technology (KAIST) has reaped the fruits of its hard work in developing an innovative green technology that will benefit all industries, including public transit application. The technology is called "On-line Electric Vehicle (OLEV)," and not too soon, it will be a daily commuting transport in a city in the US. OLEV is a pure electric vehicle, receiving electric power wirelessly via magnetic field from the road surface, under which power strips are buried. OLEV charges as it moves, thus no need of additional time and space for recharging. For the first time in the US, OLEV will be made available to the public for daily use. The City of McAllen, Texas, announced on November 21, 2011 that the city was awarded with $1.9 million grant from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), through TIGGER III (Transit Investment in Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction) fund. The FTA selected McAllen's bus project from among 266 applications submitted to the TIGGER III Grant Program, which awarded $112 million to 46 projects nationwide. In addition to the grant, the city will match with $211,000 to support the OLEV project. OLEV Technologies, Inc., a Massachusetts based start-up that commercializes OLEV™ (On-line Electric Vehicle) technology in the Americas, is responsible for implementing McAllen's OLEV project. KAIST granted the company an exclusive license to commercialize OLEV™ technology in March this year. OLEV Technologies, Inc. anticipates that the McAllen project will be launched in 2012 and completed by early 2013. President Nam-Pyo Suh of KAIST said, "We are excited to learn that McAllen City will add OLEV buses to their public transportation services in order to make the city cleaner and greener and to improve energy efficiency. This is certainly an encouraging endeavor for other communities around the world to emulate. On our side, we will continuously perform research and development on OLEV's core technology applying the SMFIR™ (Shaped Magnetic Field in Resonance) principle so that we can expand its application to railway, consumer electronics, and other various industries." Dr. Hikyu Lee, President and CEO of OLEV Technologies, Inc. said, "This project will demonstrate the overall effectiveness of using enroute-charging technology to create an effective 'electronic roadway', as well as the cost effective means of converting existing diesel buses into electric vehicles. We are delighted that our technology has been selected for funding to showcase the near-term and long-term benefits of electric buses via wireless power transfer technology, a zero emission green transportation solution." According to Lee, this project will result in an annual greenhouse gas reduction of 289 tons of CO2, with a total reduction in CO2 of 3,455 tons over the lifetime of the operation of OLEV buses. Expected annual energy savings will amount to 2,596 Million BTUs, with a total 31,149 Million BTUs saved over the same period.
Warming is real and human caused – consensus of experts agree 
Patriot News 12 (Patriot News, “Global warming: It's real it's now, and it can't be ignored”, http://www.pennlive.com/editorials/index.ssf/2012/04/global_warming_its_real_its_no.html) KA

Anyone who chalks global warming up to some left-wing conspiracy or dismisses it as a fanciful theory is simply not paying attention. Every single major U.S. and international scientific organization has attested to the basic facts of global warming. These include the American Association for the Advancement of Science, National Academy of Sciences, American Meteorological Society, World Meteorological Organization and dozens more. There are occasional scientists who disagree. But for each one, there are thousands of scientists who say the evidence is overwhelming. Another common misconception is that global warming doesn’t matter. Who cares if the average global temperature rises by a degree or two? Other than a few oceanfront property owners, who cares if sea levels rise by a foot or two? If only it were that simple. Continued global warming will threaten food production in some parts of the world, contributing to hunger and malnutrition. Floods and droughts will become more common. Infectious diseases are expected to become more common in less developed countries. Wars could break out over controlling scarce resources. There is much more. 
Largest risk of extinction
Deibel ‘7 (Terry L. Deibel, professor of IR at National War College, Foreign Affairs Strategy, “Conclusion: American Foreign Affairs Strategy Today Anthropogenic – caused by CO2”)
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 het 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 possible 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.   
1AC— Peak Oil Advantage 

Peak oil by 2015
Smith 7 (Michael, DOE and EPA official, “Resource Depletion: Modeling and Forecasting Oil Production,” Modeling the Oil Transition: A Summary of the Proceedings of the DOE/EPA Workshop on the Economic and Environmental Implications of Global Energy Transitions) KGH

aking all of the above into consideration, global oil production can be analyzed and my analysis shows that it is truly due to peak between 2010 and 2020 (Figure 19.6). Onshore production (shown in green) has been on a plateau for the past 25 years, largely due to OPEC’s restrictions on production. Offshore production will peak around 2015, at which time global oil production will as well. Although Figure 19.6 does not include the production of synthetic crude oil from unconventional sources, this will not come on-stream fast enough to delay peak by more than a year. Depending on how rapidly petroleum demand grows, an enormous gap will rapidly open between petroleum demand and supply after 2015 (Figure 19.7). Even if demand is flat, the gap will reach nearly 4 million barrels per day by 2020. But if demand is growing, as it has been, at roughly 2% per year, the gap will exceed 30 million barrels per day as soon as 2020. I am not saying these figures are exactly right, but they are realistic and the message is clear and compelling. Governments and industry must take many more energy risks in the form of capital intensive projects, alternative forms of energy, alternative means of transport, and increased taxes on petroleum, even rationing systems and even at the expense of votes. Concerns about the environment, in particular global warming, can only help provide the impetus for them to do this. The need is urgent and the time is short.
Innovating green technology is key to wean the world off of oil

Freeman 4(Richard, journalist on education and econ, “Will The End of Oil Mean The End of America?” http://www.commondreams.org/views04/0301-12.htm) KGH 

But the coconut metaphor, remember, involves a choice food or freedom. What, then, is the alternative, the letting go of the paltry handful of food in conscious preference for the life of continued freedom? The alternative to Grab the Oil is to dispense with the hobbling dependency on oil itself and to quickly wean the country off of it. Call it the path of Energy Reconfiguration. It is to declare a modern day Manhattan Project aimed at minimizing the draw down in the worlds finite stocks of oil, extending their life, and mitigating the calamity inherent in their rapid exhaustion. It means building a physical infrastructure to the economy that is based on an alternative to oil. And it means doing this, not unilaterally or militarily as the US is doing now, but in peaceful partnership with other countries of the world, the other counties in our shared global lifeboat that are also threatened by the end of oil. In more specific terms, energy reconfiguration means retrofitting all of the nations buildings, both commercial and residential, to double their energy efficiency. It means a crash program to shift the transportation system cars, trucks to a basis that uses perhaps half as much oil per year. This is well within reach of current technology. Energy Reconfiguration means using biotechnology to develop crops that require much less fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides and machinery to harvest. It means refitting industrial and commercial processes lighting, heating, appliances, automation, etc. so that they, too, consume far less energy than they do today. It means increasing efficiency, reducing consumption, and building sustainable, long-term alternatives in every arena in which the economy uses oil. Such a program would return incalculable benefits to national security, the economy, and to the environment. In terms of national security, Energy Reconfiguration greatly reduces the countys susceptibility to oil blackmail. It reduces the need for provocative adventurism into foreign countries in pursuit of oil. As such, it reduces the incentive for terrorism against the US. And by reducing such threats, it reduces the need for a sprawling, expensive military abroad and a repressive police state at home. Savings in military costsperhaps on the order of hundreds of billions of dollars a yearcould well pay for such a program. The saving of democracy, of course, is priceless. The economic benefits are at least equally impressive. By reducing energy imports, the US would reduce its hemorrhaging trade deficit and the mortgaging of the nations future that such borrowing implies. A national corps of workers set to retrofitting the nations homes and businesses for energy efficiency would address employment problems for decades in a way that could not be outsourced to Mexico or India or China. And a more efficient industrial infrastructure would make all goods made in America more competitive with those made abroad. In all of these ways, Energy Reconfiguration raises, not lowers, the average standard of living while increasing the resilience of the economy as a whole. 
Transportation is the biggest internal link 
Eccleston 8 (Charles, NEPA consultant and leading expert, member of NAEP, “Climbing Hubbert’s Peak: The Looming World Oil Crisis,” http://www.naep.org/assets/

documents/Peak%20Oil_Spr_08_Eccleston%5B1%5D.pdf) KGH
DOE’s Peak Oil Analysis A study of the peak oil question commissioned by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) paints a sobering picture of the problem—and the level of effort needed to address it. The study resulted in a report entitled “Peaking of World Oil Production: Impacts, Mitigation, and Risk Management.”12 The report’s executive summary opened with an ominous sentence: “The peaking of world oil production presents the U.S. and the world with an unprecedented risk management problem.”13 Among the key conclusions outlined in the report were the following: • World oil production will peak, although experts differ on exactly when the peak will arrive. • Peak oil will have a severe impact on the U.S. economy. • Peak oil is a “unique challenge,” something the world has never before faced. The authors note, “Previous energy transitions (wood to coal and coal to oil) were gradual and evolutionary; oil peaking will be abrupt and revolutionary.” • The main problems created by peak oil will be concentrated in the transportation sector, which relies primarily on petroleum-derived liquid fuels for which there are no readily available substitutes. • The mitigation efforts needed to avert severe impacts from worldwide peak oil could take decades. These efforts will involve replacing “vast numbers of liquid fuel consuming vehi-cles” and building “a substantial number of substitute fuel production facilities.” 
Electric vehicles solve oil dependence

Segrist 3/5 (Liz, USC, http://www.charlestonbusiness.com/news/42970-panelists-electric-vehicles-could-lessen-u-s-oil-dependency?rss=0) IGM
The development of electric vehicles and charging stations are vital to deal with the U.S.’s dependency on oil and the potential of an oil shortage in the future. “Electric vehicles are an issue of economic security, national security and environmental stewardship,” said Pat Davis, the Energy Efficiency program manager with the U.S. Department of Energy. Davis spoke as one of the panelists Monday during the 2012 International Electric Vehicle Conference 2012 in Greenville. The U.S. spends around $1 billion a day for the use of imported petroleum nationwide. In contrast, world oil production peaked in 1971 and has grown little since 2005. Oil dependency is dominated by the 240 million on-road vehicles in the U.S. Davis said the problems surrounding U.S. oil dependency will only worsen over the next 30 to 40 years. The electrical vehicle motor has around 80% efficiency compared to around 15 to 20% for an internal combustion motor, depending on the specifics, said Gordon Day, IEEE president and conference panelist. The electrical vehicle industry must deal with its own challenges first, such as the limited range and access to charging stations, the length of charging and customers’ fear of being stranded, Day said.
Peak oil causes resource wars – causes extinction 
Howard 9 (Roger, author of three books on oil, including The Arctic Gold Rush: The New Race for Tomorrow’s Natural Resources, contributor to the Wall Street Journal, International Herald Tribune, The National Interest, The American Conservative, “Peak Oil and Strategic Resource Wars,” The Futurist, 43(9), p.21-25) KGH

The economic and social impacts of diminishing oil revenues on producer countries will likely be powerful. Many exporting states, particularly in the Middle East, South America, and Africa, have booming populations that in the years to come will impose an immense strain on their national infrastructures. If these countries fail to diversify their economies, then it is not easy to see how they will afford the housing, roads, schools, and job-creation schemes that future generations are likely to demand. Saudi Arabia is already struggling to reduce its rate of domestic unemployment, reckoned to stand at around 15%, and may well struggle even more after around 2020, when its oil output is expected to reach a plateau. The prospect of “resource wars” has also been much discussed. Conflict could break out, it is sometimes said, not only as consuming countries use their military weight to seize diminishing reserves of petroleum and other natural assets, but also between and within producing countries. Desperate to secure their future, these exporting nations, or factions within them, could perhaps try to stake their claim over disputed oil-rich regions or even blatantly disregard international law by attacking vulnerable neighbors. Current wars in western Africa illustrate how dangerous and bloody such conflicts might become. But the political consequences of peak oil on producer countries are in fact likely to be much more far-reaching and complex. Growing fears about future output may drive these states to react in ways that could have adverse repercussions for local democracy and political freedom or increase tension with neighboring states in unexpected ways. 

Peak oil collapses global agriculture and destroys the economy 
Marcroft 10 (Paul, Vice President of Sales & Marketing and Director of Business Development at APR Energy, LLC., “A century of deep anointing,” Stimulus: The New Zealand Journal of Christian Thought & Practice, 18(3), p. 23-29) KGH

Of all the predicaments we and our children face, the diminishment of oil production within the decade 2010 to 2020 is one of the most pressing. The reduced flow of its liquid energy into our economies, work, and homes will have many far reaching effects and affects. Although oil is only one source of energy amongst many, it happens to be the most concentrated, most abundant, and most transportable. It has also been the cheapest which is why it formed the backbone of modern industrial culture. In the same way that harnessed power from coal energised the industrial revolution of the nineteenth century, harnessed power from oil energised twentieth century modernity, producing all the things we take for granted. In just a single century oil fuelled the development of mass transportation, unlocked vast blocks to agriculture, created great cities (and even Paul Marcroft surveys ... A century of deep anointing greater suburban development) and under-pinned the establishment of a global trading system. Not only does oil power the tractors that till the land, but it is also the feedstock for pesticides, fertilisers and herbicides that are essential inputs into high yielding agriculture. Without fossil fuels the whales would have been hunted to extinction, slavery would have persisted and there would have been no green revolution. For every calorie eaten, between five and ten calories went into land preparation, growing, harvesting, production and distribution. Much of this energy was derived from oil and natural gas. It has been said that we eat oil. It is always revealing to look around the room one happens to be in and consider what items have had oil energy embedded in them either directly as a feedstock, or indirectly through the manufacture or delivery of other products. It is sobering to realise how few things do not have oil energy or hydrocarbons embedded – plastics, paints, medicines, fabrics, furniture, timber processing, plasterboard, roofing steel, lighting, plumbing, the list goes on. The production of raw materials for civil infrastructure, cement, aggregates, steel, bitumen, asphalt is deeply dependent on fossil fuels, as is earth-moving, tree felling and lawn mowing. Many have pondered the impacts that declining oil production will create. The first impact of declining oil production will be price shocks to the carefully balanced financial equations that keep commerce and industry profitable. When these equations cannot be solved within the sustainable range, i.e. some form of profit, businesses will shut down. This will affect all enterprises which rely on cheap continuous supplies of energy. A shortage in one energy sector such as natural gas will immediately put pressure on electricity as there is a rush to adapt. In the industrialised nations this will affect all vehicle transportation, manufacturing, construction, maintenance of infrastructure, and of course all the service industries that support them. The most pressing risk will be to agriculture and food production which rely on fossil fuel derived fertilisers, pesticides and the agricultural apparatus necessary to produce and procure food for the market. The problem is not the running out of oil so much as the destruction to industries and economies which are highly dependent on a low cost power source. 
Economic decline causes extinction
Royal 10 – Jedediah Royal, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, 2010, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” in Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215
Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defense behavior of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson’s (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crisis could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin, 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Fearon, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner, 1999). Seperately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland’s (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that ‘future expectation of trade’ is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behavious of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations, However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crisis could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states. Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write, The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favor. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflict self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002. P. 89) Economic decline has been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. ‘Diversionary theory’ suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increase incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a ‘rally around the flag’ effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995), and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlated economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels. This implied connection between integration, crisis and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention.
1AC—Competitiveness

The US is lagging in clean tech—government investments are key

Morrison 12 (Ian, World Wildlife Fund, US Lags Behind China in Clean Energy Technology Race, 6/4/12, http://news.yahoo.com/us-lags-behind-china-clean-energy-technology-race-220609306.html) LA

China continues to lead the global clean energy technology manufacturing race, according to a new report commissioned by World Wildlife Fund. The third edition of Clean Economy, Living Planet ranks 25 countries based on the 2011 sales of the clean energy technology products they manufacture, such as solar panels and wind turbines. It found that in terms of total sales value of clean energy technology, China had the largest market, followed by the United States and Germany. Though the US ranks second to China in total sales, relative to the size of its economy the US is well behind leading countries including Denmark, China, Germany and Brazil. “Other countries are moving on clean technology opportunities and making big investments in the industry, while US policymakers in Washington seems to be content to let all the recent growth in the US wither on the vine by not providing policy certainty and not going after growth opportunities,” said Marty Spitzer, Director of US Climate Policy for WWF. “It’s stable, visionary policy that’s driving the market leaders to the top.” The report finds that:   US total clean technology manufacturing sales increased 17% from 2010 to 2011, a pace that has slowed from recent years (28% from 2008-2010).   The top five fastest growing markets for 2010-11 were Taiwan (+36%), China (+29%), India (+19%), South Korea (+19%) and the United States (+17%).   The US has the largest global market share in bioethanol (61%), largely because of strong federal incentives and a renewable fuels standard. In solar PV, US production rose 16%, capturing 16% of the global market.   The US has a strong market share in wind technology, but is still in fourth place with an 11% market share (a slight increase over last year’s 9%), behind China, Germany and Denmark, who together have more than 60% of the global market. Despite a growth of 30% in US demand for wind turbines, wind turbine manufacturing in the United States grew by only 17% in 2011.   The US is a strong player in the global clean energy technology race, but compared to other leading countries, the US is currently under-investing in clean technology and there is a great deal of policy uncertainty, meaning it will likely lose market share in the long term. “The view that new industries set sail on their own defies history,” Spitzer said. “The US government has played a strong role in investing in and fostering new industries, from rail and coal to the oil, natural gas and nuclear industries. Clean technology industries are no different. For the near term, our clean energy manufacturing industries like wind and solar need and deserve support to maintain their growth.” “In the longer run, we need to level the playing field among energy technologies and put in place policies like a Clean Energy Standard or a carbon price to create stable, long-term demand.” Overall, the report found that in 2011, the global sales value of the clean technology sector increased by 10% to almost €200 billion (approximately $248.8 billion). However in comparison to 2010, the 2011 growth of that sales value is much more unevenly distributed across countries. While sales from manufacturers in many countries in Asia and the Americas continued to increase, European manufactures have kept their sales stable or have even seen a decline in sales. By 2015, the clean tech sector is expected to rival the oil and gas equipment market, when the forecasted market size will be between €240 and 290 billion, the report states. Countries that gain a strong position in clean technology manufacturing today have the best prospects to capitalize on the expected strong growth in the future. “The long-term drivers behind growth in clean technology markets are not going away. Countries winning the clean technology manufacturing race see the growth opportunities and are going after them by building strong domestic markets through comprehensive policies,” said Spitzer. “We can’t risk Washington taking a nap by the side of the road while more countries breeze by us. There’s too much at stake.”
Sustainable government investments in clean tech are key to competitiveness
Doerr and Immelt 9 (John and Jeff, Green Tech Innovator /investor and Business Executive, U.S. Needs to Lead in Clean-Energy Future, 8/3/9, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/02/AR2009080201563.html) LA

The United States confronts three interrelated crises: an economic crisis, a climate crisis and an energy security crisis. We believe there's a fourth: a competitiveness crisis. This crisis is particularly evident in the American worldwide standing in the next great global industry, green technology. There is no topic of greater importance to the American economic future. The question is whether the United States will lead or lag in tomorrow's global energy markets. And the difference between these two futures is dramatic. Do we want to win the race to lead the next great global industry, clean energy? That is the choice before us. We are clearly not in the lead today. That position is held by China, which understands the importance of controlling its energy future. China's commitment to developing clean energy technologies and markets is breathtaking. Consider: Chinese cars are more than one-third more fuel-efficient than U.S. cars. China is investing 10 times as much on clean power, as a percentage of gross domestic product, as the U.S. is. China is on track to create 150,000 jobs through the deployment of 120 gigawatts of wind power by 2020 - an amount equivalent to today's global total and nearly five times America's. As a result, China is already curbing its carbon emissions substantially. This year alone, it will abate almost 350 million tons of CO2, as compared with business as usual. That's as much as is emitted by Argentina. What do Amazon, eBay, Google, Microsoft and Yahoo have in common? Two things: They are the world's five leading Internet technology companies, and they are all American. But when it comes to wind power, the most mature of the clean-energy sectors, of the top five manufacturers (Vestas, GE, Gamesa, Enercon and Suzlon) only one is American. Similarly, the United States is home to only one of the 10 largest solar panel producers in the world and two of the top 10 advanced battery manufacturers. How can we catch up? Not through protectionism or massive government intervention but through the power of good old home-grown innovation. We are American businessmen. Our job is building businesses and commercializing innovation. Every year, GE invests six per cent of its industrial revenue in research and development to produce more efficient and cleaner wind turbines, jet engines, locomotives, power turbines and appliances. Kleiner Perkins has invested $680 million in 48 of the most compelling new clean-energy technologies, with $1.1 billion more to invest. We are trying to do our part. But our government's energy and climate policies are our principal obstacle to success. Right now, the United States has no long-term market signal to tell companies and consumers that it values low-carbon energy. It has no policies to discourage sending hundreds of billions of dollars a year overseas for energy. It does not offer adequate sustained research and development funding to be a serious competitor in this huge business. Today's policies stifle American innovation and competitiveness. But good policy can flip this dynamic. Five basic changes are needed: First, send a long-term signal that low-carbon energy is valuable. We must put a price on carbon and a cap on carbon emissions. No long-term signal means no serious innovation at scale, which means fewer American success stories. Second, get the rules of the road right for utilities. We must make our utilities a driving force for repowering the U.S., driving efficiency through incentives, a renewable electricity standard and a national unified smart grid. Third, set energy standards that grow steadily stronger. The U.S. should strive to have the most efficient buildings, cars and appliances in the world. Fourth, get serious about funding research, development and deployment, at scale. The U.S. federal government currently spends only $2.5 billion on clean-energy research and development a year - 0.25 per cent of our annual energy bill. Fifth, fulfill the president's commitment to "become the world's leading exporter of renewable energy.'' We need a robust trade policy that seeks to open markets abroad for clean-energy products through new trade agreements. Such policies unleash American competitiveness disciplined by market forces. This is widely endorsed by U.S. companies that compete internationally and by the broad-based president's economic recovery advisory board. Some say we shouldn't move until China moves. In fact, China is moving full speed ahead - with or without us. We need low-carbon policies to exploit America's strengths - innovation and entrepreneurs. We know that building such policies is a heavy political lift. But, without doubt, bad energy policy has cost the American nation dearly, and the costs of continuing it are incalculable.
Consistent policies which eliminate fiscal uncertainty are key

Larson 9 (Andrea, Prof @ U of Virginia Business School, FDCH Congressional Testimony to Committee on House Energy and Commerce Subcommittee on Commerce, Trade, and Consumer Protection, 10/7/9, http://democrats.energycommerce.house.gov/Press_111/20091007/larson_testimony.pdf) LA
What you see when reviewing different countries` strategies is policy variation customized to local conditions but built upon a consistent pattern of core features that includes protections to control consumer costs and mitigation for windfall profits to any players. Simplicity is important to keep public administration costs low and company and individual transaction costs minimal. Consistent policies, gradual amendments to update, and stable supports (whether direct investments or tax incentives) are essential to encourage equipment manufacturers to innovate and to mass produce. Clear and consistent signals also reassure investors that markets will be relatively predictable within adequate time frames for generating returns. In summary, successful government policies appear to include key stakeholders and set ambitious targets, and then address concerns about price- gouging and the factors that typically drive innovators and companies away: instability, uncertainty, and inconsistency. The U.S. can catch up, but when other countries are working from 20 year-plus guaranteed grid access for renewable energy producers in Spain and Germany (starting in 1991 in Germany) and well-established Spanish Feed-In Tariffs (TIFs) that built on German and Danish examples established well over a decade ago, it suggests the magnitude of the catch up challenge. These countries jumped in early, learned and adapted, and can now act faster and more effectively to build their CT/CC going forward. For the huge and rapidly growing markets for GT/CC in India and China, the U.S. faces governments quickly moving to protect and support fledgling industries that will produce clean cars and public transportation technologies to address pollution impacts, clean energy production (to offset reliance on dirty coal), and the state of the art green components and systems to address the many development and pollution/health problems they know they must solve.
US competitiveness suppresses conflict escalation

Baru 9 (Sanjaya, Visiting Professor at the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy in Singapore Geopolitical Implications of the Current Global Financial Crisis, Strategic Analysis, Volume 33, Issue 2 March 2009 , pages 163 – 168)

The management of the economy, and of the treasury, has been a vital aspect of statecraft from time immemorial. Kautilya’s Arthashastra says, ‘From the strength of the treasury the army is born. …men without wealth do not attain their objectives even after hundreds of trials… Only through wealth can material gains be acquired, as elephants (wild) can be captured only by elephants (tamed)… A state with depleted resources, even if acquired, becomes only a liability.’4 Hence, economic policies and performance do have strategic consequences.5 In the modern era, the idea that strong economic performance is the foundation of power was argued most persuasively by historian Paul Kennedy. ‘Victory (in war),’ Kennedy claimed, ‘has repeatedly gone to the side with more flourishing productive base.’6 Drawing attention to the interrelationships between economic wealth, technological innovation, and the ability of states to efficiently mobilize economic and technological resources for power projection and national defence, Kennedy argued that nations that were able to better combine military and economic strength scored over others. ‘The fact remains,’ Kennedy argued, ‘that all of the major shifts in the world’s military-power balance have followed alterations in the productive balances; and further, that the rising and falling of the various empires and states in the international system has been confirmed by the outcomes of the major Great Power wars, where victory has always gone to the side with the greatest material resources.’7
And, economic decline is inevitable without government clean tech investment

Freed et al. 10 (Josh Freed, Sam Hodas, Sarah Collins, and Stephanie Praus, Third Way Clean Energy Program Director, Policy Advisor, and Interns, Creating a Clean Energy Century: Recapturing the Lead in Clean Tech Innovation, November 2010, http://content.thirdway.org/publications/351/Third_Way_Report_-_Creating_a_Clean_Energy_Century.pdf) LA

Analysts estimate that cumulative investment in the clean energy market could reach as much as $2.2 trillion over the next ten years,72 with the total market growing to $600 billion annually.73 But that might not present much opportunity for the U.S. because there are not many American companies poised to seize this growing market. U.S. companies make up only one of the top five wind manufacturers in the world, and just one of the top ten solar energy companies.74 Comparatively, five of the worlds’ top ten information technology companies are American,75 and the U.S. boasts four of the ten leading pharmaceutical companies globally, including the top two.76 This has ramifications across the American economy. According to the Apollo Alliance, $50 billion in investment in retooling and retraining could create 250,000 American manufacturing jobs, support 725,000 more indirect jobs, and generate up to $120 billion in revenue from new products and services.77 In an analysis of global clean energy trade, Third Way found that aggressive U.S. leadership in global clean energy research and development could increase U.S. clean energy exports by up to $40 billion by 2020 and up to $200 billion in 2050.78 This would more than double the current $14 billion in American clean energy product exports in 10 years,79 resulting in up to 750,000 new jobs by 2020 and millions of new jobs by 2050.80 Countries like Germany, Japan, South Korea, and China that weathered the Great Recession—thanks to export-oriented economies—are pursuing aggressive energy development and trade policies to build their clean energy export capabilities. This is already having an impact. Over the past ten years, the U.S. trade deficit in clean energy skyrocketed from $300 million to $6.4 billion.81 The U.S. share of this market was 38% in 2004, a decrease of 31% points in just six years.82 The ramifications go far beyond energy. In 2010, the trade deficit helped slow the burgeoning economic recovery, reducing growth by almost 3.4% in just the second quarter—the worst trade-related impact on the economy in 63 years.83 Battery maker A123Systems is facing this reality. At a recent conference, A123 vice president Jason Forcier pointed out that, “Can we export our batteries to China? The answer is no. You have to build them in-country. And China’s making sure that it happens by the way that they’re structuring incentives.”84 University of California at Berkeley professor Dan Kammen has also noted that, “factory orders [in Europe] for solar, wind, and other low- and no- carbon technologies have produced tremendous job growth and long waiting lists from overseas buyers.“85
Economic decline causes protectionism and war 

Royal 10 (Jedediah Royal, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, 2010, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” in Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215)

Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defense behavior of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson’s (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crisis could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin, 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Fearon, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner, 1999). Seperately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland’s (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that ‘future expectation of trade’ is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behavious of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations, However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crisis could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states. Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write, The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favor. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflict self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002. P. 89) Economic decline has been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. ‘Diversionary theory’ suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increase incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a ‘rally around the flag’ effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995), and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlated economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels. This implied connection between integration, crisis and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention.
Also, Competitiveness is key to heg
Segal 4 (Adam, Senior Fellow @ Council on Foreign Relations, Is America Losing Its Edge?, Nov/Dec 4, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60260/adam-segal/is-america-losing-its-edge) LA

The United States' global primacy depends in large part on its ability to develop new technologies and industries faster than anyone else. For the last five decades, U.S. scientific innovation and technological entrepreneurship have ensured the country's economic prosperity and military power. It was Americans who invented and commercialized the semiconductor, the personal computer, and the Internet; other countries merely followed the U.S. lead. Today, however, this technological edge-so long taken for granted-may be slipping, and the most serious challenge is coming from Asia. Through competitive tax policies, increased investment in research and development (R&D), and preferential policies for science and technology (S&T) personnel, Asian governments are improving the quality of their science and ensuring the exploitation of future innovations. The percentage of patents issued to and science journal articles published by scientists in China, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan is rising. Indian companies are quickly becoming the second-largest producers of application services in the world, developing, supplying, and managing database and other types of software for clients around the world. South Korea has rapidly eaten away at the U.S. advantage in the manufacture of computer chips and telecommunications software. And even China has made impressive gains in advanced technologies such as lasers, biotechnology, and advanced materials used in semiconductors, aerospace, and many other types of manufacturing. Although the United States' technical dominance remains solid, the globalization of research and development is exerting considerable pressures on the American system. Indeed, as the United States is learning, globalization cuts both ways: it is both a potent catalyst of U.S. technological innovation and a significant threat to it. The United States will never be able to prevent rivals from developing new technologies; it can remain dominant only by continuing to innovate faster than everyone else. But this won't be easy; to keep its privileged position in the world, the United States must get better at fostering technological entrepreneurship at home.
And, US hegemonic decline causes global great-power war
Zhang & Shi 11  (Yuhan Zhang, researcher at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; Lin Shi, Columbia University, independent consultant for the Eurasia Group and consultant for the World Bank, January 22, 2011, “America’s decline: A harbinger of conflict and rivalry,” East Asia Forum, online: http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2011/01/22/americas-decline-a-harbinger-of-conflict-and-rivalry/)

Over the past two decades, no other state has had the ability to seriously challenge the US military. Under these circumstances, motivated by both opportunity and fear, many actors have bandwagoned with US hegemony and accepted a subordinate role. Canada, most of Western Europe, India, Japan, South Korea, Australia, Singapore and the Philippines have all joined the US, creating a status quo that has tended to mute great power conflicts. However, as the hegemony that drew these powers together withers, so will the pulling power behind the US alliance. The result will be an international order where power is more diffuse, American interests and influence can be more readily challenged, and conflicts or wars may be harder to avoid. As history attests, power decline and redistribution result in military confrontation. For example, in the late 19th century America’s emergence as a regional power saw it launch its first overseas war of conquest towards Spain. By the turn of the 20th century, accompanying the increase in US power and waning of British power, the American Navy had begun to challenge the notion that Britain ‘rules the waves.’ Such a notion would eventually see the US attain the status of sole guardians of the Western Hemisphere’s security to become the order-creating Leviathan shaping the international system with democracy and rule of law. Defining this US-centred system are three key characteristics: enforcement of property rights, constraints on the actions of powerful individuals and groups and some degree of equal opportunities for broad segments of society. As a result of such political stability, free markets, liberal trade and flexible financial mechanisms have appeared. And, with this, many countries have sought opportunities to enter this system, proliferating stable and cooperative relations. However, what will happen to these advances as America’s influence declines? Given that America’s authority, although sullied at times, has benefited people across much of Latin America, Central and Eastern Europe, the Balkans, as well as parts of Africa and, quite extensively, Asia, the answer to this question could affect global society in a profoundly detrimental way. Public imagination and academia have anticipated that a post-hegemonic world would return to the problems of the 1930s: regional blocs, trade conflicts and strategic rivalry. Furthermore, multilateral institutions such as the IMF, the World Bank or the WTO might give way to regional organisations. For example, Europe and East Asia would each step forward to fill the vacuum left by Washington’s withering leadership to pursue their own visions of regional political and economic orders. Free markets would become more politicised — and, well, less free — and major powers would compete for supremacy. Additionally, such power plays have historically possessed a zero-sum element. In the late 1960s and 1970s, US economic power declined relative to the rise of the Japanese and Western European economies, with the US dollar also becoming less attractive. And, as American power eroded, so did international regimes (such as the Bretton Woods System in 1973). A world without American hegemony is one where great power wars re-emerge, the liberal international system is supplanted by an authoritarian one, and trade protectionism devolves into restrictive, anti-globalisation barriers. This, at least, is one possibility we can forecast in a future that will inevitably be devoid of unrivalled US primacy.
And, Solar panel tariff conflict is rapidly escalating towards all-out trade war

Goossens et al. 12 (Ehren Goossens, Justin Doom, and William McQuillen; Reporters for Bloomberg News; Trade War Looming As China Rebukes U.S. Support For Solar; 5/25/12, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-05-24/trade-war-seen-looming-as-china-rebukes-u-s-support-for-solar.html) LA

China’s allegation that renewable- energy subsidies in five U.S. states violate free-trade rules ratchets up a potentially costly trade war between the world’s two largest economies. “It’s a long, slow escalation of trade and currency wars as we race to the bottom,” said Theodore O’Neill, an analyst with Wunderlich Securities Inc. of New York. Programs supporting renewable power, including wind and solar, in Washington state, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Ohio and California, violate World Trade Organization policies and trade treaties, according to a preliminary finding of an investigation posted yesterday on the website of China’s Ministry of Commerce. China filed a complaint today at the WTO over U.S. procedures for calculating anti-subsidy duties on imports. Those announcements followed a preliminary decision by the U.S. Commerce Department last week to impose tariffs of as much as 250 percent on imports of Chinese solar cells. The agency said the units were being sold for less than the cost of production in an attempt to drive out domestic competition. Both countries have identified renewable energy as a strategically important industry that could provide both jobs and clean power. As a candidate, President Barack Obama campaigned in support of a “green” economy that would replace jobs lost in declining sectors. Chinese Complaints At least four U.S. solar manufacturers filed for bankruptcy in the past year even as federal subsidies helped build a $8.4 billion U.S. solar market. “China has been engaged in a trade war against the U.S. interests for a number of years and only now are we calling them to the carpet for their illegal and predatory trade practices,” said Mike Wessel, a member of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission that reports to Congress. Chinese solar companies criticized Commerce’s preliminary decision May 18 that they improperly benefit from government subsidies and sell solar cells below cost. High tariffs may raise costs, slowing demand for polysilicon that’s used to make solar panels, hurting U.S. companies that reported $2.6 billion in exports in 2011, including about $700 million to China, according to a Bloomberg Government report released last week. ‘Prohibited Subsidies’ China initiated the investigation into U.S. subsidies in November, a month after seven U.S. solar manufacturers filed their complaint with the U.S. International Trade Commission and Commerce. In announcing the preliminary findings yesterday, the Chinese Ministry of Commerce said some U.S. actions “constitute prohibited subsidies.” During the U.S. investigation into whether Chinese companies received illegal government aid, the U.S. acted “inconsistently with WTO rules and rulings in many aspects,” China’s mission to the WTO in Geneva said today in an e-mailed statement. The U.S. “repeated its wrongful practice” during its recent anti-subsidy investigation on Chinese solar cells. China’s official Xinhua News Agency reported yesterday that 14 of China’s solar-panel companies have formed an alliance in response to the trade issues with the U.S. Nkenge Harmon, a spokeswoman for the U.S. Trade Representative’s office, defended the U.S. procedures for so- called countervailing duties today, and said the government is committed to defending those remedies. ‘Strongly Supports’ “The Obama administration strongly supports the trade remedy laws, and was the first administration ever to apply” a China-specific safeguard on imports from that nation, she said in an e-mail. The U.S. is also jousting with China over access for products including steel pipes, poultry, tires and music. Along with the European Union and Japan, the U.S. filed a complaint in March with the World Trade Organization challenging the Asian nation’s export limits on rare-earth minerals. “China’s recent investigation of U.S. practices demonstrates the dangers of imposing unilateral trade barriers and how political tension can quickly lead to a full blown trade war,” Jigar Shah, president of the Coalition for Affordable Solar Energy, which opposes the U.S. tariffs, said in an e-mail. Additionally, the Commerce Department is scheduled to announce on May 30 how much in tariffs Chinese companies should pay over allegations their wind-tower exports receive unfair government subsidies. The U.S. imports $103.6 million in wind tower parts annually from China, according to papers filed with the International Trade Commission. ‘Slap Back’ As U.S. politicians complain of the trade deficit with China, the country may take further actions in an effort to narrow the gap before the November election, said Robert Kapp, 1994-2004 president of the U.S.-China Business Council. That will result in China “looking for opportunities to slap back,” he said. All countries offer subsidies to certain industries, Hari Chandra Polavarapu, an analyst at Auriga USA LLC in New York, said in a telephone interview. “The absurdity is the scope and depth of the subsidies in China,” Polavarapu said. “You’re competing against a sovereign when you’re talking about the Chinese solar industry. It’s economic warfare.” The U.S. unit of SolarWorld AG (SWV), which brought the complaint, said it was responding to thousands of job losses due to Chinese trade practices. The company shouldn’t be blamed for any trade war, SolarWorld said in a statement. “China’s tactic of retaliation rather than following the rule of law is extremely disturbing and is yet another example of the Chinese inappropriately attempting to influence U.S. investigations,” Timothy Brightbill, an attorney for SolarWorld said in an e-mailed statement. The Commerce Department is scheduled to make its final determination on the solar tariffs in early October. With the election weeks later, the U.S. and China may continue to antagonize each other, said Kelly Dougherty, an analyst with New York-based Macquarie Capital USA Inc. “The louder the U.S. or SolarWorld is, the louder China is going to be,” she said.

US-Sino trade conflict quickly escalates to unwinnable and massively destructive global war

Liu 5 (Henry C K, Investment Group Chairman and Asia Times Writer, Trade wars can lead to shooting wars, 8/20/5, http://atimes.com/atimes/Global_Economy/GH20Dj01.html) LA

The danger of trade wars US geopolitical hostility toward China will manifest itself first in trade friction, which will lead to a mutually recriminatory trade war between the two major economies that will attract opportunistic trade realignments among the traditional allies of the United States. US multinational corporations, unable to steer US domestic politics, will increasingly trade with China through their foreign subsidiaries, leaving the US economy with even fewer jobs, and a condition that will further exacerbate anti-China popular sentiments that translate into more anti-free-trade policies generally and anti-China policies specifically. The resultant global economic depression from a trade war between the world's two largest economies will in turn heighten further mutual recriminations. An external curb from the US of Chinese export trade will accelerate a redirection of Chinese growth momentum inward, increasing Chinese power, including military power, while further encouraging anti-US sentiment in Chinese policy circles. This in turn will validate US apprehension of a China threat, increasing the prospect for armed conflict. A war between the US and China can have no winners, particularly on the political front. Even if the US were to prevail militarily through its technological superiority, the political cost of military victory would be so severe that the US as it currently exists would not be recognizable after the conflict and the original geopolitical aim behind the conflict would remain elusive, as the Vietnam War and the Iraq war have demonstrated. By comparison, the Vietnam and Iraq conflicts, destructive as they have been to the US social fabric, are mere minor scrimmages compared with a war with China. US policymakers have an option to make China a friend and partner in a peaceful world for the benefit of all nations. To do so, they must first recognize that the world can operate on the principle of plentitude and that prosperity is not something to be fought over by killing consumers in a world plagued with overcapacity. 
Solar protectionism independently causes economic decline

Postelwait 12 (Jeff, Powergrid International, It’s a (Trade) War Between the U.S. and China, 5/22/12, http://www.elp.com/index/kathleens-blog/blogs/elp-blogs/elp-blogs/post987_7034488388728824698.html) LA

Things are heating up again between the U.S. and China, and this time the trouble has to do with international trade and the equipment used to capture solar energy. For several years now, U.S. energy companies have complained they can't compete with the "flood" of cheap solar energy gear that's coming from China and flooding the U.S. and world markets. Companies facing financial troubles or bankruptcy, like Solyndra for one, are looking for a scapegoat, and many of them are pointing at China. In response, the U.S. Department of Commerce is launching an investigation into these practices. This "anti-dumping" investigation led Commerce to explore the option of levying duty fees, or tariffs, against the Chinese-made solar goods. Just last year, China sold more than $3.1 billion worth of solar cells and panels in the U.S., so it's easy to see why it's referred to as a "dump." While nothing is final yet, Chinese firms are hopping mad, some American firms are pointedly silent, and trade groups with interests worldwide just want everyone to get along. This isn't the first time Commerce has threatened to impose such tariffs, or indeed carried them out. There were tariffs taken out against Chinese electric blankets, of all things, not too long ago. But protectionism is always controversial, and in today's global economy it's not always easy to know if one country's tariffs might not also harm companies within that same country's borders. Some American energy companies that use Chinese-made solar parts might stand to lose profits if they have to buy them at higher margins, for example. If the tariffs go through, Chinese companies will be left to either raise their prices in hopes of turning a (now lowered) profit, or else move their manufacturing centers outside of China to dodge the tariffs. Some companies that might be subject to future tariffs could be poised to do so. Suntech Power Holdings, for example, which could face tariffs as high as 31.2 percent, has regional headquarters in Switzerland and the U.S. as well as China, and could conceivably shift operations to those or other countries. Mexico and Taiwan are two spots that Suntech, and other companies like it, might consider. Suntech, perhaps predictably, says it opposes any barriers to trade at any point along the solar power supply chain. But what are American companies saying? As I write this, they're mostly pretty quiet, and I'd assume happy. But there are signs I might be assuming wrong. Whether an energy company in America is smiling or frowning about these potential tariffs depends greatly upon where they sit on the solar supply chain. The guys who shape steel and silicon into panels might be happy, but the folks who actually slap the finished panels onto rooftops, for example, might be less so. We should also not forget that there are other firms in other countries who'd like to do business making solar farms in the U.S. Companies based in Germany, Spain and elsewhere are feeling the squeeze as China has tightened its grip on the U.S. market these past few years. They might also stand to benefit from tariffs, perhaps. Assuming they are pointed squarely at Chinese firms, that is. The U.S., for its part, claims that all it wants to do is level the playing field. But can it really be level at this point? By now everyone understands the problems that China, also known as "The World's Factory," can cause the rest of the world with their massive workforce and low labor costs. They have the power and willingness to produce goods and ship them to market at costs few other countries can match.
***Inherency***

Inherency—Demand for TIGGER 

TIGGER was massively underfunded; only $100 million was available when $2 billion was requested

Department of Transportation 11 (Department of Transportation, BUDGET ESTIMATES FISCAL YEAR 2011 FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION, http://www.dot.gov/budget/2011/budgetestimates/fta.pdf) KA

The overwhelming response to FTA’s Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) program authorized by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, demonstrated a high demand for research funding and opportunities to test and develop technologies and practices to reduce energy consumption and GHG emissions. After wages, fuel and electricity account for a significant percentage of transit agencies overall operating costs. The variability of fuel prices can have a substantial affect on an agency’s budget. In addition, the cost to heat and cool transit facilities can be substantial. Although only $100 million of TIGGER funds were available, FTA received applications for 561 projects requesting over $2 billion. As can be seen in the box below, the TIGGER projects selected by FTA represent a diverse and innovative set of transportation strategies to address GHG emissions and energy reduction. This projects that can help transit systems change their GHG emissions profile and reduce their overall energy consumption. 
TIGGER solves for carbon emissions and energy efficiency but has been majorly underfunded

Department of Treasury 12 (Department of Treasury, A New Economic Analysis of Infrastructure Investment, http://www.scribd.com/doc/87049726/Infrastructure-Report) KA

Enhancing the efficiency of existing infrastructure is also a critical component of the President’s plan. As noted earlier, research has shown that investment that improves existing infrastructure networks can have significant returns. The Recovery Act also created the Transit Investments in Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) program to support such improvements by providing public transit agencies with one-time grants to improve the energy efficiency of their existing operations. Increasing energy efficiency for transportation is particularly important since the transportation system accounts for one-third of all carbon dioxide emissions from fossil fuel combustion, the largest share of any economic sector in the United States, according to Environmental Protection Agency estimates. The cost of energy is a significant factor in the cost of providing public transportation; one study found that the cost of providing public transportation rises by $7.6 million for every penny increase in the price of gasoline. Since its establishment, the TIGGER program has received $225 million in funding. During those three years, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has received applications for 889projects with a total value of over $3.45 billion, fifteen times larger than the amount of available funding. FTA has been able to award TIGGER grants to 88 competitively selected projects.
Inherency—No Funding  

TIGGER, which is key to energy tech, has had its funding cut through the years and now has no funding

Ehl 11 (Larry, Publisher of Transportation Issues Daily, TIGER Yes, TIGGER NO, in 2012 (Updated), http://www.transportationissuesdaily.com/tiger-yes-tigger-no-in-2012/) KA

TIGGER (Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction) is a Federal Transit program that, like its big cousin TIGER, was born in the Recovery Act and subsequently received annual funding. Unlike its cousin, TIGGER is dead for 2012 because its funding was zeroed out for the year in a bill that should pass Congress today or Friday. The Senate had proposed $25 million, but the House – which proposed $0 – seems to have won this fight. TIGGER grants are for capital investments to reduce transit system energy consumption; and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. FTA announced that in evaluating applications it would look more favorably on “innovative technologies of national significance, such as electric drive and other forward-looking technologies” which would not normally funded out of other FTA programs. The Program “focuses on the total energy savings, and/or emissions reductions of a project over its expected its useful life.” Visit the FTA’s TIGGER for more details about the program. TIGGER was created and funded at $100 million through the Recovery Act. FTA received 224 applications proposing 561 projects, totaling more than $2 billion, and awarded 43 grants (pdf) (scroll to page 5) in October 2009. In 2010 FTA received 274 applications for the available $75 million.). USDOT Secretary LaHood commented that the “winning projects involved an array of environmental innovations, such as installing energy-efficient technologies at transit facilities, replacing traditional diesel-powered buses with low- or zero-emission vehicles, and building compressed natural gas fueling stations. In 2011 FTA was funded at $49.9 million. Grants have not yet been awarded. for 18 projects were announced on 11/17. View the projects award list (pdf) and the news release. Grant funding has mostly focused on helping transit agencies replace aging gas and diesel buses with hybrid and/or electric buses. Other projects including replacing aging, inefficient heating and cooling systems in transit facilities.
TIGGER has been completely cut for 2012; it is not going to get any funding from the government

Davis 11 (Stephen Lee, Deputy Communications Director for Transportation for America, House appropriators make deep cuts to transportation for 2012, http://t4america.org/blog/2011/09/08/house-appropriators-make-deep-cuts-to-transportation-for-2012/) KA

The House Appropriations Committee released their draft bill for 2012 spending in the transportation program, and the cuts are severe, with some key programs facing more of a reduction than others. The Transportation, Housing and Urban Development spending bill, or THUD, as its called, contained similar cuts for transit and road/bridge spending that we saw in Rep. Ryan’s budget earlier this year. Transit and highway spending both get cut proportionally, around 34 percent. While cuts are proportional in those main two areas, other areas and innovative programs face deeper cuts. The innovative TIGER grants, TIGGER grants and high-speed rail programs are cut entirely. The New Starts transit program, which essentially funds all new transit system construction, gets cut to $1.55 billion down from $2 billion in FY10. In addition, a policy tweak is made that requires state or local funds to make up more than 50 percent of any new grant agreements. Or put another way, the feds will no longer cover more than half of any New Starts transit project, exacerbating an existing gap between the share the government will pay for transit vs. highway projects. (Highway projects get around 80 percent of their funds from the federal government.) Existing passenger rail service faces deep cuts of its own. Amtrak’s capital budget (new rolling stock, new lines, equipment, etc.) is cut by $24 million, but the operations budget is where Amtrak takes a big hit, going from $563 million to $227 million. On top of that, an important policy change will prevent Amtrak from using any of their operating funds on state-supported lines — lines where a state has partnered with Amtrak to increase passenger rail service and ridership. To put that change in perspective, in 2010 9 million rides were taken on state-supported routes. Amtrak State-Supported routes, from the T&I Committee “A New Direction” report (pdf). Another notable policy change is for the Department of Housing and Urban Development. The bill prohibits HUD from using any funding for anything related to the Sustainable Communities Partnership with DOT and the EPA. Essentially, this bill would require HUD to stop coordinating with the other two agencies and go back to the outdated siloed approach on housing, ignoring the effects on and the impacts of transportation and the environment. The silver lining is that it’s unlikely that this appropriations bill will make it through the full process to passage anytime soon. Instead, Congress will likely pass a continuing resolution (CR) before September 30 to stop the government from shutting down — which means at least for a while, the 2012 funding levels could be more in line with last year’s levels, preventing some of these cuts. Whether it passes or not, it’s important to note that this is the House appropriators opening position on transportation funding for next year.
Obama’s FY2012 bill passed which should have triggered the link to your DAs but it’s not enough to solve the case since TIGGER was cut

Progressive Railroading 11 (Rail News Network,  Obama Signs Bill that Will Fund Public Transportation in FY2012, http://www.progressiverailroading.com/federal_legislation_regulation/news/Obama-signs-bill-that-will-fund-public-transportation-in-FY2012--28928) LA

On Friday, President Obama signed a fiscal-year 2012 appropriations bill that will include $10.6 billion for public transportation, which represents a 3 percent increase over FY2011 funding levels. Congress passed the bill last week.  “Although current public transportation infrastructure needs far exceed the appropriated funds, we applaud Congress for taking this action, which will address important transit and highway needs, and put Americans back to work,” said American Public Transportation Association (APTA) President and Chief Executive Officer Michael Melaniphy in a prepared statement. “We hope that this will be a catalyst to help focus Congress toward passing a long-term robust transportation bill.”  The bill includes $1.6 billion for Federal Railroad Administration programs, as well as $1.9 billion for the New Starts Capital Investment Grant program — a $358 million increase over FY2011 funding, APTA officials said. In addition, Amtrak will receive $1.42 billion, or $64 million less than the railroad received in FY2011.  The bill provided zero funding for both the Transit Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) grant program and livable communities initiatives.
TIGGER has been cut but we should refund it; other bills like TIGER trigger the link but don’t solve the case
APTA 11 (American Public Transportation Association, Legislative Brief on Public Transportation Appropriations, 3/12/11, http://www.apta.com/gap/legissues/Documents/APTA-2011-Issue-Briefs.pdf) LA

FY 2011 Appropriations: Congress and the Administration continue to negotiate on the Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 appropriations process. Recently, President Obama signed a short-term continuing resolution (CR.}, H.J.Res. 44, that funds federal programs until March 18, providing time to reach agreement on a spending bill for the remainder of FY 2011. The current short-term CR reduces spending by $4 billion below FY 2010 levels, but does not reduce transit or high-speed rail programs. Earlier, the House passed full-year FY 2011 CR that would reduce spending by $61 billion below FY 2010 levels. That bill, if enacted, would reduce new starts funds by $431 million FY 2011 and rescind $280 million in FY 2010 funding. It would provide no new funding for high-speed rail in FY 2011, and rescind $2.475 billion in FY 2010 and $3.72 billion in American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding. It would eliminate $150 million authorized for Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority in FY 2011, rescind $75 million in FY 2010 funds for Transit Investment In Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction (TIGGER) grants and eliminate funding for the TIGGER program in FY 2011. It would also rescind $50 million in FY 2010 Positive Train Control funds and eliminates funding for the program in FY 2011. Senate Appropriators have countered with a proposal which would cut $6.5 billion from FY 2010 levels, in addition to cuts enacted in the two-week CR for a total of $10.5 billion. Negotiations are underway to reach a compromise on the wide differences. FY 2012 Appropriations: The Administration budget for FY 2012 proposes to fund the transit program at $22.2 billion and provide $8 billion for high-speed Intercity passenger rail. It would also provide $5 billion for a new national Infrastructure bank and $2 billion In discretionary grants for the Transportation Investments Generating Economic Re-covery (TlGER) program. A portion of the FY 2012 funding In these programs would be the product of a $50 billion frontloaded Investment In transportation programs that the administration proposed as part of its six-year surface transportation authorization proposal, also announced as part of the budget. The administration proposal assumes enactment of new authorizing legislation, with a new and increased revenue source that would fund mandatory spending from a new Surface Transportation Trust Fund with separate accounts for highways, transit, high-speed rail, and the national Infrastructure bank. Congress has recently begun hearings on the FY 2012 process, even as it works to conclude negotiations on a CR that will fund programs through the end of FY 2011. It must also enact a new surface transportation authorization bill, as the current SAFETEA-LU authorization extension expires on September 30, 2011. APTA POSITION • APTA strongly urges Congress to reject cuts in transit and high-speed intercity passenger rail programs in FY 2011. Public transportation alternatives are the quickest way for people to beat the cost of fast rising gas prices and funding cuts will only result in fewer transit alternatives and less service for more people. • APTA urges Congress to support a robust transit and high-speed rail program In FY 2012, similar to the administration proposal. Investment In the nation's surface transportation Infrastructure Is vital for long-term economic growth, and studies clearly demonstrate the need to Increase Investment to bring the current system Into a state of good repair and meet our growing transportation needs.

Other transport projects received funding but TIGGER was passed over

APTA 11 (American Public Transportation Association, CONGRESS PASSES FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2012 TRANSPORTATION APPROPRIATIONS BILL; FURTHER CONTINUING RESOLUTION INCLUDED IN CONFERENCE AGREEMENT, November 18 2011, http://www.apta.com/gap/legupdatealert/2011/Pages/2011November18.aspx) LA

Additional programs funded in the conference report include $500 million for National Infrastructure Investment (TIGER) grants and $150 million for Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA). The bill also includes a provision, originally offered as an amendment in the House THUD subcommittee markup by Representative John Carter (R-TX), which makes up to $100 million in grants for fuel or electricity costs associated with the operation of transit vehicles to be classified as capital maintenance expenses under the Transit Formula and Bus grants program. The FTA’s research program, which among other programs funds studies through the Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP), was cut by nearly 25 percent, down from $58.9 million in FY11 to $44 million in FY 2012. Additionally, zero funding was provided for either the greenhouse gas and energy reduction (TIGGER) grant program or Livable Communities Initiative.
Other transport bills were funded but TIGGER was cut for FY2012
AASHTO 11 (American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, Obama Signs USDOT Funding into Law; Highway Limit Reduced to Almost $2 Billion, November 18 2011, http://www.aashtojournal.org/Pages/111811appropriations.aspx) LA

President Barack Obama signed into law today a spending package that Congress passed Thursday, which includes Fiscal Year 2012 appropriations for the U.S. Department of Transportation. The bill, adopted 70-30 by the Senate and 298-121 by the House of Representatives, reduces the highway obligation limit by nearly $2 billion -- a 4.8% reduction from last year's level -- and adds substantial additional funding for emergency relief. In addition to transportation, the conference committee report for HR 2112 approved by both chambers Thursday includes full-year FY 2012 funding for housing; commerce, justice, and science; and agriculture, food, and drugs. The bill also includes a continuing resolution to fund all other government agencies from Saturday to Dec. 16. The federal fiscal year began Oct. 1; the U.S. Department of Transportation and other agencies have been operating under a continuing resolution at FY 2011 funding levels minus a small reduction. The conference report lowers the highway obligation limitation from $41.107 billion to $39.144 billion, a reduction of $1.963 billion. The enacted version adds $1.662 billion in appropriations for emergency relief highway funding. For the Federal Transit Administration, the final bill includes an FY 2012 obligation limitation of $8.361 billion for formula funding and bus grants, a New Starts/Small Starts capital program appropriation of $1.955 billion, and $150 million for grants to the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. The conference agreement contains no funding for "TIGGER" grants for energy and greenhouse-gas reduction such as those awarded this week by FTA. (see related story)
***Competitive Bidding Good***

Mech—Comp. Bidding—Innovation 
Competitive bidding trumps private or public actors working alone
Cohen 12 (Bonner R., Sr. Fellow at The Nat’l Center for Public Policy Research, senior policy analyst for the Committee for a Constructive Tomorrow, author of The Green Wave: Environmentalism and Its Consequences, testifed before the U.S. Sen. Environmental and Public Works Committee and before subcommittees of the Sen. Energy and Nat’l Resources Committee, House Resources Committee and House Judiciary Committee, “Fixing America’s Crumbling Underground Water Infrastructure: Competitive Bidding Offers a Way Out,” http://cei.org/sites/default/files/Bonner%20

Cohen%20 %20Fixing%20America's%20Water%20Infrastructure.pdf) KGH  

Some market discipline into the process would go a long way toward achieving that goal. Opening up the bidding process under the principle of “may the best technology win” will immeasurably improve the quality of America’s underground water infrastructure in a cost-effective fashion. Competitive bidding can serve as an essential safeguard against the influence of politically preferred providers of government services. When government tries to pick winners and losers by mandating the use of one technology over another, it sends out an open invitation to crony capitalism, in which the well-connected gorge themselves at the public trough, at everybody else’s expense. One option public officials do not have is to continue business as usual. According to the Water Innovations Alliance, a coalition cost-conscious water providers and experts, it will take 15 to 20 years of significant investments to stabilize and modernize the U.S. water infrastructure at a cost of $365 billion, in today’s dollars. With little prospect that the funds required to address the problem will be forthcoming in the near future, responsible public officials are going to have to look elsewhere to satisfy the public’s demand for safe and affordable water. By doing something as simple and sensible as opening up municipal procurement processes to fair competition, the products of our most creative minds can be put to the service of ensuring Americans access to clean, reliable, and affordable water in their homes, schools, and businesses for generations to come.
Competitive bidding is favored by governments: 3 reasons

Kerf 98 (Michel, writer for World Bank, Concessions in Infrastructure, p. 68) KGH

Most countries favor competitive bidding. Governments generally cite three reasons for using competitive bidding: it ensures transparency in the contract award, it provides a market mechanism for selecting the best proposal and typically results in lower costs, and it stimulates interest among a broader range of potential investors. Competitive bidding is easiest to design and implement when the product or service required is fairly standard, the technical parameters can be defined with reasonable certainty in the bidding documents, and there is limited scope for innovation and creativity on the part of an operator. Virtually all governments use competitive bidding for privatizing and concessioning existing infrastructure services for these reasons and because most countries have public procurement rules in place that mandate public bidding for the sale of concession of all government assets. In the case of new infrastructure projects involving some form of monopoly franchise, most governments favor competitive bidding (if a formal process is in place), though some have the flexibility to use other methods (such as competitive negotiations or direct negotiations) if the project circumstances warrant a different approach (see section 4.1.2). As mentioned above, donors may require particular procurement practices and will typically mandate competitive bidding in the projects they support. The World Bank, for example, has developed procurement guidelines dealing specifically with concession contracts (box 4.1)  
Mech—Comp. Bidding—Cost  

Stability and credibility critical to infrastructure markets

Guasch 4 (J. Luis, one of the World Bank’s leading experts on private sector development in Latin America, “Granting and Renegotiating Infrastructure Concessions: Doing it Right,” World Bank Institute) KGH

Traditionally government-owned enterprises have provided infrastructure services. On average, however, government ownership has proven disappointing: increases in coverage have been limited, the quality of service has been deficient, and the levels of operational efficiency have been low. Moreover, to improve performance and coverage most state-owned enterprises urgently needed significant investment. Given the scarcity of public funds for investment and the competing needs in the social sectors, most countries have opted to transfer the provision of infrastructure services to the private sector. That transfer has often been accompanied by sector restructuring before the privatization or concessioning and by the implementation of a regulatory framework. Regulations serve both to protect investors from arbitrary and politically motivated intervention from the government and to protect users from the abuse of the monopoly or dominant position of the new private operators. The need for that protection arises because, quite often, investments in infrastructure are sunk costs, that is, costs that cannot easily be recouped or salvaged if the economic atmosphere deteriorates. These high sunk costs may tempt governments to behave opportunistically, taking regulatory ix x Preface actions that expropriate the available quasi-rents once costs are sunk. When potential investors realize that this temptation exists, they may be discouraged from investing in the first place, unless the issue is properly addressed or unless an additional premium is required. That possibility is the main source of regulatory risk, affecting levels of investment, costs of capital, and tariffs, because additional premiums are required to cover that risk. Credible and stable regulation and transparent rules reduce that risk. The government, however, is not the only entity that may behave opportunistically. Once an enterprise has been granted a concession or franchise in an infrastructure sector, that enterprise may correspondingly be able to take actions that “hold up” the government, for example, by insisting on renegotiating the regulatory contract ex post, or by regulatory capture to extract supranormal rents from the users, to the detriment of efficiency. The extensive informational advantages that the enterprise possesses over the government regulator (as well as over other potential operators) is one reason for this opportunism. If those issues are not addressed properly, the result may be a regulatory arrangement that is less effective than envisioned in protecting customers from monopoly abuses. Compounding the problem are the additional objectives to secure increased coverage, particularly of the poor, or to implement universal service. These objectives often do not mesh well with the natural incentives of private operators or, when provided through cross-subsidies, these objectives make the liberalization of the sector, with open competition through free entry, difficult. Safeguards to limit that opportunism and to protect investors and users are usually built into the concession contract and the regulatory framework. How effective they have been is indeed a question and in part the motivation for this book. The process of reform—concessioning operations to the private sector and setting up regulatory regimes and agencies—started in the mid-1980s in the Latin American and Caribbean region. These countries now have a wealth of experience on the performance of infrastructure concessions. Some countries in the region have been pioneers in implementing concessions as part of the structural reforms of their infrastructure sectors. Most of those concessions have had positive outcomes, showing extensive improvements in operating efficiency, in quality of service, and in service provision.
Competitive Bidding reduces cost by 15-24% average
Nicosia 1(Nancy, Ph.D. in economics at UC Berkeley, “Competitive Contracting in the Mass Transit Industry: Causes and Consequences,” http://emlab.berkeley.edu/users/farrell/e221_f01/nicosia.pdf) KGH 

My analysis of a six-year panel of 319 public transit rms operating in the U.S. indicates statistically significant and substantial cost-savings attributable to the adoption of contracting in the motor bus mode.3 This result is robust to specification changes and to corrections for unobservable rms heterogeneity and for the endogeneity of the contracting decision. A simultaneous equations model for operating costs and the decision to contract is estimated using full information maximum likelihood. Estimating a reduced-form operating cost equation similar to a Cobb-Douglas using OLS, I nd that rms experience substantial cost-savings (15%) due to contracting. However, a critical OLS assumption is violated because contracting is not an exogenous treatment. In fact, the public rms or the government officials overseeing these rms are expected to act strategically in adopting contracting. The use of alternate samples and specifications provides insight on the existence of endogeneity of the contracting decision. Excluding rms that never contracted from the sample yields estimated cost-savings of 24 percent. This larger estimate indicates that selection to treatment is a serious issue.

Public key to Private Investment

Public investment key to catalyze the private sector

DOE 10 (Department of Energy) “THE RECOVERY ACT: TRANSFORMING AMERICA’S TRANSPORTATION SECTOR BATTERIES AND ELECTRIC VEHICLES” http://www.whitehouse.gov/files/documents/Battery-and-Electric-Vehicle-Report-FINAL.pdf md

Taken together, the impact of these investments is greater than the sum of their parts. The investments interact to stimulate both supply and demand for electric vehicles. The investments are lowering barriers to ownership: driving down the cost of batteries while improving their functionality and building a network of charging stations. Meanwhile, they are actively putting more electric cars on the road and supporting the long-term domestic production of low-cost, clean energy vehicles. Federal investments in electric vehicles are being matched by private sector funding, helping to move private capital off of the sidelines. This combination of private and public investments in advanced vehicles is stimulating economic growth, creating jobs in both the short- and longterm, and increasing the country’s global competitiveness. These jobs represent a shift—the shift of important industries moving jobs back to American shores and the growth of a domestic battery industry. The Recovery Act is laying the groundwork for long-term, sustainable recovery by ensuring that the industries of the future are American industries. In 2009, the United States had only two factories manufacturing advanced
Public investment happens as a result of privates underinvestment

Bedi et al. 11 (Indiana University School of Public and Environmental Affairs’s Expert Panel consisting of Gurminder Bedi, Michael Brylawski, John German, Dr. Sara Hajiamiri, Dr. Donald Hillebrand, Dr. Kara Kockleman, Michael Ligett, Dr. Virginia McConnell, Paul Mitchell, Nick Negro, Brett Smith, Michael Tinskey, Dr. Thomas Walton, Dr. John D Graham, Dr. Sanya Carley, Chris Crookham, Devin Hartman, Dr. Bradley Lane, and Natalie Messer—Indiana University Faculty members and professors from numerous other institutions and vehicle manufacturers, list at http://www.indiana.edu/~spea/pubs/TEP_combined.pdf, Plug-In Electric Vehicles: A Practical Plan for Progress, February 2011) md

Some government support for the introduction of PEVs into the marketplace is warranted because firms are unable to capture all the benefits that their research and development (R&D) efforts produce. Suppliers and manufacturers are likely to underinvest in innovative initiatives to offer PEVs. Private underinvestment in R&D is the primary justification for public policy designed to stimulate private R&D through instruments such as low-volume production grants and loan guarantees, tax incentives, and public-private partnerships. This report examines public policies toward PEVs, taking into account the promise and limitations of PEVs, recent improvements in battery technology, market dynamics, and the proliferation of policies around the world that promote the use of PEVs. Our focus is primarily near term (i.e., 2011-25), recognizing that the transportation electrification process will evolve in stages based on the learning that occurs in the years and decades ahead. The report represents the views of the Transport Electrification Panel (TEP), a group of experts from multiple disciplines and organizations commissioned by the Indiana University School of Public and Environmental Affairs (IU SPEA). TEP’s work has been supported by a team of graduate students and faculty from IU SPEA, but the findings and recommendations in this report are strictly those of TEP.
Public Sector key to PEVs

Bedi et al. 11 (Indiana University School of Public and Environmental Affairs’s Expert Panel consisting of Gurminder Bedi, Michael Brylawski, John German, Dr. Sara Hajiamiri, Dr. Donald Hillebrand, Dr. Kara Kockleman, Michael Ligett, Dr. Virginia McConnell, Paul Mitchell, Nick Negro, Brett Smith, Michael Tinskey, Dr. Thomas Walton, Dr. John D Graham, Dr. Sanya Carley, Chris Crookham, Devin Hartman, Dr. Bradley Lane, and Natalie Messer—Indiana University Faculty members and professors from numerous other institutions and vehicle manufacturers, list at http://www.indiana.edu/~spea/pubs/TEP_combined.pdf, Plug-In Electric Vehicles: A Practical Plan for Progress, February 2011) md

There are many obstacles facing the mass commercialization of PEVs, but the fact that a product may struggle commercially is not sufficient grounds for government intervention on the product’s behalf. In the case of PEVs, some government action is warranted due to the negative environmental and security impacts of conventional vehicles, as well as the private sector’s consistent underinvestment in R&D caused by the inability of firms to capture all the benefits generated by their R&D efforts. The energy and vehicle markets fail to allocate resources efficiently because costs are imposed on third parties without their consent or compensation, a so-called “negative externality.”* For example, tailpipe emissions and energy security costs from petroleum use impose external costs on individuals not involved in the purchase, sale, or use of the vehicle. Public policy offers a potential mechanism of “internalizing” such external costs (e.g., through fees on emissions of pollution).
Public investment key to solve private underinvestment

Bedi et al. 11 (Indiana University School of Public and Environmental Affairs’s Expert Panel consisting of Gurminder Bedi, Michael Brylawski, John German, Dr. Sara Hajiamiri, Dr. Donald Hillebrand, Dr. Kara Kockleman, Michael Ligett, Dr. Virginia McConnell, Paul Mitchell, Nick Negro, Brett Smith, Michael Tinskey, Dr. Thomas Walton, Dr. John D Graham, Dr. Sanya Carley, Chris Crookham, Devin Hartman, Dr. Bradley Lane, and Natalie Messer—Indiana University Faculty members and professors from numerous other institutions and vehicle manufacturers, list at http://www.indiana.edu/~spea/pubs/TEP_combined.pdf, Plug-In Electric Vehicles: A Practical Plan for Progress, February 2011) md

R&D generates “positive externalities” because there are “spillover” benefits on external parties that are not accounted for in the market. Under the condition of a positive externality, suppliers and manufacturers will likely under-invest in innovative initiatives to offer PEVs because they are undercompensated for their efforts; benefits to other entities will occur since the information from innovation is readily used or adopted by others. 211 Intellectual property laws are designed to reduce positive externalities, but they are recognized to be an imperfect instrument, even in countries that have wellenforced property laws. Considering technical knowledge as a public good,** an efficient allocation of public funds is achieved through expenditures that achieve the greatest positive externalities from innovation. 212 Private underinvestment in R&D is the primary justification for public policy designed to stimulate private R&D through instruments such as lowvolume production grants and loan guarantees, tax incentives, and public-private partnerships. A similar rationale is used for taxpayer support of governmental R&D programs. 213

AT: Picking Winners Bad

Investment solves innovation – China proves

Friedman 11 (S. Julio Friedman is leader of the Carbon Management Program at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory) “How Chinese Innovation is Changing Green Technology” http://www.saloforum.com/index.php?threads/how-chinese-innovation-is-changing-green-technology.1747/ md

But this is not the same old cautionary tale of dirty development: China has taken these challenges, and the need for energy and 20 million new jobs per year, as an spur to invest in clean technology. Indeed, with the government putting over $50 billion into clean energy R&D every year, China has become a global hub for energy innovation. The country's progress is driven by a combination of government mandate and direct investment. Examples are many. A 2007 law required four percent gains in energy efficiency each year through 2012, including in the transportation and industrial sectors. Since then, total efficiency in the power sector has increased by nearly ten percent and is likely to continue rising. Such mandates have been matched by requirements for sulfur emissions control and cleaner water, the closure of many low-efficiency coal mines and cement plants, and new investment in solar, wind, and other renewable power. To all this, China's twelfth five-year-plan, introduced earlier this year, added goals for developing clean technology indigenously. Mostly these innovations will be for domestic use, although there is growing interest in international export markets for clean tech. Many state-funded projects now require that 80 percent of the technology used be indigenous. Two agencies are responsible for overseeing compliance. First is the National Energy Administration (NEA), which approves the financing and construction of virtually every large energy project. Second, the Ministry of Science and Technology (MOST) runs the more than 100 Chinese academies that conduct clean tech research. In 2010, China funneled tens of billions for green innovation through these two organizations.
Investment catalyzes other green technologies

Friedman 11 (S. Julio Friedman is leader of the Carbon Management Program at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory) “How Chinese Innovation is Changing Green Technology” http://www.saloforum.com/index.php?threads/how-chinese-innovation-is-changing-green-technology.1747/ md

Beyond producing energy, Huaneng innovates through its Clean Energy Research Institute, which is funded by its own revenues and NEA and MOST. It has designed and built two major indigenous clean coal technologies in the last decade. The first is a gasifier that turns coal into synthetic gas with high efficiency and ultra-low pollution. The second is a new capture technology that strips CO2 out of coal plant emissions. It is apparently the world's largest post-combustion carbon capture facility -- and its cheapest. The deadlines set by the government mandates brought these projects to life in just three years and have already led to international licensing agreements and new proposed projects in North America and Europe. Other companies, too, are developing clean tech from scratch, both for domestic use and for export. The XinAo Group, Shenhua, State Grid, and CNOOC, all major Chinese energy firms, have created their own innovation enterprises undergirded by the financial power of their parent companies and the state. Their efforts include solar thin-films, biofuels, batteries, efficient vehicles, coal-to-liquids, shale gas, and smart grids. In many cases, Chinese companies have even formed joint ventures with firms in the United States to accelerate development and Western commercialization. For example, Lishen, one of the world's largest battery companies, has embarked on a $7 billion development drive to improve battery technology on its own, with licensing agreements in the United States.
Greentech key to jobs and U.S. China relations

Friedman 11 (S. Julio Friedman is leader of the Carbon Management Program at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory) “How Chinese Innovation is Changing Green Technology” http://www.saloforum.com/index.php?threads/how-chinese-innovation-is-changing-green-technology.1747/ md

Many U.S. businesses will benefit, too. For one, Chinese investment in green tech is already creating jobs in the United States. Thanks to Chinese partnerships with GE, Applied Materials, Duke Energy, and others, those companies have been able to build plants, hire people, demonstrate technology, and underwrite projects. Further, U.S. companies benefit directly from Chinese research. For example, FutureFuels, a U.S. company energy company in Pennsylvania, is deploying a novel clean-coal plant that Huaneng first tested and developed. Once operational, the plant could carry the smallest carbon footprint of any coal or gas plant in the eastern United States. And it would create with it thousands of jobs in southern Pennsylvania's Rust Belt, besides. Beyond that, U.S. companies and consumers will benefit indirectly from having access to lower-cost technologies that have already been tested on a large commercial scale, speeding the implementation of more efficient and sustainable energy technologies in the United States. So, too, will partnerships between the two countries. These commercial agreements have already started to lay a foundation of trust, absolutely essential for future U.S.-China government agreements in trade, climate, and other key areas.
China investment key to U.S. competitiveness

Friedman 11 (S. Julio Friedman is leader of the Carbon Management Program at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory) “How Chinese Innovation is Changing Green Technology” http://www.saloforum.com/index.php?threads/how-chinese-innovation-is-changing-green-technology.1747/ md

At the same time, China's green innovation raises questions about U.S. and European competitiveness. For years, the West believed that its economic advantage was its ability to invent products that could be sold to eastern markets. Successive governments sold innovation as a pathway to job creation and prowess in manufacturing. However, if the West buys Chinese clean tech, that narrative reverses. It also raises the specter of permanent loss manufacturing for some heavy equipment, technology development, and high-value innovation. One might ask, as well, whether all this will truly address China's challenges. Air quality improvement is still localized and slow, and concerns about particulates and mercury remain. Fuel shortages of all kinds, including coal, gas, and gasoline, persist, raising local and global prices despite China's impressive gains. And some in China have tried to force burgeoning commercial partnerships to start committing to intellectual property agreements that chill innovation and trade. Trade and monetary imbalances could also be magnified by Chinese clean tech exports, as could concerns for worker safety.

Renewable energy key to tourism

CEC 96 (Commission of European Communites 1996) “ENERGY FOR THE FUTURE: RENEW ABLE SOURCES OF ENERGY” http://aei.pitt.edu/1280/1/renewalbe_energy_gp_COM_96_576.pdf md

The tourism sector offers particularly good opportunities for increased use of renewable sources of energy. Regions with a tourism industry need, in particular, to be environmentally preserved and at the same time the tourism industry - most notably in the case of mass tourism - is characterised by increased energy demand specifically at peak periods. Furthermore, there is a growth in tourism in isolated areas such as on islands and in mountainous regions, where fuel deliveries and grid connections are costly or environmentally unattractive. Overall, therefore increased use of renewable sources of energy can be an interesting alternative to conventional energy production in touristic areas. The renewable energy industry consists predominantly of small and medium sized enterprises (SME' s). As SME' are generally recognised as being a major source of new job opportunities in the European Union the future industrial development is highly dependant on a continued process of creating fast growing firms in "new" industries. Accelerating and strengthening the use of renewable sources of energy and renewable energy technologies should therefore be an important element in the overall Community strategy for supporting SME' , entrepreneurial initiatives, employment and growth for the benefit of industry and the regions of the Community.
AT: Solyndra Sucks 

Solyndra is a unique case 

Fernholtz ’11 (Tim Fernholz is a former staff writer for the Prospect his work has been published by Newsweek, The New Republic, The Nation, The Guardian)

“Solyndra's Failure Shouldn't Tar Green Investments, But It Will” http://www.good.is/post/solyndra-s-failure-shouldn-t-tar-green-investments-but-it-will/ md 

While firms in emerging sectors implode with regularity (creative destruction is all part of the magic of capitalism), Solyndra, the solar panel manufacturer that collapsed at the end of August, is a special case: It was touted by the White House as the future of green energy, financed in part by government loan guarantees, and had its approval process for those government loans rushed, perhaps improperly. The political ramifications for the Obama administration are high, with House Republicans desperate to use their oversight to associate the Obama administration with crony capitalism. Critics of the administration, and incentives for clean energy, have plenty to work with, including The Washington Post’s report on pressure from political aides to make a decision on the loan in time for an announcement by Vice President Joe Biden, and the fact that key Solyndra investor George Kaiser is an Obama donor.

Solyndra good – causes boom in the solar industry

Fernholtz ’11 (Tim Fernholz is a former staff writer for the Prospect his work has been published by Newsweek, The New Republic, The Nation, The Guardian)

Solyndra was in part a victim of its sector’s success. As GOOD reported this week, cheaper solar panels are causing a boom in the industry; lower prices are good for consumers and the environment, but increased competition will inevitably end with some firms losing out.  Solyndra was doubly affected by a drop in silicon prices; unlike most solar manufacturers, Solyndra didn’t use silicon, and saw its comparative advantage take a hit when the resource became more available. And the Department of Energy’s loan guarantee program has largelybeen a success. Despite what you hear, it’s not about “picking winners,” but about helping attract venture capitalists and investors to a fledgling industry. Using $4 billion of government capital, the program has leveraged $37.8 billion in funding for 36 projects, with Solyndra's $527 million making up less than 2 percent of the overall funding and about a fifth of the $2.5 billion budgeted for failures. 
Solyndra good for long term economic growth, environment and reform

Fernholtz ’11 (Tim Fernholz is a former staff writer for the Prospect his work has been published by Newsweek, The New Republic, The Nation, The Guardian)

This kind of funding for innovative companies is an important investment in long-term economic growth. Right now, the U.S. has a burgeoning solar power sector (we actually export more solar technologyto China than we buy from them, a rarity) and establishing it for the long term will help lower energy costs, create jobs, and improve the environment. Brad Plumer points out that, at a time when funding basic R&D is a key priority, the $3 billion public investment in green energy research is much lower than in health research ($36.5 billion) or defense ($77 billion). We shouldn’t abandon the public sector’s support of energy programs, we should use this experience as an opportunity for needed reforms. Investments like these play a vital role in the hybrid capitalism that has produced U.S. economic success over the last century. Solyndra’s failure is, if anything, a sign that government is playing fair in the market, but don't expect opponents of the administration and clean energy to care.  
***Commercialization***

Commercialization—TIGGER Key ( EVs and Clean Transport  

TIGGER program spurs market growth in cleaner transit systems

Rogoff 11 (Peter, admin FTA, Federal Register / Vol. 76, No. 20 pg. 5427) IGM

The U.S. Department of Transportation’s (DOT) Federal Transit Administration (FTA) announces the selection of projects funded in support of the Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) program and Clean Fuels Grant program which is enhanced with Section 5309 Bus and Bus Facilities program funds. This funding supports the U.S. Department of Transportation’s environmental sustainability efforts, which were announced in FTA’s notice of funding availability (NOFA) on April 13, 2010. The TIGGER program makes funds available for capital investments that will reduce the energy consumption or greenhouse gas emissions of public transportation systems. The Clean Fuels Grant program makes funds available to assist nonattainment and maintenance areas in achieving or maintaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone and carbon monoxide and supports emerging clean fuel and advanced propulsion technologies for transit buses and markets for those technologies.
Even a small increase in market size results in higher demand for EV

Gallagher et al. 7 (Kelly, Gustavo Collantes, John Holdren, Henry Lee, Robert Frosch, Harvard school of government “Energy Technology Innovation Policy” pg. 7) IGM
Americans also strongly influence the automobile market through their choices about which car or truck to buy. Automakers have long argued that U.S. consumers do not value fuel efficiency very highly when deciding which car to buy. If this is true, then one can see why automakers are reluctant to produce more efficient vehicles. The surprising success in the U.S. market of the Toyota hybrid, the Prius, for example, somewhat undermines the automakers’ claim. Perhaps if more attractive and compelling fuel-efficient vehicles were offered and aggressively marketed by the automobile companies, consumers would want to buy them.
TIGGER can support a wide variety of green initiatives

NTSA 10 (National Training and Simulation Association, Department of Transportation Training 2015, Nov 2010, http://www.trainingsystems.org/publications/DOT.pdf) LA
The Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) Program works directly with public transit agencies to implement new strategies for reducing greenhouse gas emissions or reduce energy usage from their operations. These strategies can be implemented through operational or technological enhancements or innovations. To align the TIGGER Program with other strategic initiatives, FTA encourages projects that will demonstrate innovative electric drive and related technology approaches to achieving these goals. Electric drive initiatives and TIGGER supported projects could include, but are not limited to:  On-Board Vehicle Energy Management (energy storage, regenerative braking, fuel cells, turbines, engine auto start/stop, etc)  Electrification of Accessories (air conditioning, air compressor, power steering, etc.)  Bus Design (lightweight materials, component packaging, maintainability, etc.)  Rail Transit Energy Management (energy storage, regenerative braking, solar propulsion  engine systems, power load-leveling, etc.)  Locomotive Design (energy storage, regenerative braking, fuel cells, turbines, engine  auto start/stop, lightweight material etc). 

Commercialization—TIGGER Solves Econ and Oil Dependence
TIGGER grants create green jobs, and reduce oil dependence

DOT 9 (US department of transportation, “$100 Million in Obama Administration Economic Recovery Act Funds Charts New Course for Green Transportation” http://www.dot.gov/affairs/2009/ftAT209.htm) IGM
The Obama Administration today announced $100 million in Economic Recovery Act funding for 43 transit agencies that are pursuing cutting-edge environmental technologies to help reduce global warming, lessen America's dependence on oil and create green jobs. Among the projects funded under the competitive bidding, Alabama will replace gasoline and diesel buses with electric hybrids, Massachusetts will construct wind energy generation turbines and Vancouver, Washington, will install solar panels at transit facilities. "This is a sign of things to come," said U.S. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood, who made the announcement in Atlanta, the site of the largest award. "This shows how investing in green transportation not only helps the planet, but creates jobs and strengthens our economy. It also shows how much more we can do." The 43 winning proposals were submitted by transit agencies from across the country as part of a nationwide competition for $100 million in American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) funds. Selection criteria included a project's ability to reduce energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions and also to provide a return on the investment. Other criteria included readiness to implement, applicant capacity, degree of innovation and national applicability. The Federal Transit Administration reviewed more than $2 billion in applications for these funds. "These grants will put Americans to work now while improving our environment in the future," said FTA Administrator Peter Rogoff. "The transit industry continues to be at the forefront of reducing pollution and creating a cleaner, safer environment for our nation."
Commercialization—Creates Clean Tech Market  
Green tech investment is key to innovation, less oil reliance, warming, competitiveness, and industry

Vitter 11 [John, Provost/EVC KU, “Federal & Private Research Funding Opportunities” p.3, ] ATP 

From Franklin to Edison, from Ford to Gates and Jobs, American inventors and entrepreneurs have transformed the world. To compete in the 21st Century economy, we need to create an environment where invention, innovation, and industry can flourish. That starts with continuing investment in the basic science and engineering research and technology development from which new products, new businesses, and even new industries are formed. It means writing our rules, regulations, and laws in a way that promote growth and innovation and make it easier for scientists and inventors to bring their ideas to market and see those ideas become thriving businesses. And, we must focus our efforts in areas that show the most promise for job creation to compete with growing countries that are devoting more of their resources to these industries. That is why the Budget makes a significant investment in clean energy technology. Whoever leads in the global, clean energy economy will also take the lead in creating high-paying, highly-skilled jobs for its people. More than that, moving toward a clean energy economy will reduce our reliance on foreign oil and on other energy sources that contribute to global warming. We are at the cusp of a future in which hundreds of thousands of cars and trucks that do not rely on a gasoline-powered engine will be on our roads, and where millions of homes will be powered by electricity from clean sources. To bring about this future and to nurture the incalculable number of good ideas that one day will be ready to go from lab to market, we need to make the United States the world leader in innovation.
Status quo green transit projects are impossible – plan sets stage for higher demand and production

Gordon 9 (Deborah, Transportation policy consultant, “Driving Transportation Innovation” pg. 10) IGM

While many promising revolutionary vehicle and fuel technologies are on the horizon, none arecommercially viable on a large scale today. Each one faces major technological barriers, as wel as other economic and market hurdles, infrastructure roadblocks, and political constraints. Electrification, for example, requires significant advances in energy storage (vehicle battery  technology, ultracapacitors, and flywheels) and depends largely clean electric generating  infrastructure. Plug‐in hybrids require advances in battery technology in terms of cost and  performance. Hydrogen requires fuel storagebreakthroughs and extensive infrastructure  development. Unconventional fossil fuels require carbon capture and sequestration  development. Fuel cells requirecompact design and operating temperature advances. Next‐ generation biofuels require advances in conversion technologies and a better understanding of  water and land use impacts.  Stakeholders at a fall 2008 dialogue convened by Next 10 identified four major barriers to  mainstream adoption of near‐zero emission vehicles, including technical, political, market, and  infrastructure. (See Appendix A for a list of experts consulted in preparing this report.) Although  the rank and order of these barriers differs among stakeholders, there is general agreement  that certain barriers are blocking innovation (see Table 1). Technical barriers rank high. Hurdles  relate to cost, durability, and performance of batteries and other technologies. Market barriers,  regarding fuel and vehicle cost, consumer demand, and fluctuating energy prices, are identified  as secondary hurdles that innovation must overcome. Infrastructure and political barriers are  also cited as secondary barriers. Infrastructure barriers revolve around electricity recharging  and hydrogen refueling, while political barriers concern an overall lack of leadership. Existing policies – subsidies, tax codes, regulations, legal systems, and other requirements – tend to serve the status quo. Agents for conventional technologies have a foothold in the  market and can advocate for favorable policy treatment toward their investments. Consumers,  who are often wedded to familiar ways, further reinforce policies that promote business‐as‐ usual practices. Established industries producing conventional technologies enjoy economies‐ of‐scale that pit market dynamics against small‐scale innovators. Even public‐sector electric  utilities have not entirely embraced venturing into the transportation sector, which requires new infrastructure for feasible recharging, as well as incentives to create new markets.  Nevertheless, market barriers can be overcome by stabilizing erratic energy prices,  implementing strategic policymaking that informs consumer demand, and allowing sufficient  scale to be built. When energy prices reflect their true cost, consumer and supplier decisions  are much more rational. Political barriers concerning a lack of leadership can be largely  sidestepped by setting clear performance standards that provide long‐term guidance to the  marketplace. Government no longer has to debate the merits of specific technologies when  performance parameters are established. Technical and infrastructure barriers are more of a  challenge given their physical nature. Government purchase of NZET infrastructure and  vehicles, along with ample funding of RD&D activities, are primary tactics. The development  and maintenance of legal systems that support near‐zero transportation technologies and their  utilization is another important piece of a policy strategy.
Public policies like the plan are key to create demand for cleaner transportation – incentives

Gordon 9 (Deborah, Transportation policy consultant, “Driving Transportation Innovation” pg. 10) IGM

Public policies are needed to advance transportation technology innovation to meet evolving  consumer needs and solve our societal problems. The right policy design can further near‐zero  emission transportation goals by surmounting the technical, political, market, and  infrastructure roadblocks discussed above.  The most politically popular policy strategies encompass regulations, standards, and  mandates. Performance standards, safety regulations, and technology mandates all play a role  in advising the market and its investors on how to design, build, and sell products. Current  regulations necessarily focus on conventional technologies, inadvertently standing in the way of  innovative new approaches. For example, regulations prevent hydrogen vehicles from traveling  through many of the nation’s tunnels and bridges. As a complement to standards, economic incentives and disincentives offer carrots and sticks  to financially motivate consumers (stimulate demand) and producers (facilitate market build  out). Federal incentives of up $2,500‐ $7,500 for plug‐in electric drive vehicles are one example.   These tools change the fundamental economics of decisionmaking while imparting quantitative  information about what society values and how seriously it seeks to minimize certain problems.
Clean power investments in transit create higher confidence in clean transit markets

Gordon 10 (Deborah,  senior associate in Carnegie’s Energy and Climate Program “The Role of Transportation in Driving Climate Disruption”

Reducing climate impacts from on-road transportation will require a shift to new low-carbon fuels. This transition must be accompanied by improved scientific evidence and data keeping on the climate characteristics of each fuel through its entire fuel cycle. Large uncertainties associated with the growing supply of transportation biofuels remain. It must be determined whether new fuels from crops, trees, and other biomass sources actually reduce GHG emissions in practice. Improvements in battery technology and clean-power generation will lead to higher confidence estimates of the impact of various technological advances (including a larger plug-in hybrid fleet) on the on-road transportation and power-generation sectors. The simulations conducted by NASA scientists indicate that huge reductions in climate forcing from near zero-emission electrified transportation may be possible, making this technological shift an extremely worthwhile pursuit. The potential to improve the climate and alleviate local pollution justifies increasing investments in electric-vehicle battery research and development and clean power. 46 Despite these promises, trends are headed in a higher-carbon direction. As conventional sources of oil are depleted, unconventional oils with even higher carbon contents will now at increasing rates through the system to all the gap. Tar sands from Canada, shale oil from the Rocky Mountain states, and liquefied U.S. coal will only re-carbonize our transportation system. The United States should investigate the climate and other environmental impacts of new oil fuels.
Long term transportation sector policies are uniquely key to create a market for fuel efficiency

Gallagher et al. 7 (Kelly, Gustavo Collantes, John Holdren, Henry Lee, Robert Frosch, Harvard school of government “Energy Technology Innovation Policy” pg 5) IGM

The automotive and fuels industries are currently handicapped by the lack of a clear long term policy framework. Without consistent, long-term policies that define the rules of the future, it is difficult for industry to plan, revise product development cycles, or implement changes in their manufacturing operations. Several circumstances conspire to make the policy-making challenge in this domain especially complex. The four most difficult challenges are (1) the combination of low current fleet fuel economy and long vehicle lifetime, (2) the role of consumer choice in driving and purchasing decisions, (3) the various liabilities of all of the alternative fuels, and (4) the limited likely influence on the transportation sector of economy-wide climate-change policies as compared to transportation-sector-specific policies.
Commercialization—AT Squo Solves - Costs

EV industry facing multiple hurdles now

Berman 3/28 (Brad, writer, researcher about electric cars and green transportation http://www.plugincars.com/lux-research-predicts-battery-prices-will-drop-slightly-397-kwh-2020-119913.html) IGM
In these early days of the electric vehicle market, companies producing cars, batteries and charging equipment are struggling to work down the cost curves. The big question is how fast costs can come down and where there’s an inflection point—which could blow open the EV market to everyday consumers. Recent news suggests that process will require time and patience. Costs for Batteries According to Lux Research, scaling up the production of lithium-ion automotive batteries will drive down costs only slightly by 2020. Lux Research predicts that lithium-ion electric vehicle battery pack cost will fall to $397 per kWh in 2020—well short of the $150 per kWh target set by the US Advanced Battery Consortium. Lux Research lists three conclusions: Materials improvement and scale are insufficient to cut costs. Cathodes remain the biggest target. Cathode capacity and voltage improvement hold much more value than anode innovation. Looking past lithium-ion remains a focus. Technologies such as Li-air, Mg-ion, Li-S and solid-state batteries push past the limitations of lithium-ion batteries and achieve higher energy densities and specific energies.
Commercialization—AT Squo Solves - Tech

Status quo green transit projects are impossible – plan sets stage for higher demand and production

Gordon 9 (Deborah, Transportation policy consultant, “Driving Transportation Innovation” pg. 10) IGM

While many promising revolutionary vehicle and fuel technologies are on the horizon, none are  commercially viable on a large scale today. Each one faces major technological barriers, as well  as other economic and market hurdles, infrastructure roadblocks, and political constraints. Electrification, for example, requires significant advances in energy storage (vehicle battery  technology, ultracapacitors, and flywheels) and depends largely clean electric generating  infrastructure. Plug‐in hybrids require advances in battery technology in terms of cost and  performance. Hydrogen requires fuel storagebreakthroughs and extensive infrastructure  development. Unconventional fossil fuels require carbon capture and sequestration  development. Fuel cells requirecompact design and operating temperature advances. Next‐ generation biofuels require advances in conversion technologies and a better understanding of  water and land use impacts.  Stakeholders at a fall 2008 dialogue convened by Next 10 identified four major barriers to  mainstream adoption of near‐zero emission vehicles, including technical, political, market, and  infrastructure. (See Appendix A for a list of experts consulted in preparing this report.) Although  the rank and order of these barriers differs among stakeholders, there is general agreement  that certain barriers are blocking innovation (see Table 1). Technical barriers rank high. Hurdles  relate to cost, durability, and performance of batteries and other technologies. Market barriers,  regarding fuel and vehicle cost, consumer demand, and fluctuating energy prices, are identified  as secondary hurdles that innovation must overcome. Infrastructure and political barriers are  also cited as secondary barriers. Infrastructure barriers revolve around electricity recharging  and hydrogen refueling, while political barriers concern an overall lack of leadership. Existing policies – subsidies, tax codes, regulations, legal systems, and other requirements – tend to serve the status quo. Agents for conventional technologies have a foothold in the  market and can advocate for favorable policy treatment toward their investments. Consumers,  who are often wedded to familiar ways, further reinforce policies that promote business‐as‐ usual practices. Established industries producing conventional technologies enjoy economies‐ of‐scale that pit market dynamics against small‐scale innovators. Even public‐sector electric  utilities have not entirely embraced venturing into the transportation sector, which requires new infrastructure for feasible recharging, as well as incentives to create new markets.  Nevertheless, market barriers can be overcome by stabilizing erratic energy prices,  implementing strategic policymaking that informs consumer demand, and allowing sufficient  scale to be built. When energy prices reflect their true cost, consumer and supplier decisions  are much more rational. Political barriers concerning a lack of leadership can be largely  sidestepped by setting clear performance standards that provide long‐term guidance to the  marketplace. Government no longer has to debate the merits of specific technologies when  performance parameters are established. Technical and infrastructure barriers are more of a  challenge given their physical nature. Government purchase of NZET infrastructure and  vehicles, along with ample funding of RD&D activities, are primary tactics. The development  and maintenance of legal systems that support near‐zero transportation technologies and their  utilization is another important piece of a policy strategy.

Commercialization—AT Squo Solves – Growth 
Industry not growing 

Bergin 1/29 (Tom, Reuters, former oil broker, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/02/01/oil-industry-electric-cars_n_1246432.html) IGM
The biggest oil companies in the world have calculated that few, if any, of today's drivers will see electric cars outnumber gasoline and diesel models in their lifetimes. While politicians and green lobby groups insist the future of transport is electric, in the past two months BP and Exxon have released data which points to electric cars making up only 4-5 percent of all cars globally in 20-30 years. Meanwhile some governments are targeting as much as a 60 percent market share for electric vehicles over a similar period.

Commercialization—AT Doesn’t --> Privates
TIGGER encourages increased worldwide development of EV

Yoon 11 (Lan, KAIST, “KAIST’s successful transfer of green technology”  http://www.eurekalert.org/pub_releases/2011-12/tkai-kst120111.php) IGM
Daejeon, Republic of Korea, December 1, 2011—The Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technology (KAIST) has reaped the fruits of its hard work in developing an innovative green technology that will benefit all industries, including public transit application. The technology is called "On-line Electric Vehicle (OLEV)," and not too soon, it will be a daily commuting transport in a city in the US. OLEV is a pure electric vehicle, receiving electric power wirelessly via magnetic field from the road surface, under which power strips are buried. OLEV charges as it moves, thus no need of additional time and space for recharging. For the first time in the US, OLEV will be made available to the public for daily use. The City of McAllen, Texas, announced on November 21, 2011 that the city was awarded with $1.9 million grant from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), through TIGGER III (Transit Investment in Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction) fund. The FTA selected McAllen's bus project from among 266 applications submitted to the TIGGER III Grant Program, which awarded $112 million to 46 projects nationwide. In addition to the grant, the city will match with $211,000 to support the OLEV project. OLEV Technologies, Inc., a Massachusetts based start-up that commercializes OLEV™ (On-line Electric Vehicle) technology in the Americas, is responsible for implementing McAllen's OLEV project. KAIST granted the company an exclusive license to commercialize OLEV™ technology in March this year. OLEV Technologies, Inc. anticipates that the McAllen project will be launched in 2012 and completed by early 2013. President Nam-Pyo Suh of KAIST said, "We are excited to learn that McAllen City will add OLEV buses to their public transportation services in order to make the city cleaner and greener and to improve energy efficiency. This is certainly an encouraging endeavor for other communities around the world to emulate. On our side, we will continuously perform research and development on OLEV's core technology applying the SMFIR™ (Shaped Magnetic Field in Resonance) principle so that we can expand its application to railway, consumer electronics, and other various industries." Dr. Hikyu Lee, President and CEO of OLEV Technologies, Inc. said, "This project will demonstrate the overall effectiveness of using enroute-charging technology to create an effective 'electronic roadway', as well as the cost effective means of converting existing diesel buses into electric vehicles. We are delighted that our technology has been selected for funding to showcase the near-term and long-term benefits of electric buses via wireless power transfer technology, a zero emission green transportation solution." According to Lee, this project will result in an annual greenhouse gas reduction of 289 tons of CO2, with a total reduction in CO2 of 3,455 tons over the lifetime of the operation of OLEV buses. Expected annual energy savings will amount to 2,596 Million BTUs, with a total 31,149 Million BTUs saved over the same period.
TIGGER grants create a marketplace for jobs in energy efficient transportation

Bernstein 11 (Andrea, Director of the public radio Transportation Nation project http://transportationnation.org/2011/11/17/46-projects-get-federal-grants-to-reduce-oil-dependence/) IGM

This in from the US DOT on its “TIGGER” grants (not to be confused with Tiger.) We’ll have more after the DOT’s media call, but for now, here’s the US DOT release: WASHINGTON – U.S. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood today announced that 46 innovative transit projects chosen for their capacity to help cut the nation’s dependence on oil and create a marketplace for 21st century ‘green’ jobs will share $112 million in funding from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). “These grants will put thousands of Americans back to work building sustainable, energy-efficient transit vehicles and facilities across the country,” said Secretary LaHood. “The Obama Administration is committed to investing in the cutting-edge transportation projects that will keep our economy moving forward.” Projects were selected through the FTA’s competitive Fiscal Year 2011 Sustainability Initiative, which includes funding from two FTA programs: the Clean Fuels Grant Program and the TIGGER III (Transit Investment in Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction) Grant Program.
TIGGER program spurs investment in cleaner transit systems

Rogoff 11 (Peter, admin FTA, Federal Register / Vol. 76, No. 20 pg. 5427) IGM

The U.S. Department of Transportation’s (DOT) Federal Transit Administration (FTA) announces the selection of projects funded in support of the Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) program and Clean Fuels Grant program which is enhanced with Section 5309 Bus and Bus Facilities program funds. This funding supports the U.S. Department of Transportation’s environmental sustainability efforts, which were announced in FTA’s notice of funding availability (NOFA) on April 13, 2010. The TIGGER program makes funds available for capital investments that will reduce the energy consumption or greenhouse gas emissions of public transportation systems. The Clean Fuels Grant program makes funds available to assist nonattainment and maintenance areas in achieving or maintaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone and carbon monoxide and supports emerging clean fuel and advanced propulsion technologies for transit buses and markets for those technologies.
Commercialization—AT Picking Winners

Conclusive evidence showing picking winners theory is wrong in terms of infrastructure investment
Milford 11 (Lewis, Founder CESA, http://www.cleanegroup.org/blog/picking-winners-or-losers/) IGM
The evidence is so overwhelming to the contrary that the debate seems almost one sided by now. Everything from computer chips to cars is a result of long-term government research and development—as well illustrated in a recent Breakthrough Institute report. The argument against picking winners is especially wrong for emerging technologies that require deep and persistent public support. In the late 1990s, two Harvard professors in a book titled “Investing in Innovation: Creating Research and Innovation Policy that Works” demolished the myth that government should not be in the business of “picking winners.” And they came up with some surprising conclusions about the role of government in technology innovation. Branscomb and Keller describe how this bias against a government technology role can lead to two incorrect conclusions: …First, that markets do that most effectively; and second, that pork barrel politics is more likely to support the losers anyway. This neat two-step eliminates from the role of technology policy everything for which government is institutionally well-suited, from infrastructure building and investment incentives to support of skills training. It then notes that what is left is, of course, institutionally more appropriate for the market. The argument is legitimated simultaneously by our ancient faith in markets and our recent cynicism about politics.
Commercialization—AT Picking Winners
Picking winners is how America became successful

Brodwin 4/19 (David, co-founder of American Sustainable Business Council, http://www.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/economic-intelligence/2012/04/19/government-economic-intervention-made-america-great) IGM

Bills like these raise the question of what role (if any) the government ought to play in making the American economy stronger. According to many, government should play no role. It should simply stand aside. Those who hold this view believe that when government steps in, whether through taxes or regulations or subsidies or investments, things just get worse. [See a collection of political cartoons on the economy.] This theory is popular, simple, and easy to explain—but it's wrong. It flies in the face of the principles that have made America strong throughout its history. Let's start at the beginning. In the early 1800s the United States had no industry to speak of; we grew cotton and exported it to England. English mills turned the cotton into clothes and sold the clothes back to us, at a big mark-up. We shipped fur pelts to the French who turned them into hats and sold them back to us. This was a prescription for America to be exploited, not for America to prosper. The U.S. government, tiny and weak though it was, realized the importance of industry and took a bold risk to move America forward. The government taxed imported manufactured goods. It protected America's fledgling manufacturers so they could reach the scale they needed to compete with factories abroad. You can imagine how unpopular this strategy was among the growers and fur trappers! Growing, trapping, and timber were the dominant extractive industries of their time, just as coal and oil are today. The investors and owners in these industries fought the new policy with all their might. The rhetoric of the time was as harsh and polarized as anything said today. Despite intense criticism, government policymakers stuck to their plan. America quickly became a powerful industrial nation. Then, the government pulled back and forced companies to compete on their own. This is exactly what government should do. The combination of supporting key industries, then pulling back, gave America a powerful economic base that carried us through two world wars.

Commercialization—AT Cant influence markets

Public policies like the plan are key to create demand for cleaner transportation - incentives

Gordon 9 (Deborah, Transportation policy consultant, “Driving Transportation Innovation” pg. 10) IGM

Public policies are needed to advance transportation technology innovation to meet evolving  consumer needs and solve our societal problems. The right policy design can further near‐zero  emission transportation goals by surmounting the technical, political, market, and  infrastructure roadblocks discussed above.  The most politically popular policy strategies encompass regulations, standards, and  mandates. Performance standards, safety regulations, and technology mandates all play a role  in advising the market and its investors on how to design, build, and sell products. Current  regulations necessarily focus on conventional technologies, inadvertently standing in the way of  innovative new approaches. For example, regulations prevent hydrogen vehicles from traveling  through many of the nation’s tunnels and bridges. As a complement to standards, economic incentives and disincentives offer carrots and sticks  to financially motivate consumers (stimulate demand) and producers (facilitate market build  out). Federal incentives of up $2,500‐ $7,500 for plug‐in electric drive vehicles are one example.   These tools change the fundamental economics of decisionmaking while imparting quantitative  information about what society values and how seriously it seeks to minimize certain problems.

Commercialization—AT Market Changes Insufficient  - Oil

Market changes solve peak oil

Tsang et al. 12 (Flavia Tsang, Janice Pederson, Steven Wooding, Dimitris Potoglou, Rand “Bringing the electric vehicle to the mass market”, pg. 7) IGM

Reducing dependence on foreign oil This motivation is particularly strongly highlighted in discussions in France (and the US), for example, and points to the worldwide dependence on petrol for transportation as contributing to economic and geopolitical problems that could be mitigated by increased EV use. The drive to increase the use of hydrogen powered vehicles in Denmark was in part motivated by the oil crisis of the 1970s (Danish Energy Agency, 2009b).
Commercialization—AT Market Changes Insufficient - Emissions
Changes solve emissions

Tsang et al. 12 (Flavia Tsang, Janice Pederson, Steven Wooding, Dimitris Potoglou, Rand “Bringing the electric vehicle to the mass market”, pg. 8) IGM
Incentivising EV use is typically just one aspect of a wider set of initiatives, including those to reduce GHG emissions or other pollutants, as well as more general environmental and economic concerns. Governments’ motivations for investing in EVs vary. Nevertheless, initiatives tend to be interrelated, context-specific, and influenced by national as well as international political scenarios. In this chapter, we explore in more detail the motivations behind EV policies of Denmark, France and Canada.

Commercialization—AT Don’t Solve Warming

No matter where the energy comes from – EVs reduce warming and save money
Clayton 4/16 (Mark, Christian Science Moniter, http://www.csmonitor.com/Environment/2012/0416/Are-EVs-worth-it-Study-helps-calculate-savings-on-emissions-fuel) IGM

Compared with most cars, electric-drive vehicles are a plus for the environment – no matter where in the US they charge up. Their lower fuel costs, moreover, make them increasingly competitive with many conventional high-mileage vehicles and hybrids, a new study finds. Even in states where coal-burning power plants predominate on the electric grid, an electric-drive vehicle accounts for fewer emissions than does a conventional vehicle, according to the Union of Concerned Scientists study. Only the most efficient hybrid cars outperform electric-drive vehicles (EVs) on emissions in those states where coal is a major contributor to the electricity used for recharging EV batteries. Electric-drive vehicles (EVs) also compare well on fuel costs, saving their owners as much as $1,200 a year over the average new conventional internal combustion compact car that gets 27 miles per gallon (assuming the price of gasoline is $3.50 a gallon). The report makes it possible for consumers to do detailed comparisons, breaking down fuel costs across 50 cities and emissions across all 50 states.
Transportation is a key place to start – 70% of US emissions

Yetiv and Fowler 11 (Steve Yetiv political science prof, Eric Fowler military intelligence officer, Political Science Quarterly; Summer2011, Vol. 126 Issue 2, pg 296) IGM
In continuing to develop a serious, long-term energy plan, the American administration and the Congress, as well as the public, which must support such efforts through its consumption decisions, should appreciate exactly where most oil is used and what that implies for policy. Nearly 70 percent of all U.S. oil consumption is attributable to the transportation of people and products.""* Based on U.S. Department of Transportation statistics, there are over 247.4 million registered vehicles on U.S. roads. Of these, 94 percent are privately owned vehicles,'' defined as any two-axle vehicle [for example motorcycle, passenger car, light truck, sport utility vehicle (SUV), van] owned and operated by an individual for the purposes of personal or family travel (Table 1). POVs consume the largest portion of America's oil (Figure 1). Analysis of the fleet reveals that the average U.S. privately owned passenger car has a fuel efficiency of about 22.1 mpg," consuming approximately 567 gallons''"' of refined motor fuel (RMF) per year.'"* The average U.S. privately owned SUV has a fuel efficiency of about 17.7 mpg," consuming approximately 617 gallons''' of refined motor fuel per year."''' Thus, privately owned vehicles represent 76.2 percent of U.S. RMF consumption per year, the greatest single subsection of RMF consumption in the United States."^'* It is critical to note that over 46 percent of the total U.S. oil consumed each year feeds the massive privately owned vehicle fleet. That is a sizable and crucial percentage, which has been previous efforts to develop a long-term energy strategy for decreasing oil dependence, nor in previous energy proposals seeking to reduce the use of electricity. Indeed, the United States allocates only about 3 percent of its oil to the generation of electricity. 
Creating cleaner tech and creating a larger industry for green transit are both key to solve warming

TRIP 9 (Transport Research & Innovation Portal, Transportation think tank Transport and the Environment, pg. 2) IGM

Transport has significant detrimental effects on the built and natural environment, and hence on individuals’ lives. It also contributes significantly to global warming. On both these counts, transport will be unsustainable in the medium to long term without mitigation measures. The environmental aspects of transport sustainability are concerned with atmospheric and noise pollution, land take, resource use, the effects of waste disposal on the natural environment, and the effects of the above on humans, flora and fauna. These environmental aspects of transport cover the full life-cycle of transport. The largest impacts come from transport use, but the effects from development and construction of infrastructure and vehicles, as well as the waste from their disposal, add to the environmental costs of transport.
Commercialization—AT Demand Low
Increasing demand now

Kaiser 11 (Tiffany, contributer, http://www.dailytech.com/GM+Boosts+Volt+Production+as+More+Consumers+Consider+Electric+Vehicles/article21678.htm) IGM

With gas hovering $4 a gallon, it's easy to understand why many drivers are becoming increasingly frustrated with their gas guzzling vehicles that drain their wallets on a normal basis. To make matters worse, fuel prices are expected to remain around the $3 to $4 mark for some time, and these high prices are pushing some consumers toward electric vehicles like the Chevrolet Volt. According to a study from the University of Delaware, which surveyed over 3,000 people, consumers would be willing to pay for several different electric vehicle attributes. For instance, the UD study found that consumers put a price of $75 per mile up to 200 miles of additional range, and $35 per mile from 200 to 300 miles. "This information tells the car manufacturers what people are willing to pay for another unit of distance," said George Parsons, a professor at UD. "It gives them guidance as to what cost levels they need to attain to make the cars competitive in the market." In addition, the study found that consumers believe the cost of batteries needs to decrease significantly without subsidy. But researchers noted that the current $7,500 government tax credit could "bridge the gap between electric car costs and consumers' willingness to pay if battery costs decline to $300 a kilowatt hour." "It appears that even modest electric vehicles with today's limited battery range, if marketed correctly to segments with appropriate driving behavior, comprise a large enough market for substantial vehicle sales," the study concluded. With this in mind, automakers like General Motors are looking to increase production to meet consumer demand of electric vehicles. As a matter of fact, GM has announced that it will increase production of its electric Chevrolet Volt.
***Peak Oil Adv***

Peak Oil – Transportation Key 
Transportation is the biggest internal link to solving peak oil
Eccleston 8 (Charles, NEPA consultant and leading expert, member of NAEP, “Climbing Hubbert’s Peak: The Looming World Oil Crisis,” http://www.naep.org/assets/

documents/Peak%20Oil_Spr_08_Eccleston%5B1%5D.pdf) KGH
DOE’s Peak Oil Analysis A study of the peak oil question commissioned by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) paints a sobering picture of the problem—and the level of effort needed to address it. The study resulted in a report entitled “Peaking of World Oil Production: Impacts, Mitigation, and Risk Management.”12 The report’s executive summary opened with an ominous sentence: “The peaking of world oil production presents the U.S. and the world with an unprecedented risk management problem.”13 Among the key conclusions outlined in the report were the following: • World oil production will peak, although experts differ on exactly when the peak will arrive. • Peak oil will have a severe impact on the U.S. economy. • Peak oil is a “unique challenge,” something the world has never before faced. The authors note, “Previous energy transitions (wood to coal and coal to oil) were gradual and evolutionary; oil peaking will be abrupt and revolutionary.” • The main problems created by peak oil will be concentrated in the transportation sector, which relies primarily on petroleum-derived liquid fuels for which there are no readily available substitutes. • The mitigation efforts needed to avert severe impacts from worldwide peak oil could take decades. These efforts will involve replacing “vast numbers of liquid fuel consuming vehi-cles” and building “a substantial number of substitute fuel production facilities.” 
Innovating green technology is key to wean the world off of oil
Freeman 4(Richard, journalist on education and econ, “Will The End of Oil Mean The End of America?” http://www.commondreams.org/views04/0301-12.htm) KGH 

But the coconut metaphor, remember, involves a choice food or freedom. What, then, is the alternative, the letting go of the paltry handful of food in conscious preference for the life of continued freedom? The alternative to Grab the Oil is to dispense with the hobbling dependency on oil itself and to quickly wean the country off of it. Call it the path of Energy Reconfiguration. It is to declare a modern day Manhattan Project aimed at minimizing the draw down in the worlds finite stocks of oil, extending their life, and mitigating the calamity inherent in their rapid exhaustion. It means building a physical infrastructure to the economy that is based on an alternative to oil. And it means doing this, not unilaterally or militarily as the US is doing now, but in peaceful partnership with other countries of the world, the other counties in our shared global lifeboat that are also threatened by the end of oil. In more specific terms, energy reconfiguration means retrofitting all of the nations buildings, both commercial and residential, to double their energy efficiency. It means a crash program to shift the transportation system cars, trucks to a basis that uses perhaps half as much oil per year. This is well within reach of current technology. Energy Reconfiguration means using biotechnology to develop crops that require much less fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides and machinery to harvest. It means refitting industrial and commercial processes lighting, heating, appliances, automation, etc. so that they, too, consume far less energy than they do today. It means increasing efficiency, reducing consumption, and building sustainable, long-term alternatives in every arena in which the economy uses oil. Such a program would return incalculable benefits to national security, the economy, and to the environment. In terms of national security, Energy Reconfiguration greatly reduces the countys susceptibility to oil blackmail. It reduces the need for provocative adventurism into foreign countries in pursuit of oil. As such, it reduces the incentive for terrorism against the US. And by reducing such threats, it reduces the need for a sprawling, expensive military abroad and a repressive police state at home. Savings in military costsperhaps on the order of hundreds of billions of dollars a yearcould well pay for such a program. The saving of democracy, of course, is priceless. The economic benefits are at least equally impressive. By reducing energy imports, the US would reduce its hemorrhaging trade deficit and the mortgaging of the nations future that such borrowing implies. A national corps of workers set to retrofitting the nations homes and businesses for energy efficiency would address employment problems for decades in a way that could not be outsourced to Mexico or India or China. And a more efficient industrial infrastructure would make all goods made in America more competitive with those made abroad. In all of these ways, Energy Reconfiguration raises, not lowers, the average standard of living while increasing the resilience of the economy as a whole. 
EVs solve peak oil

Massive transformations in transportation necessary

Foster 8 (University of Oregon, author and expert on economy and ecology, “Peak Oil and Energy Imperialism,” p. 10, http://www.cym.ie/documents/peak_oil.pdf)

Publicly of course the peak oil problem has often been characterised by establishment sources and the media as a "fringe issue." Yet over the past decade the question has been pursued systematically with increasing concern within the highest echelons of capitalist society: within both states and corporations.24 In February 2005 the U.S. Department of Energy released a major report that it had commissioned entitled Peaking of World Oil Production: Impacts. Mitigation, and Risk Management. The project leader was Robert L Hirsch of Science Applications International Corporation. Hirsch had formerly occupied executive positions in the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission. Exxon, and ARCO. The Hirsch report concluded that peak oil was a little over two decades away or nearer. "Even the most optimistic forecasts." it stated, "suggest that world oil peaking will occur in less than 25 years." The main emphasis of the Hirsch report commissioned by the Department of Energy, however, was on the issue of the massive transformations that would be needed in the economy, and particularly transportation, in order to mitigate the harmful effects of the end of cheap oil. The enormous problem of converting virtually the entire stock of U.S. cars, trucks, and aircraft in just a quarter-century (at most) was viewed as presenting intractable difficulties.25
Transportation uses half of all oil

Jolley 6(Ainsley, Center for Strategic Economic Studies, “The Supply of Fossil Fuels,” p. 2, http://www.cfses.com/documents/climate/09_Jolley_Supply_of_Fossil_Fuels.pdf) KGH

Oil will continue to account for the largest share in the world’s primary energy mix up to 2030 at least. Demand is expected to grow by 57% from 2002 to 2030, with only a marginal drop in today’s share of the global energy mix, from 36% in 2002 to 35% in 2030. The transport sector will be increasingly important as a consumer of oil, its share of final energy consumption of oil rising from 47% in 2002 to 54% by 2030. In the developing economies, the demand for oil will rise not only because of transport needs but also because of consumption in the industrial, residential and services sectors (IEA 2004; IEA 2005a). While oil production in aggregate will continue to rise over the projection period, conventional oil production outside of OPEC will be declining from 2010 and the rate of increase in conventional OPEC oil production will peak by 2020,
Transportation key to energy security

Shaw 9 (Nick, Department of Environmental Science and IDS at Dalhousie University, “Climate change and energy security in transportation fuel, infrastructure and policy: An AHP approach,” p. 1, http://environmental.science.dal.ca/Files/Environmental

%20Programs/ENVS_4900_thesis_pro/NICK_Thesis.pdf) KGH

Transportation is fundamental to all societies. It affords access to a broad range of goods and services that has brought civilization to where it is today. Be it a trans-national flight, the delivery of a package, or a walk to the grocery store, resources—in the form of energy, infrastructure, and time—go into the provision of these activities and services which are fundamental to our high standard of living. However, these benefits are not without cost. The transportation sector is heavily dependent on fossil fuels, particularly oil; for example, in OECD countries, 96 percent of the energy for transportation is derived from petroleum (IEA, 2008a). In 2006, the combustion of petroleum products accounted for 51.8 percent of final energy consumption in the OECD nations, with transportation taking 60.5 percent share of this in 2006 (IEA, 2008a; Figure 1). Thus, the transportation sector accounts for 31.3 percent of all energy used in OECD countries—derived almost entirely from petroleum. The repercussions of this dependence are numerous, but most significantly in the areas of climate change and energy security.
Peak oil demonstrates need for new transportation

Perl and Gilbert 7 (Anthony, Simon Fraser Univ., Richard, Centre for Sustainable Transportation, “Declining Oil Production as a Catalyst for High-Speed Rail in North America,” p.7, http://richardgilbert.ca/Files/2007/Perl%20Gilbert

,%20WCTR%202007.pdf) KGH

In a world where cheap oil has become history, a diverse range of transportation interests from airlines and airports to freight rail carriers to electric utilities could all come to see the passenger train as a net benefit to their bottom line. The need for both new energy sources and greatly enhanced energy efficiency could accomplish what decades of subsidies and public debate about the place of passenger trains in Canada and the United States has not. High speed trains may yet play an important role in renewing the role of rail in North America when peak oil production demonstrates the value of taking such a transportation option more seriously than has been done during the years of stalemate over Amtrak and Via Rail Canada. We explore such an energy scenario in the following section. World oil use and projections Over 95% of the fuel used in transportation around the world today is a liquid petroleum product made from crude oil. Cars run mostly on gasoline, although Europe also has many vehicles powered by diesel fuel. Trucks run mostly on diesel fuel, although smaller delivery vehicles use gasoline. Small boats use gasoline and large ships invariably use diesel fuel, or a dense, high-sulfur variant known as bunker fuel. Non-electric trains mostly use diesel fuel, for generators that power the electric motors driving their wheels. A few trains still use coal. Propeller airplanes use ―avgas‖ which is similar to the gas once used in automobiles in that it contains a lead compound to reduce the incidence of uncontrolled ignition of the fuel (‗knocking‘). Jet airplanes use a form of kerosene, which is similar to diesel fuel. The principal transportation energy use that is not derived from petroleum is found in the world‘s electrified railways and rail transit operations which, along with electric trolley buses, consume electricity produced from a mix of nuclear, fossil fuel, and renewable sources. Almost all of the world‘s high speed train services are powered by electricity.
Few hybrids reduces millions of gallons of gas

Turrentine et al 6 (Thomas, Institute for Transportation Studies at University of California, Davis, “Quantifying the benefits of hybrid vehicles,” p. 13, http://escholarship.org/uc/item/2v7873dm#page-8) KGH

So in 2010. hybrids will save 0.4% of total oil and GHGs; that equals 498 million gallons of gas per year. If that were in tanker ships (Sue/Max tankers carry I million barrels, that is 42 million gallons), that is about 10 large tanker ships fewer per year. The estimated reduction of CO; is 5.1 million metric tonnes, The California Air Resources Board offers some additional calculations of greenhouse gas equivalents for California. They note that removing one million metric tonnes of CO] is equivalent to taking 179,000 passenger vehicles off the road in California for a year and is equal to 114 million gallons of gasoline.4
***Competitiveness Adv***

Uniqueness—China Up

[1AC] The US is lagging in clean tech—government investments are key

Morrison 12 (Ian, World Wildlife Fund, US Lags Behind China in Clean Energy Technology Race, 6/4/12, http://news.yahoo.com/us-lags-behind-china-clean-energy-technology-race-220609306.html) LA

China continues to lead the global clean energy technology manufacturing race, according to a new report commissioned by World Wildlife Fund. The third edition of Clean Economy, Living Planet ranks 25 countries based on the 2011 sales of the clean energy technology products they manufacture, such as solar panels and wind turbines. It found that in terms of total sales value of clean energy technology, China had the largest market, followed by the United States and Germany. Though the US ranks second to China in total sales, relative to the size of its economy the US is well behind leading countries including Denmark, China, Germany and Brazil. “Other countries are moving on clean technology opportunities and making big investments in the industry, while US policymakers in Washington seems to be content to let all the recent growth in the US wither on the vine by not providing policy certainty and not going after growth opportunities,” said Marty Spitzer, Director of US Climate Policy for WWF. “It’s stable, visionary policy that’s driving the market leaders to the top.” The report finds that:   US total clean technology manufacturing sales increased 17% from 2010 to 2011, a pace that has slowed from recent years (28% from 2008-2010).   The top five fastest growing markets for 2010-11 were Taiwan (+36%), China (+29%), India (+19%), South Korea (+19%) and the United States (+17%).   The US has the largest global market share in bioethanol (61%), largely because of strong federal incentives and a renewable fuels standard. In solar PV, US production rose 16%, capturing 16% of the global market.   The US has a strong market share in wind technology, but is still in fourth place with an 11% market share (a slight increase over last year’s 9%), behind China, Germany and Denmark, who together have more than 60% of the global market. Despite a growth of 30% in US demand for wind turbines, wind turbine manufacturing in the United States grew by only 17% in 2011.   The US is a strong player in the global clean energy technology race, but compared to other leading countries, the US is currently under-investing in clean technology and there is a great deal of policy uncertainty, meaning it will likely lose market share in the long term. “The view that new industries set sail on their own defies history,” Spitzer said. “The US government has played a strong role in investing in and fostering new industries, from rail and coal to the oil, natural gas and nuclear industries. Clean technology industries are no different. For the near term, our clean energy manufacturing industries like wind and solar need and deserve support to maintain their growth.” “In the longer run, we need to level the playing field among energy technologies and put in place policies like a Clean Energy Standard or a carbon price to create stable, long-term demand.” Overall, the report found that in 2011, the global sales value of the clean technology sector increased by 10% to almost €200 billion (approximately $248.8 billion). However in comparison to 2010, the 2011 growth of that sales value is much more unevenly distributed across countries. While sales from manufacturers in many countries in Asia and the Americas continued to increase, European manufactures have kept their sales stable or have even seen a decline in sales. By 2015, the clean tech sector is expected to rival the oil and gas equipment market, when the forecasted market size will be between €240 and 290 billion, the report states. Countries that gain a strong position in clean technology manufacturing today have the best prospects to capitalize on the expected strong growth in the future. “The long-term drivers behind growth in clean technology markets are not going away. Countries winning the clean technology manufacturing race see the growth opportunities and are going after them by building strong domestic markets through comprehensive policies,” said Spitzer. “We can’t risk Washington taking a nap by the side of the road while more countries breeze by us. There’s too much at stake.”
China is taking steps to outpace the US in energy investment

Hart 11 (Melanie, Center for American Progress, China Eyes Competitive Edge in Renewable Energy, 8/24/11, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/08/china_energy_competitiveness.html/) LA

China’s State Council (the national cabinet) is currently reviewing a set of massive funding proposals for seven key “strategic emerging industries”: environmentally friendly and energy-efficient technologies, next-generation IT, biotechnology, high-end equipment manufacturing, alternative energy, alternative materials, and alternative-energy vehicles. The Chinese identify these industries as the most optimum market environments for their indigenous innovation program, and the State Council is expected to approve and release the official package next month, including an overall 2011-2015 development plan for strategic emerging industries and individual funding and policy support plans for each industry.[1] This package is designed to address China’s competitive disadvantages in technology innovation particularly with the United States. U.S. policymakers should pay close attention because if the Chinese succeed this will be a game-changer especially in the energy sector. This new plan aims to address the fact that in many current market sectors the technology gap between Chinese firms and the current market leaders is so large that it’s almost impossible for the Chinese to compete. Either they manage to leap frog ahead on the technology side (often through assimilation and “re-innovation” rather than real bottom-up innovation) but then falter at the operational level (as in high-speed rail) or they simply cannot catch up at all.
China is first in alternative energy investment but the US can still catch up—new government programs are key

Jordans 12 (Frank, USA Today, China topped USA in renewable energy investment in 2011, 6/11/12, http://www.usatoday.com/money/industries/energy/story/2012-06-11/Renewable-energy-investment/55517876/1) LA

GENEVA – Global investment in renewable energy reached a record $257 billion last year, with solar attracting more than half the total, according to a U.N. report released Monday. Investment in solar energy surged to $147 billion in 2011, a year-on-year increase of 52% thanks to strong demand for rooftop photovoltaic installations in Germany, Italy, China and Britain. China was responsible for almost a fifth of the total investment volume, spending $52 billion on renewable energy last year. The United States was close behind with investments of $51 billion, as developers sought to benefit from government incentive programs before they expired. Germany, Italy and India rounded out the top five. Large-scale solar thermal installations in Spain and the United States also contributed to growth during a fiercely competitive year for the solar industry. Several large American and German manufacturers fell victim to price pressure from Chinese rivals that helped to halve the cost of photovoltaic modules in 2011. The report's authors said the demise of companies such as Solyndra, Evergreen Solar, SpectraWatt, Solar Millenium and Solon was a sign that the solar industry is maturing. "In 1903, the United States had over 500 car companies, most of which quickly fell by the wayside even as the automobile sector grew into an industrial juggernaut," the report said. "Today, the renewable energy sector is experiencing similar growing pains as the sector consolidates." Wind power investment slipped 12% to $84 billion due to uncertainty about energy policy in Europe and fewer new installations in China, according to the report. Overall investment in renewable energy grew 17%, a slowdown from the 37% increase in 2010. Still, the head of the U.N. Environment Program claimed the latest figures are an indication that renewable energy is drawing level with fossil fuels in some markets. "These trends are real, they are substantive and they are transformative," Achim Steiner told reporters in a conference call.
China is absolutely destroying the US in every aspect of clean tech

Podesta 9 (John D., Prez of Center for American Progress Action Fund, Written testimony for the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, 10/29/9, http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id=f5ac1203-2842-45dc-b99c-0ccd6b1a9d32) LA

Two months ago, I led a small American delegation to China that included Senator Tom Daschle, Ambassador Wendy Sherman, MIT Professor John Deutch, former Deputy Secretary of Defense Rudy deLeon, and SEIU President Andy Stern. Our group spent three full days speaking with some of the senior-most government officials, leading academics, and members of the financial industry about a range of issues of utmost importance between our two countries. 5 These discussions made us realize that climate change and clean energy rank among the very top issues of importance to China’s social and economic development challenges. China fully grasps the strategic economic opportunity that the clean-energy sector represents. As Li Keqiang, first vice premier of China and Premier Wen Jiabao’s deputy, has publicly said on various occasions, the development of new energy sources represents an opportunity to stimulate consumption, increase investments, achieve stable export opportunities, and adjust China’s energy structure, all while enhancing its international economic competitiveness.13 China is also diversifying into clean energy sources for energy security concerns. It already imports almost 50 percent of the oil it consumes, and for the first time in 2007, started to import coal. With China's consumption expected to grow from eight million barrels of oil a day currently to 20 million barrels of oil a day by 2030, its demand for global oil resources is bound to rise steadily and drive oil prices up.14 It has started to build a strategic oil reserve, encouraged its state-owned energy companies to invest in overseas energy assets, and has sealed multibillion dollar oil and gas supply contracts with countries like Russia, Brazil, Iran and Venezuela.15 But Beijing knows that a reliance on fossil fuels is not a complete solution, and is thus making heavy investments in domestic sources of clean and renewable energy. Over the past few years, China has quietly made significant investments into low-carbon infrastructure.16 Although reported numbers vary, allocations to clean energy and sustainable development account for 14.5 percent of China’s $586 billion economic stimulus in 2008, while the proportion is as high as 34 percent if supporting rail and grid infrastructure is included. China is making steady progress to meet its goal to reduce energy consumption per unit of gross domestic product by 20 percent of 2005 levels by 2020. It has steadily grown its wind power industry as part of its long-term effort to increase its share of non-fossil fuel power to 15 percent of its overall energy mix by 2020. China’s installed wind power capacity has doubled for each of the past four years, and this year it has launched major investment programs in solar photovoltaic installation to catalyze the domestic solar market. The rapid growth in renewable energy deployment in China has compelled its policymakers to revise their 2020 target for wind power from 30 gigawatts to 100 to 120 gigawatts, and for solar power from 1.8 gigawatts to 10 gigawatts. China also plans to make significant investments in nuclear energy—$130 billion over the next 15 years. It plans to expand its nuclear capacity from 11 gigawatts to 40 gigawatts in 2020. China had nearly twice the amount of installed renewable energy capacity, excluding large hydro, compared to the United States by the end of 2008 (76 gigawatts versus 40 gigawatts).17 China is also an emerging world leader in ultra-high-voltage, or UHV transmission lines, with more than 100 domestic manufacturers and suppliers participating in the manufacturing and supply of UHV equipment. A transmission line from Shanxi to Hubei boasts the highest capacity in the world, and is able to transmit 1,000 kilovolts over 640 6 kilometers. The State Grid Corporation of China will invest $44 billion through 2012 and $88 billion through 2020 in building UHV transmission lines. China will unveil in the coming months plans to build an extensive smart grid by 2020. As the world’s largest auto market, China is serious about making the clean-energy vehicles of the future. They have slashed gasoline subsidies and increased taxes on cars with bigger engines while reducing taxes on smaller cars. They are spending $2.9 billion on developing energy efficient vehicles. China wants to raise its annual production capacity of hybrid and all-electric cars and buses to 500,000 by the end of 2011. This would account for only 5 percent of total car sales, but is up from only 2,100 in 2008. Thirteen cities will roll out pilot subsidy programs for the purchase of “new energy vehicles,” ranging from $7,350 for small hybrid passenger cars to $87,700 for large, fuel- cell-powered commercial buses. The subsidies will target public-sector purchases such as public transportation, sanitation, and postal services. The State Grid plans to deploy pilot networks of charging stations for electric cars in Beijing, Tianjin, and Shanghai, while Nissan-Renault plans to help establish a pilot charging infrastructure network in Wuhan. China’s emerging leadership in electric vehicles is based on its innovation in energy storage technology. The world’s first mass-produced, plug-in hybrid is the F3DM, launched by China’s BYD Auto last December. Just six years ago BYD Auto was only in the business of making batteries for mobile phones. The F3DM sells in China for approximately $22,000, and the founder of BYD, Wang Chuanfu, is now China’s richest man.18 During our delegation’s visit to Beijing, we rode on a high-speed train to Tianjin, traveling 65 miles in just 30 minutes—less than half the time compared to conventional rail. This is part of the largest railway expansion in history. China plans to spend almost $300 billion expanding its railway network from 78,000 km today to 120,000 km in 2020. Of this, 13,000 km will be high-speed rail. The 1,300 kilometer Beijing-Shanghai line is under construction and will reduce travel time between those destinations from 14 hours to 5 hours when it opens in 2013. This will attract an estimated 220,000 daily passengers and should dramatically reduce air travel between the metropolises. What’s more, China is poised to have the world's largest network for intracity urban rail transit. About 2,100 km of railway lines will be laid and operational by 2015 in 19 cities. Ten cities currently have 29 urban rail routes, totaling 778 km, and 14 cities are building 46 urban rail lines, which total 1,212 km. Aside from infrastructure, China is also leading the way in manufacturing clean-energy technologies and products. It accounts for nearly 40 percent of the global production of solar photovoltaic panels. Historically, the vast majority of this production has been exported, but as described above, a push to develop the domestic solar market will mean that more solar panels will stay in China to produce clean electricity for the benefit of its own people. 7 China’s rapid wind power expansion has also created a vibrant wind power manufacturing sector. Where some five years ago there were virtually no domestic manufacturers of wind components, now there are as many as 70 to 100 companies, with Sinovel, now the seventh largest in the world, producing one thousand 1.5 MW turbines in 2008 and with a capacity to produce twice this quantity. Though the first priority of these companies is to satisfy the growing domestic market, they are starting to explore international markets. China’s program to increase renewable energy and efficiency will also lower its greenhouse gas pollution. The Washington Post noted that “last week, the Paris-based International Energy Agency said the efforts are starting to pay off...[and] lowered its estimate of future Chinese greenhouse gas emissions.”19 China has also signaled for the first time that it intends to manage carbon emissions growth. Last month, President Hu Jintao announced that China will reduce its carbon emissions per unit of GDP by a “notable margin.” How quickly such a deceleration leads to a peaking of China’s total emissions depends on the specific carbon intensity targets, but senior Chinese officials have recently given public assurance of its desire to peak its carbon pollution “as early as possible.”20 All these actions send signals to the international business community. According to a recent report, the clean tech market in China alone has a potential to develop into a $500 billion to $1 trillion per year market by 2013.21 Enterprising American companies such as First Solar and American Superconductor have sensed the economic opportunity by investing directly in the Chinese clean energy market or, in the case of Duke Energy, partnering with Chinese companies to develop clean-energy projects here in the United States. Make no mistake about it—China wants to lead the world in the development and production of clean-energy technologies for use at home and abroad. The United States should assume that China is in the clean-energy technology race to win.

Uniqueness—US has no permanent investment

ARRA wasn’t intended to be a consistent project—it will run out and trash the market

Freed et al. 10 (Josh Freed, Sam Hodas, Sarah Collins, and Stephanie Praus, Third Way Clean Energy Program Director, Policy Advisor, and Interns, Creating a Clean Energy Century: Recapturing the Lead in Clean Tech Innovation, November 2010, http://content.thirdway.org/publications/351/Third_Way_Report_-_Creating_a_Clean_Energy_Century.pdf) LA

Stimulus funding was never intended to provide the long-term investment the U.S. needs to spark private sector clean energy innovation and it should not be. That is why there have been simultaneous efforts to modernize federal innovation, including funding of the Advanced Research Projects Agency–Energy (ARPA-E) and creation of the DOE Energy Frontier Research Centers (ERFCs).134 ARPA-E is modeled after Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) and is intended to engage in high-risk, transformational energy research that private industry is hesitant to undertake, because the cost risks and potential for failure are too great and current market demand too limited.135 The EFRCs support teams of researchers conducting fundamental research on “grand challenges” identified within the scientific community, in order to provide a foundation for the new clean energy economy.136 These programs set outcome goals but leave it up to researchers and entrepreneurs to determine the path they will take to achieve them. This is vital to inventing breakthrough energy technologies. Unfortunately, at $388 million,137 funding remains well below the annual $1 billion experts believe is needed for ARPA-E alone.138 These efforts also represent a new federal ethos that clean energy innovation is a national priority. The ARRA injected needed capital into U.S. clean energy innovation efforts, financing 11 battery component factories and 10 electric drive component facilities for manufacturing advanced batteries for electric vehicles in several states, including Michigan, North Carolina, and Indiana.139 Michigan based A123 Systems was awarded $249 million to build three factories for lithium-ion batteries for vehicles, electric grid storage, and other applications.140 ARPA-E is providing $80 million for 20 R&D projects to develop next generation battery chemistry that could cut battery costs by 90% and multiply electric vehicle range six times.141 The stimulus, however, was a one-time investment. Once it runs out, clean energy funding will drop by over $65 billion to $3.5 billion.142 This is a glide path very few new companies could succeed on. As Arno Harris, CEO of Recurrent Energy, a San Francisco based solar power company, warns, “The industry has just gotten out of the starting blocks. Letting the program expire at the end of 2010 will seriously undermine market confidence and disrupt project finance markets just as they are emerging from the ruins of 2009.”143

Tech Competitiveness K2 Heg

[1AC] Technological competitiveness is key to leadership

Segal 4 (Adam, Senior Fellow @ Council on Foreign Relations, Is America Losing Its Edge?, Nov/Dec 4, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60260/adam-segal/is-america-losing-its-edge) LA

The United States' global primacy depends in large part on its ability to develop new technologies and industries faster than anyone else. For the last five decades, U.S. scientific innovation and technological entrepreneurship have ensured the country's economic prosperity and military power. It was Americans who invented and commercialized the semiconductor, the personal computer, and the Internet; other countries merely followed the U.S. lead. Today, however, this technological edge-so long taken for granted-may be slipping, and the most serious challenge is coming from Asia. Through competitive tax policies, increased investment in research and development (R&D), and preferential policies for science and technology (S&T) personnel, Asian governments are improving the quality of their science and ensuring the exploitation of future innovations. The percentage of patents issued to and science journal articles published by scientists in China, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan is rising. Indian companies are quickly becoming the second-largest producers of application services in the world, developing, supplying, and managing database and other types of software for clients around the world. South Korea has rapidly eaten away at the U.S. advantage in the manufacture of computer chips and telecommunications software. And even China has made impressive gains in advanced technologies such as lasers, biotechnology, and advanced materials used in semiconductors, aerospace, and many other types of manufacturing. Although the United States' technical dominance remains solid, the globalization of research and development is exerting considerable pressures on the American system. Indeed, as the United States is learning, globalization cuts both ways: it is both a potent catalyst of U.S. technological innovation and a significant threat to it. The United States will never be able to prevent rivals from developing new technologies; it can remain dominant only by continuing to innovate faster than everyone else. But this won't be easy; to keep its privileged position in the world, the United States must get better at fostering technological entrepreneurship at home.

US tech competitiveness is being eroded which collapses leadership

Dabney 10 (Michael, Bioscience Communicator @ UCSD & Writer, U.S. Competitive Edge in Jeopardy, 4/24/10, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/technology/us-competitive-edge-in-jeopardy-34041.html) LA

In his seminal 2002 best-seller “The Creative Class,” author Richard Florida had a thing or two to say about America’s diminishing leadership in innovation. He wrote: “The United States appears to have thrown its gearshift into reverse. At all levels of government and even in the private sector, Americans have been cutting back crucial investments in creativity—in education, in research, in arts and culture—while pouring billions into low-return or no-return public projects like sports stadiums … If these trends continue, the U.S. may well squander its once-considerable lead.” It is America’s declining hegemony in high-tech innovation and research that has got decision makers in the U.S.—from the Oval Office and the National Science Foundation in Washington to researchers, business leaders, and educators across the country—concerned. “For more than half a century, the United States has led the world in scientific discovery and innovation. It has been a beacon, drawing the best scientists to its educational institutions, industries and laboratories from around the globe,” The Task Force on the Future of American Innovation wrote in the report “The Knowledge Economy: Is the United States Losing Its Competitive Edge?” “However, in today’s rapidly evolving competitive world, the United States can no longer take its supremacy for granted. Nations from Europe to Eastern Asia are on a fast track to pass the United States in scientific excellence and technological innovation,” the report said. Indeed, there are warnings on the horizon. Here are just some of them: Fewer graduates in science and engineering: America’s educational system was once at the forefront of producing the best scientists and engineers; but today, undergraduate science and engineering degrees in the United States are being awarded less frequently than in other countries. For example, according to the Council on Competitiveness, the ratio of first university degrees in natural sciences and engineering to the college-age population in the United States is only 5.7 degrees per 100. Some European countries, including Spain, Ireland, Sweden, the United Kingdom, France, and Finland, award between 8 and 13 degrees per 100. Japan awards 8 per 100, and Taiwan and South Korea each award about 11 per 100.  Stagnant growth: Although the United States remains a competitive leader in innovation, it has made the least progress of all developing nations in competiveness and innovation capacity over the last decade, according to a 2009 report by the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation titled “The Atlantic Century: Benchmarking EU & U.S. Innovation and Competitiveness.” A fall from grace in key high-tech sectors: From 1998 to 2003, the balance of trade in the manufacture of aircraft—which for years was one of the strongest U.S. export sectors—fell from $39 billion to $24 billion, a loss of $15 billion, reflecting increased sales of foreign-made commercial aircraft to U.S. carriers. In areas of information technology, biotechnology, nanotechnology, and fusion energy science, the United States is also losing ground to Asia and some countries in the European Union (EU). “‘Can America compete?’ is the nation’s new No. 1 anxiety, the topic of emotional debate,” wrote Fortune magazine’s Geoffrey Colvin. “We’re not building human capital the way we used to. Our primary and secondary schools are falling behind the rest of the world’s. Our universities are still excellent, but the foreign students who come to them are increasingly taking their educations back home. As other nations multiply their science and engineering graduates—building the foundation for economic progress—ours are declining, in part because those fields are seen as nerdish and simply uncool.” To be sure, experts are quick to point out that despite these challenges, no one is saying that Americans can’t adapt and get back on track. The Task Force on the Future of American Innovation report stated: “The United States still leads the world in research and discovery, but our advantage is rapidly eroding, and our global competitors may soon overtake us.” To remain competitive in the global arena, the task force said, the United States must redirect its attention to the factors that have driven American innovation for years: research (especially that which is funded through federal and private entities for science and engineering), education, the technical workforce, and economic growth.

Clean tech is key to competitiveness

Raveche 7 (Hal, Stevens Institute of Tech, Technology innovation; America needs a new strategy now, 1/26/7, Washington Times) LA

American entrepreneurial spirit that fuels the national economic engine. Government may have been among the first to corner the risk-aversion market. The operating mantra for the bureaucracy was, and remains, that the punishment for taking a risk and making a mistake to be ridiculed, disciplined or fired was far more severe than the potential reward for thinking beyond the norm and dreaming up with a better idea, program or policy. The result is to discourage innovation by many of the people who know best how to fix the broken programs that they deal with every day. Elected leaders, as well as CEOs, who embark on radically different paths are often lambasted by the protectors of the status quo and likely to find themselves with the label "former" attached to their titles simply for traveling down the path of innovation. Risk aversion has had a devastating impact on America's leadership in technology. The fact is, no president, Republican or Democrat, and no previous Congress has ever developed a meaningful national technological strategy for the United States. Certainly, there were fits and starts the Kennedy Space Program, the Carter Shale Oil Program, the Reagan Strategic Defense Initiative and the Clinton/Gore Human Genome Initiative but never has a comprehensive and consistent strategy been employed. The failure may be directly linked to the potential backlash that could result from a president or Congress being accused of "picking the winners and losers" for future business growth. Unfortunately, this kind of government thinking has reached the private sector. The Sarbanes-Oxley reforms, whose purpose was improving accountability and transparency in corporate governance, has also chased innovative thinkers from corporate boardrooms. Choosing to serve on a corporate board or deciding to take a small private company public may now not be worth the risk. Risk aversion in the private marketplace has had a paralyzing effect on high-tech growth. In 2000, there were an estimated 170 initial public offerings for high-tech companies; by 2006 the number of such IPOs dwindled to 35. Economic competition from Singapore, Taiwan, Korea, India, China and Japan reminds us of the atrophy in the domestic auto industry. The burgeoning presence of nail and tanning salons on Main Street USA stands in stark contrast to Singapore's stem-cell "research city," Taiwan's science parks and the new R&D labs in Bangalore, India. To be remembered for rebuilding America, our president must commit to re-establishing the global technological leadership of the United States and take a risk on some technologies that meet our national needs, such as alternative energy, for decades to come. If the new Congress really wants to improve the future for America's working families, it will leave the self-congratulatory echo chamber about enhancements to the minimum wage and get down to the hard work of implementing a national strategy for technological innovation, even if this threatens the defenders of the status quo. The 110th Congress can be inspired by the bipartisan 1980 Bayh-Dole Act, enabling universities to own intellectual property from federally sponsored research. Prior to this transformational legislation, the annual number of university patents fluctuated below 500. By 1990 it doubled and, by 2003 it exceeded 3,000, with a threefold increase in the number of participating universities, which furthered high tech economic growth. We need such visionary initiatives now from Congress and the president.

Clean Tech Competitiveness K2 Econ

[1AC] And, economic decline is inevitable without government clean tech investment

Freed et al. 10 (Josh Freed, Sam Hodas, Sarah Collins, and Stephanie Praus, Third Way Clean Energy Program Director, Policy Advisor, and Interns, Creating a Clean Energy Century: Recapturing the Lead in Clean Tech Innovation, November 2010, http://content.thirdway.org/publications/351/Third_Way_Report_-_Creating_a_Clean_Energy_Century.pdf) LA

Analysts estimate that cumulative investment in the clean energy market could reach as much as $2.2 trillion over the next ten years,72 with the total market growing to $600 billion annually.73 But that might not present much opportunity for the U.S. because there are not many American companies poised to seize this growing market. U.S. companies make up only one of the top five wind manufacturers in the world, and just one of the top ten solar energy companies.74 Comparatively, five of the worlds’ top ten information technology companies are American,75 and the U.S. boasts four of the ten leading pharmaceutical companies globally, including the top two.76 This has ramifications across the American economy. According to the Apollo Alliance, $50 billion in investment in retooling and retraining could create 250,000 American manufacturing jobs, support 725,000 more indirect jobs, and generate up to $120 billion in revenue from new products and services.77 In an analysis of global clean energy trade, Third Way found that aggressive U.S. leadership in global clean energy research and development could increase U.S. clean energy exports by up to $40 billion by 2020 and up to $200 billion in 2050.78 This would more than double the current $14 billion in American clean energy product exports in 10 years,79 resulting in up to 750,000 new jobs by 2020 and millions of new jobs by 2050.80 Countries like Germany, Japan, South Korea, and China that weathered the Great Recession—thanks to export-oriented economies—are pursuing aggressive energy development and trade policies to build their clean energy export capabilities. This is already having an impact. Over the past ten years, the U.S. trade deficit in clean energy skyrocketed from $300 million to $6.4 billion.81 The U.S. share of this market was 38% in 2004, a decrease of 31% points in just six years.82 The ramifications go far beyond energy. In 2010, the trade deficit helped slow the burgeoning economic recovery, reducing growth by almost 3.4% in just the second quarter—the worst trade-related impact on the economy in 63 years.83 Battery maker A123Systems is facing this reality. At a recent conference, A123 vice president Jason Forcier pointed out that, “Can we export our batteries to China? The answer is no. You have to build them in-country. And China’s making sure that it happens by the way that they’re structuring incentives.”84 University of California at Berkeley professor Dan Kammen has also noted that, “factory orders [in Europe] for solar, wind, and other low- and no- carbon technologies have produced tremendous job growth and long waiting lists from overseas buyers.“85
Green tech development solves competitiveness which is key to all scenarios for growth

Larson 9 (Andrea, Prof @ U of Virginia Business School, FDCH Congressional Testimony to Committee on House Energy and Commerce Subcommittee on Commerce, Trade, and Consumer Protection, 10/7/9, http://democrats.energycommerce.house.gov/Press_111/20091007/larson_testimony.pdf) LA

Green technology and clean commerce are the future. Green technology has become, and will increasingly be, a major economic growth area for the U.S. and world trade. There is no reason the U.S. cannot be a world leader through export of clean technology and clean commerce innovation, and U.S. leadership should be a strategic goal. Why? Because: Investing in clean energy and clean materials is essential for intelligent economic development, human health protection, and ecosystem preservation U.S. leadership in clean energy and materials (green technology) creates jobs, stimulates innovation, drives exports, and differentiates U.S. technology, education, and skills in global markets The U.S. could have an advantage in world trade, but on the current path the U.S. will continue to fall behind Green tech and clean commerce is the future. Population and economic development pressures are colliding with the ability of nature to deliver clean air, water, and soil. Yet the design of the industrial system that brought us to this point in history was based on assumptions of limitless resources and limitless capacity for natural system regeneration, even in the face of our waste streams. Responding to climate change and green tech opportunities are just the beginning of a major shift in this century for business. New design for business is imperative because the forces of change are accelerating. It is not just the current economic downturn that confounds us. We face unacceptable income and opportunity disparities at home and poverty worldwide as global population grows from 6.5 to 9 billion in the next few decades. Worldwide over 2 billion people are moving rapidly into the middle class, and they will want all the opportunities and material wealth that the richest populations in western societies now view as normal. Today we concurrently face an economic downturn, a climate crisis, an energy security crisis, energy price volatility, new environmental health challenges, and ecological systems in dramatic decline. If that were not enough, the U.S. also faces a competitiveness crisis as it loses ground to other countries that are already strategically committed to mobilizing state resources behind domestic businesses that will produce solutions to these problems. Other countries have mounted national efforts to reach clean commerce goals (e.g. renewable energy, domestic ``green`` companies, dramatic efficiencies, accelerating advances in PV solar design innovation, advancing clean public transportation, protecting consumers from toxic materials, and providing subsidies and incentives to advance their industries in global markets). The larger picture shows capitalism as currently designed is at a crossroads.1 It must deliver on its promise of broad prosperity, yet its very design appears to undermine the ecological systems and healthy communities on which it depends. It needs an overhaul: clean energy and materials provide an answer. The U.S. should be leading this change, not following.
Clean tech is key to the economy—massive job creation

Podesta 9 (John D., Prez of Center for American Progress Action Fund, Written testimony for the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, 10/29/9, http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id=f5ac1203-2842-45dc-b99c-0ccd6b1a9d32) LA

The world is undergoing another industrial revolution. But this revolution isn’t driven by the development of the steam engine or micro chip—it is a clean-energy revolution. Many of our economic competitors, such as China, Germany, and Japan, are racing to develop and manufacture the clean-energy technologies of the 21st century that the world demands as a response to scientists’ pleadings to reduce the greenhouse gas pollution linked to global warming. As President Barack Obama noted, “The nation that leads the world in creating new sources of clean energy will be the nation that leads the 21st century global economy.”4 The creation and production of these clean-energy technologies can create millions of socalled “green jobs.” This term can sometimes be misleading because many of these job categories that will grow in a new green economy are familiar today, but in the future workers will produce and install different products. Job categories include manufacturing, constructing, or installing clean-energy technologies, forging the steel for wind turbines, installing solar photovoltaic panels on roof tops, designing more fuel efficient cars, or retrofitting existing buildings for efficiency. The clean-energy sector continues to show promise as an engine of job growth. And despite the terrible economy of the last two years, wind energy is the fastest-growing source of electricity. In 2008, nearly the same number of Americans were building or operating wind turbines as were digging in coal mines–85,000 Americans were employed in the wind industry,5 compared to nearly 87,000 coal miners.6 But comprehensive cleanenergy legislation is essential to achieve the full potential of this opportunity.
Investment in clean tech solves competitiveness

Podesta 9 (John D., Prez of Center for American Progress Action Fund, Written testimony for the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, 10/29/9, http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id=f5ac1203-2842-45dc-b99c-0ccd6b1a9d32) LA

The Senate global warming debate has focused on pollution limits and timetables, carbon markets and allocations. But we have lost sight of our principal objective: building a robust and prosperous clean energy economy. Moving beyond fossil fuel pollution will involve exciting work, new opportunities, new products and innovation, and stronger communities. Our current national discussion about constraints, limits, and the costs of transition overshadows the economic opportunity of clean energy investments. It is as if, on the cusp of the Internet and telecommunications revolution, debate centered only on the cost of digging trenches to lay fiber optic cable. Many of our economic competitors see investments in clean energy technologies as key to their long-term sustainable economic growth. Germany, Spain, Japan, China, and even India are building the foundation for a prosperous low-carbon future. Many leaders in the American business community realize the competitive threat to the United States if we do not join other nations by investing in our clean-energy sector. Venture capitalist John Doerr and General Electric CEO Jeff Immelt warn, “There is still time for us to lead this global race, although that window is closing. We need low-carbon policies to exploit America's strengths—innovation and entrepreneurs.”1 To gain the lead in the clean-energy race—as we have done in other sectors—we need to reduce our global warming pollution as the Clean Energy Jobs and American Power Act 1 requires. The bill puts a price on carbon pollution that recognizes the harms and costs of global warming, and it would level the playing field between the prices of dirty and cleaner energy sources. The Clean Energy Jobs Act, combined with companion measures before the Senate, would create a clean-energy investment program that would cut greenhouse gas pollution, spur clean-energy technology innovation, create new jobs, and increase American energy independence. The boost to American economic competitiveness from the Clean Energy Jobs bill costs relatively little, particularly when compared to its benefits. The Environmental Protection Agency analysis of S. 1733 found that the “likely impacts of S. 1733 would be similar to H.R. 2454,” the American Clean Energy and Security Act passed by the House on June 26.2 EPA’s analysis of ACES found that the “average household consumption would be reduced by less than 1 percent in all years.” The Environmental Protection Agency estimated that the overall average cost to households would be $80 to $111 annually— less than the cost of a postage stamp a day.
Transit Key to Competitiveness

Transit technology is key to competitiveness—historical examples

Katz and Puentes 6 (Bruce and Robert, The Brookings Institution, Remaking Transportation Policy for the New Century, 1/23/06, http://www.brookings.edu/metro/speeches/20060123_trb.pdf) LA

Since the beginning of our Republic, transportation and infrastructure have played a central role in advancing the American economy – whether it was the canals in upstate New York or the railroads that linked our heartland to our industrial centers or whether it was the interstate highway system that ultimately connected all regions of the nation. In each of those periods, there was a sharp focus on how infrastructure investments could be used as catalysts for economic expansion and evolution. Now is the time for our nation to revisit this integral linkage between transportation and the competitiveness of our nation. Our argument today will go as follows: First, the United States is going through a period of profound demographic, economic and cultural change, comparable in scale and complexity to the beginning of the last century. These forces change the rules of economic prosperity in our nation and, therefore, demand a different approach to transportation. Second, these and other forces still fuel the sprawl and decentralization that have characterized the American landscape since the end of World War II. Yet they have also precipitated a resurgence of cities and urban places in our country – in large part, because our changing economy now increasingly rewards diversity, density and urbanity. Third, these forces present the nation with a complex and, at times, conflicting set of transportation challenges including growing metropolitan congestion, deteriorating air quality, and the aging of our urban and metropolitan infrastructure. If unchecked, these challenges threaten not only the quality of life in our country but also the competitiveness of our nation. Fourth, American transportation policy – in design and execution – needs to be substantially overhauled to meet these challenges and respond to the new demographic, economic and spatial realities in our country. We believe that the central goal of transportation policy must be to enhance the economic prosperity of people and places in the nation. Fifth, the realignment and reinvention of transportation policy will not come easy. As the 2005 reauthorization of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) revealed, the politics of transportation are fundamentally broken at the federal level. Parochial earmarks and special interest giveaways have replaced and trumped any unified national vision. And political failure has occurred during a period when the existing system for financing transportation has literally run out of gas. Finally, despite these obstacles, there are things we can do right now and over the next several years to pave the way for a new vision of transportation policy and a more competitive nation. I want to start with an admonition from George Bernard Shaw: “The sign of an educated person is to be deeply moved by statistics.” My sense is that may be the motto of this organization!
The US auto industry should pursue electric vehicles—k2 American manufacturing competitiveness

Bedi et al. 11 (Indiana University School of Public and Environmental Affairs’s Expert Panel consisting of Gurminder Bedi, Michael Brylawski, John German, Dr. Sara Hajiamiri, Dr. Donald Hillebrand, Dr. Kara Kockleman, Michael Ligett, Dr. Virginia McConnell, Paul Mitchell, Nick Negro, Brett Smith, Michael Tinskey, Dr. Thomas Walton, Dr. John D Graham, Dr. Sanya Carley, Chris Crookham, Devin Hartman, Dr. Bradley Lane, and Natalie Messer—Indiana University Faculty members and professors from numerous other institutions and vehicle manufacturers, list at http://www.indiana.edu/~spea/pubs/TEP_combined.pdf, Plug-In Electric Vehicles: A Practical Plan for Progress, February 2011) LA

Global Leadership Position in Technology, Manufacturing, and Public Policy. The U.S. automotive, battery, and electric power industries, in collaboration with the U.S. government and universities, should seek to establish a global leadership position in electric mobility, especially in advanced energy storage technologies and production of batteries and related components. Constructive steps have already been taken toward fostering a U.S.-based supply chain for PEVs and expanding R&D into advanced batteries and other power train components. The track record of policies toward PEVs needs to be evaluated and, where necessary, refined as technology and market conditions change. Thus, the national demonstration and R&D program should be seen not just as a strategy to pursue worthy energy security and environmental goals, but also as a strategy to help revitalize the U.S. manufacturing sector.

XT: Government Action Key

[1AC] Sustainable government investments in clean tech are key to competitiveness
Doerr and Immelt 9 (John and Jeff, Green Tech Innovator /investor and Business Executive, U.S. Needs to Lead in Clean-Energy Future, 8/3/9, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/02/AR2009080201563.html) LA

The United States confronts three interrelated crises: an economic crisis, a climate crisis and an energy security crisis. We believe there's a fourth: a competitiveness crisis. This crisis is particularly evident in the American worldwide standing in the next great global industry, green technology. There is no topic of greater importance to the American economic future. The question is whether the United States will lead or lag in tomorrow's global energy markets. And the difference between these two futures is dramatic. Do we want to win the race to lead the next great global industry, clean energy? That is the choice before us. We are clearly not in the lead today. That position is held by China, which understands the importance of controlling its energy future. China's commitment to developing clean energy technologies and markets is breathtaking. Consider: Chinese cars are more than one-third more fuel-efficient than U.S. cars. China is investing 10 times as much on clean power, as a percentage of gross domestic product, as the U.S. is. China is on track to create 150,000 jobs through the deployment of 120 gigawatts of wind power by 2020 - an amount equivalent to today's global total and nearly five times America's. As a result, China is already curbing its carbon emissions substantially. This year alone, it will abate almost 350 million tons of CO2, as compared with business as usual. That's as much as is emitted by Argentina. What do Amazon, eBay, Google, Microsoft and Yahoo have in common? Two things: They are the world's five leading Internet technology companies, and they are all American. But when it comes to wind power, the most mature of the clean-energy sectors, of the top five manufacturers (Vestas, GE, Gamesa, Enercon and Suzlon) only one is American. Similarly, the United States is home to only one of the 10 largest solar panel producers in the world and two of the top 10 advanced battery manufacturers. How can we catch up? Not through protectionism or massive government intervention but through the power of good old home-grown innovation. We are American businessmen. Our job is building businesses and commercializing innovation. Every year, GE invests six per cent of its industrial revenue in research and development to produce more efficient and cleaner wind turbines, jet engines, locomotives, power turbines and appliances. Kleiner Perkins has invested $680 million in 48 of the most compelling new clean-energy technologies, with $1.1 billion more to invest. We are trying to do our part. But our government's energy and climate policies are our principal obstacle to success. Right now, the United States has no long-term market signal to tell companies and consumers that it values low-carbon energy. It has no policies to discourage sending hundreds of billions of dollars a year overseas for energy. It does not offer adequate sustained research and development funding to be a serious competitor in this huge business. Today's policies stifle American innovation and competitiveness. But good policy can flip this dynamic. Five basic changes are needed: First, send a long-term signal that low-carbon energy is valuable. We must put a price on carbon and a cap on carbon emissions. No long-term signal means no serious innovation at scale, which means fewer American success stories. Second, get the rules of the road right for utilities. We must make our utilities a driving force for repowering the U.S., driving efficiency through incentives, a renewable electricity standard and a national unified smart grid. Third, set energy standards that grow steadily stronger. The U.S. should strive to have the most efficient buildings, cars and appliances in the world. Fourth, get serious about funding research, development and deployment, at scale. The U.S. federal government currently spends only $2.5 billion on clean-energy research and development a year - 0.25 per cent of our annual energy bill. Fifth, fulfill the president's commitment to "become the world's leading exporter of renewable energy.'' We need a robust trade policy that seeks to open markets abroad for clean-energy products through new trade agreements. Such policies unleash American competitiveness disciplined by market forces. This is widely endorsed by U.S. companies that compete internationally and by the broad-based president's economic recovery advisory board. Some say we shouldn't move until China moves. In fact, China is moving full speed ahead - with or without us. We need low-carbon policies to exploit America's strengths - innovation and entrepreneurs. We know that building such policies is a heavy political lift. But, without doubt, bad energy policy has cost the American nation dearly, and the costs of continuing it are incalculable.
Government action key to restart clean tech innovation

National Economic Council 11 (National Economic Council, Council of Economic Advisers, and Office of Science and Technology Policy; A STRATEGY FOR AMERICAN INNOVATION Securing Our Economic Growth and Prosperity, February 11; http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/InnovationStrategy.pdf) LA

Since the 1940s, the United States has led the world in creating new industries and ways of doing business, establishing itself as the global innovation leader But America cannot rest on its laurels Unfortunately, there are disturbing signs that America’s innovative performance slipped substantially during the past decade  Across a range of innovation metrics– including growth in corporate and gov- ernment R&D, the number of scientific and technical degrees and workers, access to venture capital, and the creation of new firms – our nation has fallen in global innovation-ranked competitiveness 3 Other nations recognize that innovation is the key to long-term economic growth and are making pro-innovation investments and adopting pro-innovation policies Without thoughtful, decisive, and targeted actions, we cannot expect that the industries of the future will emerge and prosper in the United States Recognizing the central role of innovation in economic growth, the Administration’s Innovation Strategy announced in 2009 emphasized several of these disturbing trends and called for renewed and enhanced investment in innovation These efforts were substantially supported by historic investments in the Recovery Act and included large expansions in fundamental research through agencies such as the National Science Foundation, the Department of Energy’s Office of Science, and the National Institutes of Health, accelerating fundamental breakthroughs at the beginning of the innovation pipeline. Now we must build on these efforts and ensure that the private sector can be as innovative as possible so that American workers and businesses will continue to lead the world economy in the decades ahead New initiatives will free up wireless spectrum that will facilitate private sector investment and innovation, improve the patent system, train workers for quality jobs, catalyze the private sector to meet national priorities like clean energy, and foster the entrepreneurial spirit that has always driven this country to greater heights This Strategy for American Innovation discusses these new points of emphasis and places them within the broader framework of the Administration’s innovation policy Americans have always seen themselves as experimenters and risk-takers Now we must – at every level of society – encourage this pioneering spirit In the 1800s, when farmers and blacksmiths took hammers to plows and harnesses, America was described as a “nation of tinkerers ” In the 21st century, continued economic growth depends on us being a “nation of innovators” – a nation that generates the best and brightest ideas and sees that these ideas spread through our workforce The American people will do best when their inventive, entrepreneurial spirit is unleashed Government policy must nurture that spirit and ensure it is not deterred The private sector is America’s innovation engine America’s entrepreneurs and industrial research laboratories have long produced a cascade of important innovations, from agricultural technologies to Edison’s light bulb to Bell Labs’ transistor, from General Electric’s jet engines to Google’s Internet tools Innovation is not limited to new products but extends to new organizational models Henry Ford’s assembly line brought affordable automobiles to Americans while bringing higher employment and wages to the car industry Dell Computer and Amazon com similarly developed new sales models, harnessing the Internet to bring new, competitively-priced choices to a wider array of consumers America’s businesses, with close knowledge and acute awareness of the costs and opportunities across our market system, are well positioned to tap the ingenuity of our workforce to solve specific challenges and cultivate new ideas in the crucible of competition. In so doing, they can perceive and generate com- mercially valuable ideas And a new idea is just the starting point, because our market system, through its competitive pressures, also works to test these ideas and spread the best ones Innovation is the entire process through which an invention is successfully put into practice and widely diffused, generating increased labor productivity for workers, profits for suppliers, and benefits to adopters and consumers By demonstrating how ideas can be commercialized, businesses also drive other firms to innovate, allow- ing organizations with different technical capacities and market in sights to take the next steps. In fact, most innovation does not stand alone but complements other innovations For example, while Apple Computer founders Steve Jobs and Steve Wozniak envisioned a mass market for a more user-friendly personal computer, it took many years and many other contributions – including improvements in software, microprocessors, monitors, memory chips, batteries, and communications technology – before the personal computer industry reached critical mass And these complementary technologies were themselves innovations, collectively providing jobs in engineering, manufacturing, distribution, and sales, while delivering significant consumer benefits The American economy is built on an enduring capacity for idea creation and diffusion Competitive markets provide strong incentives for private businesses to improve their products and operations and for capital and labor resources to be reinvested in our best ideas The inherent uncertainty of innovation means that important breakthroughs may come from many quarters – often unexpectedly – and our decentralized markets facilitate the generation of these new possibilities By continually reinventing itself, the private sector is the engine of innovation that brings greater prosperity to Americans Government as innovation facilitator Given the central importance of innovative activity to our economic growth, the public interest in sustaining innovation is clear The key follow-on question is whether markets alone can provide suf- ficient incentives for such investments The standard lesson from economics, and history, is that an innovation-friendly environment requires public support on specific dimensions 4 The appropriate role for government can be understood by clarifying the precise circumstances where markets, despite their many strengths, will not produce a sufficient stream of innovations on their own Thus, the true choice in innovation policy is not starkly between government management and no government involvement, but rather choosing the right role for government in supporting private sector innovation One central “market failure” is in the field of basic scientific research Basic research typically does not have direct commercial payoffs Yet breakthroughs in basic research underpin downstream, commercial ideas, which can bring enormous economic benefits.  For example, engineering builds on Newton’s laws of motion, the biotechnology industry builds on Watson and Crick’s discovery of the structure of DNA, and the dot com industry builds on government and university development of the Internet Because basic science has little if any immediate commercial return, its costs are typically not easily undertaken by private investors, thus leaving government funding as a critical source of support Other “market failures” surround commercial invention, where markets may still fail to provide adequate incentives As discussed in Box 1, businesses typically capture only a small portion of the benefits of their innovations, partly because consumers enjoy a substantial share of the social gain and partly because follow-on innovations may be captured by other firms 5 This general issue calls for policies that enhance private sector innovation incentives These policies can act to lower commercial research costs through mechanisms such as the Research& Experimentation Tax Credit. Other mechanisms enhance the demand for innovations For example, demonstration funding and government procurement can encourage the creation and deployment of next generation technologies, bringing private innovation incentives closer to the social interest. Government procurement was used, for example, by the Defense Department to promote the development of the Internet Prize competitions(seeBox2) can be especially useful in driving innovation for specific needs. Collectively, these demand mechanisms can be targeted at well-defined national priority areas, such as clean energy, and can be especially useful in contexts where markets under-price an activity’s costs, such as our national dependence on fossil fuel consumption Government also plays an essential role in setting and enforcing appropriate rules Foremost in the innovation context is a well-functioning property rights system Absent effective legal protections for innovators, other businesses can immediately exploit an innovator’s idea, undermining the incen- tive to invent in the first place Public policy solves this problem through intellectual property rights – allowing limited, short-run grants of exclusive rights to catalyze inventive activity Recognizing the importance of intellectual property rights, we must commit to their effective enforcement, as the Obama Administration has done in appointing the first Intellectual Property Enforcement Coordinator and redoubling our efforts in this area. Critically, we must also commit to making the necessary public invest- ments to support high-quality patent examination, lower legal uncertainty, and clear persistent patent application backlogs so that innovative businesses and entrepreneurs are not faced with unnecessary risk or left waiting for years before a patent decision is made.
Government action is key to clean tech advancement

Pernick and Wilder 7 (Ron and Clint, Cofounder of Clean Edge and Business/tech Journalist, The Clean Tech Revolution: The Next Big Growth and Investment Opportunity, http://141.105.33.55/~lomov/библиотека/bigdvd/82/Pernick%20R.,%20Wilder%20C.%20-%20Clean%20Tech%20Revolution-%20The%20Next%20Big%20Growth%20and%20Investment%20Opportunity%20%282007%29%28312s%29.pdf) LA

Competition. Governments are competing aggressively in the high- stakes race to dominate in the clean-tech sector and build the jobs of the future. From small cities to urban metropolises and from states to nations, governments at every level are competing to be leaders in the clean tech revolution. A number of factors are driving this competitive field, not the least of which is the need to build regional economies and develop high- paying regional jobs. Equally important, the competition for limited global energy and water resources is driving the clean-tech imperative to reduce the geopolitical and terrorist risks posed by dependence on resources from politically volatile regions such as the Middle East and West Africa. Governments, via tax incentives, standards, subsidies, and other tools, can make or break the growth of any labor- and capital-intensive indus- trial sector. In energy, government policy has played a key role in bolster- ing and supporting oil, coal, natural gas, and nuclear power with extensive subsidies and tax incentives. Even in an era of record-breaking oil industry profits, Big Oil continues to receive billions in tax subsidies annually. Gov- ernment policies determine issues ranging from how utilities operate to the efficiency of vehicles to the distribution of water. The clean tech revo- lution, in many ways, rests on the advent of long-term consistent govern- ment policies and the bolstering of subsidies for solar, wind, and other emerging sectors. For clean tech to thrive, governments at a range of levels must embrace and support fledgling clean-tech industries with supportive policies and incentives. In cities as diverse as Bonn, Abu Dhabi, and Sacramento, forward-thinking governments are shifting regulatory and financial sup- port away from older, polluting technologies to more efficient technolo- gies that create jobs, reduce pollution, and make regions and countries 12 Introduction more economically competitive. In China, the central government is advo- cating three times more renewable energy by 2020 than its target for nuclear power. Japan embarked on a 10-year program in the 1990s to fund and nurture the growth of its solar PV industry, and that industry is now flourishing without any significant subsidies. Iceland is aiming to be one of the first fossil fuel–free economies—leveraging naturally occurring resources such as geothermal energy and building out a hydrogen-based economy. Germany is spending heavily to build out its solar and biodiesel industries. Sweden’s prime minister, Göran Persson, has announced the ambitious intention for his country to be oil free by 2020. At least eleven other developing nations ranging from Cambodia to Turkey have some sort of national policies in place to promote, incentivize, or directly fund clean-energy development. Across the globe, many regional and national governments are pushing initiatives that could result (and in some cases already are resulting) in more than 20% of their energy coming from renewable sources. A shift of unprecedented proportions is afoot—although clearly, much more will need to be done to put clean technologies squarely in a leadership posi- tion. In the United States, the Republican and Democratic governors of New York, Pennsylvania, California, Montana, New Mexico, and other states are calling for massive investments in clean energy and clean technology. Cali- fornia recently increased its renewable portfolio standard by accelerating its 20% renewable energy target to 2010 (7 years earlier than initially tar- geted) and calling for 33% of California’s electricity to come from clean- energy sources by 2020. Its landmark greenhouse-gas reduction legislation, signed by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in September 2006, is the first-ever such bill in the United States requiring major industrial emitters to cut GHG emissions 25% by 2020. Although traditional industries such as oil, cement, and some manufacturers said the bill would hurt business, venture capitalists, investors, and entrepreneurs lobbied hard to pass it. The state’s Climate Action Team, formed by Schwarzenegger in 2005, pre- dicts that the legislation will create up to 83,000 new jobs worth $4 billion in personal income by 2020. Unfortunately, even as local governments are acting, the administration of President George W. Bush has fallen far behind other nations in pursu- ing aggressive clean-tech initiatives and providing long-term guidance and Introduction 13 incentives. While Japan and Germany have been championing clean tech for some time, the U.S. federal government has basically been missing in action. Once the U.S. federal government finally gets on board, in an aggressive way, it will augment significant developments already in place at the state level and around the globe.
Government must invest in tech R&D

LaMonica 9 (Martin, CNET Writer, Investor: Green Tech Vital to U.S. Competitiveness, 10/21/9, http://news.cnet.com/8301-11128_3-10379944-54.html) LA

But Lane made the case that there are implications to national economic competitiveness as well. There are technology disruptions happening in energy that will shake up a number of industries, but the U.S. is being outpaced in investing in this area by other countries. "We can expect to live in the next 10 years where China will outspend us in order to invent the technologies," Lane said. "We may be buying their technology if we do not ramp up our seriousness. We led electronics, we led biotech, we led the Internet. We are not leading in this arena." Lane said that other countries, including Germany and China, have policies that are more conducive to technology innovation and manufacturing. Auto efficiency standards are one third more efficient than the U.S. in China, which spends a higher percentage of economic output on research and development and has set aggressive goals for wind power adoption. "Engineering must come back to be our number one priority," Lane said. "This is wrong time to cut R & D."

Sustainable Funding K2 Solve

[1AC] Consistent policies which eliminate fiscal uncertainty are key

Larson 9 (Andrea, Prof @ U of Virginia Business School, FDCH Congressional Testimony to Committee on House Energy and Commerce Subcommittee on Commerce, Trade, and Consumer Protection, 10/7/9, http://democrats.energycommerce.house.gov/Press_111/20091007/larson_testimony.pdf) LA
What you see when reviewing different countries` strategies is policy variation customized to local conditions but built upon a consistent pattern of core features that includes protections to control consumer costs and mitigation for windfall profits to any players. Simplicity is important to keep public administration costs low and company and individual transaction costs minimal. Consistent policies, gradual amendments to update, and stable supports (whether direct investments or tax incentives) are essential to encourage equipment manufacturers to innovate and to mass produce. Clear and consistent signals also reassure investors that markets will be relatively predictable within adequate time frames for generating returns. In summary, successful government policies appear to include key stakeholders and set ambitious targets, and then address concerns about price- gouging and the factors that typically drive innovators and companies away: instability, uncertainty, and inconsistency. The U.S. can catch up, but when other countries are working from 20 year-plus guaranteed grid access for renewable energy producers in Spain and Germany (starting in 1991 in Germany) and well-established Spanish Feed-In Tariffs (TIFs) that built on German and Danish examples established well over a decade ago, it suggests the magnitude of the catch up challenge. These countries jumped in early, learned and adapted, and can now act faster and more effectively to build their CT/CC going forward. For the huge and rapidly growing markets for GT/CC in India and China, the U.S. faces governments quickly moving to protect and support fledgling industries that will produce clean cars and public transportation technologies to address pollution impacts, clean energy production (to offset reliance on dirty coal), and the state of the art green components and systems to address the many development and pollution/health problems they know they must solve.
AT: No Solvency—Healthcare

Private healthcare actually makes US companies more competitive

Baron 11 (Jennifer, Harvard Business School, Does Healthcare Reform Help U.S. Business?, 2/10/11, http://www.cfr.org/united-states/does-healthcare-reform-help-us-business/p24060) LA

U.S. businesses have a substantial and unavoidable stake in the outcome of healthcare reform. Many businesses consider their primary roles within the healthcare system in terms of the cost of employee health benefits. Some employers have responded to premium increases by scaling back or ceasing to offer coverage. However, businesses have a second connection to healthcare delivery that prohibits them from truly disengaging from the system: the indirect costs of poor employee health (e.g. low productivity, absenteeism) are thought to be at least double the spending on benefits. Similarly, efforts to maximize employee health can improve productivity, strengthen loyalty, and attract talented staff. Framing the goal of reform largely in terms of reducing healthcare spending has inhibited progress among all stakeholders, including employers. The U.S. healthcare system must shift from a focus on cost reduction to one of value improvement, where value is defined by patient health outcomes achieved for the money spent. The distinction between value and cost reduction is not just semantics, as many approaches to short-term cost reduction may actually be value destroying. At the extreme, costs can be cut by withholding necessary coverage and care. But over time, these choices can lead to poor health outcomes and increase long-term spending. Few would argue that the 2010 healthcare law is perfect. However, a number of elements are consistent with improving the competitiveness of U.S. businesses, as well as the health of Americans and the affordability of care. For example, by reducing the number of uninsured, the law lessens the extent to which large employer premiums must subsidize un- or under-compensated care. Expanding public and private coverage will also allow firms to enjoy productivity gains through better employee health. When workers' family members are among the newly insured, employees can spend less time caring for, or worrying about ill relatives. And insurance market reforms such as guaranteed issue and prohibiting lifetime limits on the dollar value of coverage will help to ensure that insurance is there for employees when they need it.

Healthcare doesn’t hurt competitiveness, just decreases raw wages

Wall Street Journal 9 (Health Reform and Competitiveness, 6/17/9, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124520327436821723.html#articleTabs%3Darticle) LA

Democrats have spent years arguing that corporate tax rates don't matter to U.S. competitiveness. But all of a sudden one of their favorite arguments for government-run health care has become . . . U.S. corporate competitiveness. Political conversions on this scale could use a little scrutiny. "Businesses now recognize that if we don't get a handle on this stuff then they are going to continue to be operating at a competitive disadvantage with other countries," President Obama recently remarked. "And so they anxiously seek serious reform." Sure enough, many business leaders who should know better have picked up the White House theme. "You won't fundamentally solve the problems in business until you solve the problem of spiraling health-care costs, which is driving everybody crazy," said Google CEO Eric Schmidt the other day. Messrs. Obama and Schmidt need to brush up on their economics. Employers may write the checks to the insurance companies, but workers still pay for the coverage they get from those employers. The total cost of an employee is what matters to businesses, and fringe benefits are as much a part of compensation as cash wages. When health costs rise, firms don't become less competitive, as if insurance were lopped out of profits. Instead, nonhealth compensation drops. Or wages rise more slowly than they otherwise would. A recent study from none other than the White House Council of Economic Advisers notes exactly this point: If medical spending continues to accelerate, it expects take-home pay to stagnate. According to the New York Times, White House economic aide Larry Summers pressured CEA chairman Christine Romer to make the competitiveness argument, "adding that it was among the political advisers' favorite 'talking points.'" Ms. Romer pointedly retorted, "I'm not going to put schlocky arguments in there." How the schlock gets into Mr. Obama's speeches is a different question. It's certainly true that the U.S. employer-based insurance system can dampen entrepreneurial spirits. There's the "job lock" phenomenon, in which employees fear leaving a less productive job because they're afraid to lose their health benefits. Another problem is that insurance costs more for small groups than the large risk pools that big corporations assemble, meaning that it's harder to form new businesses that can offer policies. But all this is really an argument for developing the individual health insurance market, where policies would follow workers, not jobs. As for the competitiveness line, it's nonsense for most companies. The exceptions are heavily unionized businesses like auto makers that have locked themselves in to gold-plated coverage, especially for retirees. They have a harder time adjusting health costs and wages. Other companies might get a bit more running room in the short run if government assumed all health costs a la the single-payer systems of Western Europe. But over time the market would clear -- compensation being determined by the demand for and supply of labor -- and wages would rise. Or they might not rise at all if health-care costs are merely replaced by the tax increases necessary to finance Mr. Obama's new multi-trillion-dollar entitlement.

AT: No Solvency—Education/Visas

No shortage of educated domestic workers
Department for Professional Employees 9 (International Union Organization, Gaming the system: Guest Worker Visa programs and professional and technical Workers in the U.S., http://www.dpeaflcio.org/pdf/Gaming_the_System_Report_.pdf) LA

The H-1 B program is making the situation worse, not better. A study by Rutgers University released in October 2009 found that while the U.S. is still producing enough skilled graduates in core STEM disciplines to fill industry needs, many highly qualified U.S. students in STEM fields leave the "pipeline" from STEM college major to STEM career possibly based on perceptions that STEM careers are highly susceptible to offshoring. During the recession, unemployment has increased for workers in professional occupations, particularly those in the STEM workforce. In the third quarter of 2009, the average unemployment rate for professional occupations was 5.6%. Yet, several STEM occupations are reporting unemployment rates higher than the professional average. In the third quarter of 2009, the unemployment rate for engineers hit 5.9% making it higher than the professional average. 1 06 The unemployment rate for engineers at that time surpassed the sector’s highest unemployment rate of 4.3% in 2003 and represented the highest unemployment rate for this occupation since at least 1972. 1 07 Other STEM occupations are suffering from higher than average unemployment rates. The unemployment rate for computer and mathemetical professionals reached 6% in the third quarter of 2009, surpassing 2003’s all-time high of 5.7%. 1 08 The unemployment situation is even graver for mechanical engineers, who have seen their unemployment rate rise from 5.6% in the second quarter of 2009 to 9.5% in the third. 1 09 Large firms that hire scientists and engineers and that often claim a lack of qualified applicants are actually laying off professionals. For example, U.S. tech and telecom companies, which are some of the largest employers of engineers, cut 155,570 jobs in 2008 and another 118,108 in the first half of 2009. 110 Established companies like Boeing, Dell, GE, Intuit, Lockheed Martin, and Textron have all laid off large numbers of employees in 2009. 111

Trade Wars Impact—Conflict Exists

Solar Panel tariffs are causing trade conflict

Associated Press 12 (New York Times, Beijing Accuses U.S. of Trade Violations in Energy Sector, 5/24/12, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/25/business/global/beijing-accuses-us-of-trade-violations-in-energy-sector.html?_r=1) LA

BEIJING —  China’s Commerce Ministry accused the United States government on Thursday of violating free-trade rules through support for six renewable energy projects, but did not identify the projects or the trade rules that had allegedly been violated. It was the latest volley in a widening conflict between the two countries over clean power. The United States and China, the world’s two biggest energy users, have pledged to work together to develop renewable sources. But they accuse each other of improperly subsidizing or protecting their manufacturers. The Commerce Ministry’s announcement of the results of an investigation that began in November gave no indication whether Beijing might try to impose punitive measures. Ministry representatives did not respond to requests by phone and fax for more details. Beijing’s investigation began two weeks after Washington announced an anti-dumping investigation involving Chinese solar power equipment. The resulting ruling came after the U.S. Commerce Department concluded last week that Chinese manufacturers were selling solar cells and panels at improperly low prices and proposed raising import tariffs. Both governments see renewable energy as a promising source of high-technology jobs, a sensitive issue at a time of weak global demand. The United States is trying to bolster technology exports to revive economic growth and cut high unemployment. The three-sentence Commerce Ministry statement said its investigation had concluded that U.S. government support for six projects violated World Trade Organization subsidy regulations.
Trade Wars Impact—Tariff Conflict causes Trade Wars

[1AC] Solar panel tariff conflict is rapidly escalating towards all-out trade war

Goossens et al. 12 (Ehren Goossens, Justin Doom, and William McQuillen; Reporters for Bloomberg News; Trade War Looming As China Rebukes U.S. Support For Solar; 5/25/12, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-05-24/trade-war-seen-looming-as-china-rebukes-u-s-support-for-solar.html) LA

China’s allegation that renewable- energy subsidies in five U.S. states violate free-trade rules ratchets up a potentially costly trade war between the world’s two largest economies. “It’s a long, slow escalation of trade and currency wars as we race to the bottom,” said Theodore O’Neill, an analyst with Wunderlich Securities Inc. of New York. Programs supporting renewable power, including wind and solar, in Washington state, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Ohio and California, violate World Trade Organization policies and trade treaties, according to a preliminary finding of an investigation posted yesterday on the website of China’s Ministry of Commerce. China filed a complaint today at the WTO over U.S. procedures for calculating anti-subsidy duties on imports. Those announcements followed a preliminary decision by the U.S. Commerce Department last week to impose tariffs of as much as 250 percent on imports of Chinese solar cells. The agency said the units were being sold for less than the cost of production in an attempt to drive out domestic competition. Both countries have identified renewable energy as a strategically important industry that could provide both jobs and clean power. As a candidate, President Barack Obama campaigned in support of a “green” economy that would replace jobs lost in declining sectors. Chinese Complaints At least four U.S. solar manufacturers filed for bankruptcy in the past year even as federal subsidies helped build a $8.4 billion U.S. solar market. “China has been engaged in a trade war against the U.S. interests for a number of years and only now are we calling them to the carpet for their illegal and predatory trade practices,” said Mike Wessel, a member of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission that reports to Congress. Chinese solar companies criticized Commerce’s preliminary decision May 18 that they improperly benefit from government subsidies and sell solar cells below cost. High tariffs may raise costs, slowing demand for polysilicon that’s used to make solar panels, hurting U.S. companies that reported $2.6 billion in exports in 2011, including about $700 million to China, according to a Bloomberg Government report released last week. ‘Prohibited Subsidies’ China initiated the investigation into U.S. subsidies in November, a month after seven U.S. solar manufacturers filed their complaint with the U.S. International Trade Commission and Commerce. In announcing the preliminary findings yesterday, the Chinese Ministry of Commerce said some U.S. actions “constitute prohibited subsidies.” During the U.S. investigation into whether Chinese companies received illegal government aid, the U.S. acted “inconsistently with WTO rules and rulings in many aspects,” China’s mission to the WTO in Geneva said today in an e-mailed statement. The U.S. “repeated its wrongful practice” during its recent anti-subsidy investigation on Chinese solar cells. China’s official Xinhua News Agency reported yesterday that 14 of China’s solar-panel companies have formed an alliance in response to the trade issues with the U.S. Nkenge Harmon, a spokeswoman for the U.S. Trade Representative’s office, defended the U.S. procedures for so- called countervailing duties today, and said the government is committed to defending those remedies. ‘Strongly Supports’ “The Obama administration strongly supports the trade remedy laws, and was the first administration ever to apply” a China-specific safeguard on imports from that nation, she said in an e-mail. The U.S. is also jousting with China over access for products including steel pipes, poultry, tires and music. Along with the European Union and Japan, the U.S. filed a complaint in March with the World Trade Organization challenging the Asian nation’s export limits on rare-earth minerals. “China’s recent investigation of U.S. practices demonstrates the dangers of imposing unilateral trade barriers and how political tension can quickly lead to a full blown trade war,” Jigar Shah, president of the Coalition for Affordable Solar Energy, which opposes the U.S. tariffs, said in an e-mail. Additionally, the Commerce Department is scheduled to announce on May 30 how much in tariffs Chinese companies should pay over allegations their wind-tower exports receive unfair government subsidies. The U.S. imports $103.6 million in wind tower parts annually from China, according to papers filed with the International Trade Commission. ‘Slap Back’ As U.S. politicians complain of the trade deficit with China, the country may take further actions in an effort to narrow the gap before the November election, said Robert Kapp, 1994-2004 president of the U.S.-China Business Council. That will result in China “looking for opportunities to slap back,” he said. All countries offer subsidies to certain industries, Hari Chandra Polavarapu, an analyst at Auriga USA LLC in New York, said in a telephone interview. “The absurdity is the scope and depth of the subsidies in China,” Polavarapu said. “You’re competing against a sovereign when you’re talking about the Chinese solar industry. It’s economic warfare.” The U.S. unit of SolarWorld AG (SWV), which brought the complaint, said it was responding to thousands of job losses due to Chinese trade practices. The company shouldn’t be blamed for any trade war, SolarWorld said in a statement. “China’s tactic of retaliation rather than following the rule of law is extremely disturbing and is yet another example of the Chinese inappropriately attempting to influence U.S. investigations,” Timothy Brightbill, an attorney for SolarWorld said in an e-mailed statement. The Commerce Department is scheduled to make its final determination on the solar tariffs in early October. With the election weeks later, the U.S. and China may continue to antagonize each other, said Kelly Dougherty, an analyst with New York-based Macquarie Capital USA Inc. “The louder the U.S. or SolarWorld is, the louder China is going to be,” she said.

Trade Wars Impact—Protectionism kills markets

[1AC] Solar protectionism independently causes economic decline

Postelwait 12 (Jeff, Powergrid International, It’s a (Trade) War Between the U.S. and China, 5/22/12, http://www.elp.com/index/kathleens-blog/blogs/elp-blogs/elp-blogs/post987_7034488388728824698.html) LA

Things are heating up again between the U.S. and China, and this time the trouble has to do with international trade and the equipment used to capture solar energy. For several years now, U.S. energy companies have complained they can't compete with the "flood" of cheap solar energy gear that's coming from China and flooding the U.S. and world markets. Companies facing financial troubles or bankruptcy, like Solyndra for one, are looking for a scapegoat, and many of them are pointing at China. In response, the U.S. Department of Commerce is launching an investigation into these practices. This "anti-dumping" investigation led Commerce to explore the option of levying duty fees, or tariffs, against the Chinese-made solar goods. Just last year, China sold more than $3.1 billion worth of solar cells and panels in the U.S., so it's easy to see why it's referred to as a "dump." While nothing is final yet, Chinese firms are hopping mad, some American firms are pointedly silent, and trade groups with interests worldwide just want everyone to get along. This isn't the first time Commerce has threatened to impose such tariffs, or indeed carried them out. There were tariffs taken out against Chinese electric blankets, of all things, not too long ago. But protectionism is always controversial, and in today's global economy it's not always easy to know if one country's tariffs might not also harm companies within that same country's borders. Some American energy companies that use Chinese-made solar parts might stand to lose profits if they have to buy them at higher margins, for example. If the tariffs go through, Chinese companies will be left to either raise their prices in hopes of turning a (now lowered) profit, or else move their manufacturing centers outside of China to dodge the tariffs. Some companies that might be subject to future tariffs could be poised to do so. Suntech Power Holdings, for example, which could face tariffs as high as 31.2 percent, has regional headquarters in Switzerland and the U.S. as well as China, and could conceivably shift operations to those or other countries. Mexico and Taiwan are two spots that Suntech, and other companies like it, might consider. Suntech, perhaps predictably, says it opposes any barriers to trade at any point along the solar power supply chain. But what are American companies saying? As I write this, they're mostly pretty quiet, and I'd assume happy. But there are signs I might be assuming wrong. Whether an energy company in America is smiling or frowning about these potential tariffs depends greatly upon where they sit on the solar supply chain. The guys who shape steel and silicon into panels might be happy, but the folks who actually slap the finished panels onto rooftops, for example, might be less so. We should also not forget that there are other firms in other countries who'd like to do business making solar farms in the U.S. Companies based in Germany, Spain and elsewhere are feeling the squeeze as China has tightened its grip on the U.S. market these past few years. They might also stand to benefit from tariffs, perhaps. Assuming they are pointed squarely at Chinese firms, that is. The U.S., for its part, claims that all it wants to do is level the playing field. But can it really be level at this point? By now everyone understands the problems that China, also known as "The World's Factory," can cause the rest of the world with their massive workforce and low labor costs. They have the power and willingness to produce goods and ship them to market at costs few other countries can match.

Solar Panel protectionism undermines the alternative energy industry as a whole

Nicklaus 12 (David, St. Louis Today, Solar Panel Tariff Could Backfire on U.S., 6/3/12, http://www.stltoday.com/business/columns/david-nicklaus/solar-panel-tariff-could-backfire-on-u-s/article_eca6a6e4-ac01-11e1-9f82-0019bb30f31a.html) LA

The Obama administration likes to promote renewable energy, and it likes to take a tough stance on trade with China. It may soon find that it can't do both. Solar energy firms, in fact, say a recent Commerce Department trade ruling will eliminate thousands of the green jobs that President Barack Obama likes to talk about. The department made a preliminary decision last month to impose a 31 percent tariff on solar panels imported from China. The punitive levy was sought by SolarWorld, a German company that makes solar panels in the U.S. and six other companies. More than 700 other firms, organized as the Coalition for Affordable Solar Energy, opposed the tariff. The opponents, which include manufacturers, installers and others involved in the solar industry, argue that the tariff will make solar energy less affordable. Dane Glueck, president of StraightUp Solar in Overland, is a member of the coalition. He's in favor of having solar panels made in the U.S., but he fears that a big price increase would hurt his installation business. “It's a complex issue,” Glueck says. “The biggest risk is if it drives the cost up too high, everybody across the board is not selling as much and not installing as much.” A much bigger local company, MEMC Electronic Materials of O'Fallon, Mo., is also a coalition member. MEMC is both a manufacture of polysilicon, a raw material used in solar panels, and a major developer of solar projects through its SunEdison subsidiary. On May 17, the day the anti-dumping levy was announced, MEMC's share price fell 22 percent. Unfortunately, U.S. trade law doesn't give upstream and downstream firms any standing in cases like this. The only questions are whether the foreign producers are guilty of dumping, and whether the firms bringing the complaint were injured. In cases involving China, the definition of dumping is arbitrary. Opponents of the tariffs say that Chinese solar panels actually cost more in the U.S. than they do in China, but because China is considered a non-market economy, the Commerce Department constructs an artificial market price. “It's not dumping as the common person would think of it, but by the standards of the law, it is,” says Gary Hufbauer, senior fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics in Washington. “This is a law that's written to favor the petitioners.” It's not even clear, however, whether firms like SolarWorld will see much benefit. The Chinese manufacturers can avoid the tariff simply by shifting their solar-cell manufacturing to other countries, such as Taiwan and South Korea. If that's the case, the Chinese firms' solar panels will be only slightly more expensive than they are now, and they will continue to gain market share. In the meantime, the U.S. will have angered an important trading partner: China has called the tariffs unfair and says it is “extremely dissatisfied.” Some analysts think China will retaliate, threatening a relationship that is advantageous to many U.S. firms. The Coalition for Affordable Solar Energy says the U.S. has a $2 billion trade surplus in solar products, including a $200 million net surplus with China. Solar installation costs have fallen by 75 percent in the past four years, creating jobs in the solar industry and giving momentum to a power source that doesn't produce any greenhouse gases. This unfortunate trade ruling threatens to turn a win-win situation into a lose-lose one, all in the name of punishing China.
Tariffs help US manufacturers but destroy the business of installation companies

Haluzan 12 (Ned, Reporter for Renewables-info.com, U.S. Solar Manufacturers to Profit from Trade War with China, 5/22/12, http://www.renewables-info.com/energy_news_and_reports/us_solar_manufacturers_to_profit_from_trade_war_with_china.html) LA

The U.S. Department of Commerce's decision to impose the punitive tariffs as high as 250% on solar panels imported from China was greeted with cheers by the U.S. solar panel manufacturers. The Chinese solar panel manufacturing companies have been dumping solar panels at prices below production costs so this move should give huge boost U.S. solar manufacturing sector. While U.S. solar manufacturers are happy with this decision this isn't the case with domestic installation firms because many of them rely on cheaper solar panels imported from China, and say that these punitive tariffs will hit their businesses hard, and heavily decrease their profits. What they fear is that this decision will likely increase their costs which will result in weaker demand, and could even lead to many people losing their jobs. The cheap solar panels from China are one of the main reasons why the prices of solar modules have been steadily going down and the prospect of higher costs is not exactly the best possible news for U.S. solar industry. Many energy analysts believe that these tariffs will at least temporarily slow homeowners' and businesses' demand for solar panels, and that there could be a short-term stagnation within the U.S. solar energy industry as the consequence of it. Were these tariffs really needed to U.S. solar panel manufacturing sector still remains to be seen. The U.S. solar panel manufacturers will no doubt benefit from this decision because if Chinese manufacturers raise their prices U.S. solar manufacturers will likely do the same to ensure bigger profits. The U.S. consumers will pay higher prices and this will add extra profit to U.S. solar panel manufacturers and could even lead to more jobs within the manufacturing sector.
Trade Wars Impact—Kills Relations

Solar protectionism kills US-Sino Relations

Clayton 12 (Mark, Christina Science Monitor, US imposes tariff on Chinese solar panels, a victory for US manufacturers, 5/17/12, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2012/0517/US-imposes-tariff-on-Chinese-solar-panels-a-victory-for-US-manufacturers) LA

The United States Commerce Department ruled Thursday that Chinese manufacturers are guilty of dumping solar panels in the US market for less than it cost to make them, a violation of World Trade Organization rules that had harmed American manufacturers. As a result, the Chinese manufacturers – including Wuxi Suntech Power Co., Ltd. and Changzhou Trina Solar Energy Col, Ltd., among others – will have to start paying a tariff of more than 31 percent when their products enter the US market. The ruling adds a major point of friction to already troubled US-China relations, which have been soured recently by a dispute over human rights. The ruling was a major victory for a coalition led by seven companies with US facilities that brought the trade complaint last fall. That group, the Coalition for American Solar Manufacturing (CASM), led by German-based Solar World, which has US manufacturing plants, called the Commerce finding a positive first step.

Trade Wars Impact—Terminal Impacts

[1AC] Trade conflict quickly escalates to unwinnable and massively destructive global war

Liu 5 (Henry C K, Investment Group Chairman and Asia Times Writer, Trade wars can lead to shooting wars, 8/20/5, http://atimes.com/atimes/Global_Economy/GH20Dj01.html) LA

The danger of trade wars US geopolitical hostility toward China will manifest itself first in trade friction, which will lead to a mutually recriminatory trade war between the two major economies that will attract opportunistic trade realignments among the traditional allies of the United States. US multinational corporations, unable to steer US domestic politics, will increasingly trade with China through their foreign subsidiaries, leaving the US economy with even fewer jobs, and a condition that will further exacerbate anti-China popular sentiments that translate into more anti-free-trade policies generally and anti-China policies specifically. The resultant global economic depression from a trade war between the world's two largest economies will in turn heighten further mutual recriminations. An external curb from the US of Chinese export trade will accelerate a redirection of Chinese growth momentum inward, increasing Chinese power, including military power, while further encouraging anti-US sentiment in Chinese policy circles. This in turn will validate US apprehension of a China threat, increasing the prospect for armed conflict. A war between the US and China can have no winners, particularly on the political front. Even if the US were to prevail militarily through its technological superiority, the political cost of military victory would be so severe that the US as it currently exists would not be recognizable after the conflict and the original geopolitical aim behind the conflict would remain elusive, as the Vietnam War and the Iraq war have demonstrated. By comparison, the Vietnam and Iraq conflicts, destructive as they have been to the US social fabric, are mere minor scrimmages compared with a war with China. US policymakers have an option to make China a friend and partner in a peaceful world for the benefit of all nations. To do so, they must first recognize that the world can operate on the principle of plentitude and that prosperity is not something to be fought over by killing consumers in a world plagued with overcapacity. 

Trade war is a result of deeply entrenched American fears about Chinese economic dominance

Liu 5 (Henry C K, Investment Group Chairman and Asia Times Writer, Trade wars can lead to shooting wars, 8/20/5, http://atimes.com/atimes/Global_Economy/GH20Dj01.html) LA

The US is waking up from its self-delusion to the reality that free trade never leads to balanced trade. Free trade always works against the weaker trading partner, even with the principle of comparative advantage. The British promoted free trade when its economy was the strongest in the world. Friedrich List, in his National System of Political Economy (1841), asserts that political economy as espoused in England, far from being a valid science universally, was merely British national opinion, suited only to English historical conditions. List's institutional school of economics asserts that the doctrine of free trade was devised to keep England rich and powerful at the expense of its trading partners and it must be fought with protective tariffs and other protective devises of economic nationalism by the weaker countries. Henry Clay's "American system" was a national system of political economy. The US was happy to promote free trade when unbalanced trade was in favor of the stronger US economy. Balanced trade between unequal partners requires managed trade at the expense of the stronger partner, which is achieved by the weaker economy resorting to government interference for more favorable terms of trade. Such government interference is driven by the politics of trade. When managed trade is conducted against the weaker partner, it is economic imperialism. When it is conducted against the stronger partner, it is known as leveling the playing field. Yet some in the US are engaging in Newspeak when they seek the perpetuation of economic imperialism by demanding a leveling of the playing field in trade with weak, less-developed economies. As poor nations press the World Trade Organization (WTO) to stop unfair US farm subsidies, US cotton growers try to fend off the mounting pressure by offering help to growers in poor nations. The US government spends US$4.5 billion annually in subsidies on a cotton crop with a market price of $5.9 billion, which otherwise would have to be priced more than double in the world market. This subsidy enables US growers to export profitably three-quarters of their output and control 40% of world trade in cotton. What the US lost in textile manufacturing, it gains back in subsidized cotton export, high returns on investment in overseas textile mills and low consumer prices in cotton goods. Thus the current tariff war against Chinese textiles is merely the US wanting its cake and eating it too. While $4.5 billion is a mere pittance in the $2.4 trillion 2005 US fiscal budget, the subsidy has the effect of ruining the economies of the world's poorest nations. The National Cotton Council, a powerful trade group in US domestic politics, while basking in the happy situation of seeing US cotton exports increase by 350% between 1999 and 2004, from 4 million 480-pound (218-kilogram) bales to 14 million bales, explains that the goal of helping African growers is "not to make Africa a big cotton producer", only to make the miserable lives of poor Africans "a little better". It is a strategy of protecting managed trade with welfare trade. On the other hand, simply doubling the market price of cotton will not help African growers, whose competitive disadvantages go beyond market price, and cannot be eliminated without fundamental changes in the terms of global agricultural trade. While China's economy has grown by more than 9% annually for the past couple of decades and its gross domestic product soared from $147 billion in 1978 to $1.6 trillion in 2004, the US GDP, $11.75 trillion in 2004, was still far ahead at 7.4 times that of China. Because of the difference is population size, US per capita GDP in 2005 is $41,917 while that of China is only $1,411, a gap of almost 30 times. The US ranks 8th in the world in per capita GDP while China ranks 111th. In 2004, US per capita income was $35,400 while that of China was $960, a 36.8-times gap. The per capita income gap between the two economies, while closing at a dramatic rate, is still substantial. Despite this, Americans are apprehensive because it is this disparity that drains jobs from the US. While the narrowing of the wage disparity will slow the job drain to China, the resultant rise in Chinese aggregate national wealth will threaten US economic dominance in the world. In a neo-liberal free-trade regime, the US has a choice of losing jobs or losing economic dominance and geopolitical power to China. That is the key dilemma in US economic policy toward China. There is an economic basis behind militant US antagonism toward China. The United States won both previous world wars primarily by its wartime productive power. This fact has not been forgotten by US policy-planners. While the US manufacturing base has been seriously eroded by neo-liberal global trade in the past two decades, a shooting war with China would relocate much of the lost manufacturing back to the US in short order. In 1942, only weeks after the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, US president Franklin Roosevelt called for an annual production of 60,000 military planes, a near-impossible demand considering that prewar annual production was only 6,000. But in 1943, some 86,000 planes were produced, exceeding the president's call by a third. In World War II, the US produced 31,000 B-17 and B-24 long-range bombers, reaching a peak production rate of 50 per day. In 1941, 55,000 individual work hours were needed to turn out a B-17, and by 1944, this had dropped to 19,000 hours. Strategic bombing crippled German war production, from ball-bearings production to oil refineries for critically needed gasoline. The shortage of gasoline stalled German resistance in both the eastern and western fronts and crippled the Luftwaffe. Also, the time it took for an aircraft carrier to be built in the US dropped from 36 months in 1941 to 15 months in 1945. In all, 300,000 military planes were produced in four years of war. Because of the production prowess of the US, Germany and Japan simply could not produce enough weaponry fast enough to keep up with battle attrition the way the Allies could. It was only matter of time before the Axis powers would be defeated. A market economy is a feeble weakling compared with a wartime command economy. That a war in Asia would relocate manufacturing jobs back to the United States in large scale to get the US economy moving again must have occurred to the neo-con warriors who have been controlling US policy since 2000. The hawks in this group are betting that China's nuclear deterrence against attacks from the US can be neutralized by the US strategic defense initiative (SDI), and that the US mainland will again be safe from attack. Notwithstanding irrational paranoia from US militarists, the fear of China by the US is not fundamentally based on military threat, albeit it has a military dimension. Henry Kissinger, arguably the greatest living master of geo-realpolitik, wrote on June 13 in the Washington Post: "Military imperialism is not the Chinese style. [Karl von] Clausewitz, the leading Western strategic theoretician, addresses the preparation and conduct of a central battle. Sun Tzu, his Chinese counterpart, focuses on the psychological weakening of the adversary. China seeks its objectives by careful study, patience and the accumulation of nuances - only rarely does China risk a winner-take-all showdown." US fear of China is a reaction to the destabilizing effect on existing, established geo-economics from the natural rise in economic power of a modernizing nation with a large population. It was this natural advantage of a large population that permitted the US and the USSR to exploit geopolitical opportunities to catapult themselves into superpower status after World War II. The British Empire was first and foremost a quest for population, and the wealth associated with it, albeit without the benefit of equality, the lack of which became the central weakness that deprived the empire of longevity. The lack of equality within the Soviet Union was the main cause of its dissolution, not perverted communist doctrine. The large aggregate population of the European Union is driving its new economic aspirations. Japan will never be a contender for superpower status because of its small population and its exclusionary national culture. 

Trade protectionism would cause all out military conflict and the end of the current geopolitical balance

Liu 5 (Henry C K, Investment Group Chairman and Asia Times Writer, Trade wars can lead to shooting wars, 8/20/5, http://atimes.com/atimes/Global_Economy/GH20Dj01.html) LA

But the history of the US in its process of becoming an economic superpower is instructive. As a prosperous, internationally engaged US evolved into a huge open market for the world's developing economies, so will a prosperous, internationally engaged China. China, similarly to the US experience, will go through several series of historic policy debates over the choice between isolationism and international engagement as its economy develops. Developing countries should not misconstrue isolationism as an effective strategy of anti-imperialism. Quarantine is a strategy that deprives the subject of any chance of developing effective immunity against invading viruses that eventually exposes it to more serious vulnerability. Yet US policy on China will impact the outcome of China's policy debates with serious consequences. Hostility breeds counter-hostility, and protectionism breeds counter-protectionism. Isolation between hostile nations leads inevitably to war. Kissinger went on in the same article: "With respect to the overall balance, China's large and educated population, its vast markets, its growing role in the world economy and global financial system foreshadow an increasing capacity to pose an array of incentives and risks, the currency of international influence. Short of seeking to destroy China as a functioning entity, however, this capacity is inherent in the global economic and financial processes that the United States has been pre-eminent in fostering." A China forced defensively by hostile US policy into isolationism, a recurring tendency throughout its long history, ironically would lead to regional decline and instability that would quickly turn global in this interconnected world. The decline of China that began in early 19th century was traceable in part to Chinese self-imposed isolationism, in contrast to Japan's forced opening to the then more technologically advanced West that led to the Meiji Reformation. The modern history of China might have been totally different if isolationism had not prevailed in Chinese politics in the early 1800s, and modernization had been allowed to proceed with needed stimulation from mutually beneficial contacts with the West before Western imperialism had a chance to take shape. An internationally engaged China will be a positive force for world peace and prosperity. As the enormous China market becomes reality from rising income, it will impact traditional international economic relations to restructure residual prejudicial racial enmity and Cold War geopolitical alliances and give rise to a new mode of world order free of residual racial phobia and obsolete ideological conflicts. US hostility and preemptive strategy toward a peacefully rising China may be forced to fall back on ineffective US unilateralism, devoid of willing partners even from among its residual Cold War allies. Trade protectionism will lead to isolationism, a movement with a significant past in US history. Yet as a superpower, the US cannot isolate itself from the rest of the world without severe penalties. Or to put it another way, the cost of US isolationism is the forfeiture of its superpower status. Kissinger observed correctly in the Washington Post article that "in a US confrontation with China, the vast majority of nations will seek to avoid choosing sides". Already, normally dependable US allies such as the United Kingdom, the EU (particularly France and Germany), Japan, Australia and even Israel are experiencing rising conflicts with US policy on China. These nations are beginning to see US demands for unquestioning support of its hostile policy on China as not being congruent with their separate national interests. Everywhere else in the world, from Asia to Latin America, from the Middle East to Africa, sympathy for China's effort to regain its natural prominence in the world and positive response to its effective development strategy are mounting while appreciation for unilateral US security and economic policies is falling. While the US is still a juggernaut in its coercive ability to commandeer much of the world's wealth, its ability to produce wealth appears to have declined. It is becoming increasingly obvious to some in Washington that a military option is the answer to arresting US economic decline that threatens the country's superpower status. Eleven of the 16 countries surveyed in June by the US-based Pew Research Center - Britain, France, Germany, Spain, the Netherlands, Russia, Turkey, Pakistan, Lebanon, Jordan and Indonesia - had a more favorable view of China than of the US. The survey on global attitudes finds that while China is well regarded in both Europe and Asia, its burgeoning economic power elicits mixed reactions. Majorities or pluralities in France and Spain believe that China's growing economy has a negative impact on their own economies. Respondents in the Netherlands and Britain, traditionally free-trade nations, have much more positive reactions to China's economic growth. Public opinion in the United States on this issue is divided; 49% view China's economic emergence as a good thing, while 40% say it has a negative impact on the US. Whatever their views on China's increasing economic power, European publics are opposed to the idea of China becoming a military rival to the US, despite their deep reservations over US policies and hegemony. Solid majorities in every European nation except Turkey regard China's emergence as a military superpower as undesirable. In Turkey and most other predominantly Muslim countries, where antagonism toward the US runs much deeper at this time in history, most people think a Chinese challenge to US military power would be a good thing. Nonetheless, there is considerable support across every country surveyed, other than the US, for some other country or group of countries to rival the US militarily. In France, 85% of respondents believe it would be good if the EU or another country emerged as a military rival to the US. Most Western Europeans want their countries to take a more independent approach from the US on diplomatic and security affairs than it has in the past. The European desire for greater autonomy from the US is increasingly shared by the Canadian public; 57% of Canadians favor Canada taking a more independent approach from the US, up from 43% two years ago. The US public, by contrast, increasingly favors closer ties with US allies in Western Europe, a continuation of a traditional US Eurocentric attitude, while the center of world affairs is shifting toward Asia. 

Protectionism risks nuclear war
Michael Spicer 1996 (economist and member, Tory Party, British Parliament, THE CHALLENGE FROM THE EAST AND THE REBIRTH OF THE WEST, p. 121.)

The choice facing the West today is much the same as that which faced the Soviet bloc after World War II: between meeting head-on the challenge of world trade with the adjustments and the benefits that it will bring, or of attempting to shut out markets that are growing and where a dynamic new pace is being set for innovative production. The problem about the second approach is not simply that it won't hold: satellite technology alone will ensure that he consumers will begin to demand those goods that the East is able to provide most cheaply. More fundamentally, it will guarantee the emergence of a fragmented world in which natural fears will be fanned and inflamed. A world divided into rigid trade blocs will be a deeply troubled and unstable place in which suspicion and ultimately envy will possibly erupt into a major war. I do not say that the converse will necessarily be true, that in a free trading world there will be an absence of all strife. Such a proposition would manifestly be absurd. But to trade is to become interdependent, and that is a good step in the direction of world stability. With nuclear weapons at two a penny, stability will be at a premium in the years ahead.

Trade stability solves conflict

Copley News Service ’99  (December 1, L/N) [LA]

For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing the life out of planet Earth seemed very real. 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.

AT: Private Sector CP***

Consistent Federal investment is key to jumpstarting green tech innovation which solves competitiveness

Freed et al. 10 (Josh Freed, Sam Hodas, Sarah Collins, and Stephanie Praus, Third Way Clean Energy Program Director, Policy Advisor, and Interns, Creating a Clean Energy Century: Recapturing the Lead in Clean Tech Innovation, November 2010, http://content.thirdway.org/publications/351/Third_Way_Report_-_Creating_a_Clean_Energy_Century.pdf) LA

To understand the great capital challenge that clean tech innovation faces, we have to take a look at the bigger picture. In the U.S., the private sector barely invests in any energy research. Where U.S. industries, as a whole, spend an average of 2.6% of their revenue on R&D, the energy industry invests a paltry 0.23% of revenue on any kind of research—clean or conventional.114 This includes funding for expensive research into conventional fuels, such as ultra-deep water drilling and new oil refining techniques, which is an important point. Forget about the pursuit of clean energy; the energy sector relies on the same fuel sources that have provided reliable, inexpensive energy for more than 100 years. There is not an economic imperative to spend more. This stands in stark contrast with the hyper-competitive pharmaceutical industry, where new drugs supplant old ones every year. Pharmaceutical companies spend 19% of revenues, or about $39 billion each year on R&D.115 Even American automakers, despite tough economic conditions, still invest $17.5 billion in R&D.116 Energy innovation that is occurring is coming from much smaller startup companies that rely on venture capital and newly unleashed federal investments. This has helped give rise to the likes of Tesla Motors (electric vehicles), Bloom Energy (fuel cells), Better Place (electric cars) and Bright Source Energy (solar thermal power). The Great Recession, however, has greatly reduced the flow of venture funding to clean tech companies just as the global competition to foster new companies heats up.117 After climbing steadily from $262 million in capital clean energy investments in 2003, venture capital investments peaked at $4.1 billion in 2008. It fell by over 50% in 2009.118 The trend is not abating. The most recent venture capital investment reports show that funding has dropped 55% this year over the same period in 2009.119 Expecting private sector spending to support the entirety of clean energy innovation and R&D puts U.S. businesses on an unfair playing field with their international competitors. That’s because private sector money, whether through direct corporate investment in innovation or through the capital markets, simply is not sufficient. Jeff Immelt sums up the private sector frustration well, “The United States is falling behind because we don’t have the markets or the will— our policies are short-sighted and our markets aren’t set up to reward energy innovation.”120 The federal government presently lacks both the structure and the financing necessary to meet the energy challenge A public partnership to support innovation through the R&D, demonstration, deployment, and commercialization cycle is crucial. Norman Augustine, former Undersecretary of the Army and Chairman of Lockheed Martin, explained that “Endeavors of this type are generally unattractive investments for the private sector, yet clearly serve the public good. This is exactly the kind of effort for which government must step in and provide the needed financial investment.”121 Although the federal government has a long history of funding innovation and emerging technologies, investments in energy have always been low compared to other federal research efforts.122 There was one period when this was not the case. In the late 1970’s, the federal government invested heavily in clean energy R&D in response to the oil crisis. OPEC’s intransigence drove home the urgent need to move away from fossil fuels, resulting in energy R&D funding equaling 10% of total federal R&D spending in 1980. The urgency quickly declined with the price of oil and investment in energy R&D fell, hitting just 2% of total R&D spending by 2007.123 Even with the renewed commitment to clean energy innovation in 2009-10, U.S. investment is only half of what it was in 1980. This rollercoastering of R&D funding undermines the goal of developing new innovations. The dramatic funding decline after 1980 brought down private sector R&D funding and resulted in steep drops in the number of wind, solar, and nuclear energy patents filed.124 This was the driving cause in the U.S. losing its lead in global clean energy technology. Talent also followed the money away from energy to other sectors. One solar researcher from the National Renewable Energy Laboratory remembers the frustration well: “They fired almost half our staff. They reduced our $135 million budget by $100 million. They terminated all our contracts with universities—including two Nobel Prize winners—in one afternoon.”125

AT: Regulation-type CPs

Government regulation crushes innovation

Larson 9 (Andrea, Prof @ U of Virginia Business School, FDCH Congressional Testimony to Committee on House Energy and Commerce Subcommittee on Commerce, Trade, and Consumer Protection, 10/7/9, http://democrats.energycommerce.house.gov/Press_111/20091007/larson_testimony.pdf) LA

I am not an advocate of government regulation unless the private sector lacks the ability to provide for the public good. Unfortunately, companies trying to move toward GT/CC, while admirable, are in a race against the cumulative decisions of firms and individuals that continue to erode the commons that is our ultimate source of all wealth, social and financial. We tend to think of the commons as natural systems (air, water, or land); we might want to consider adding our children`s bodies to that collective commons. The Centers for Disease Control extensive research on contaminants in human blood, immune, and reproductive systems suggest that this century long industrial experiment that clearly has had decisive negative influences on our ecological systems and atmosphere, is also at work on the human body and children`s health. Are we surprised? The last thing I want to see is unnecessary regulation. I work with private sector innovators and emphasize the amazing capacity of markets and entrepreneurial forces in society to create the changes we need to see. But this activity must be framed with enabling and supporting policy that sets the rules and provides consistent and intelligent guidance so that markets and human ingenuity can do the rest.

AT: Delay CP

The next decade is key—we’re already behind

Larson 9 (Andrea, Prof @ U of Virginia Business School, FDCH Congressional Testimony to Committee on House Energy and Commerce Subcommittee on Commerce, Trade, and Consumer Protection, 10/7/9, http://democrats.energycommerce.house.gov/Press_111/20091007/larson_testimony.pdf) LA

Transformation in the next decade to an alternative mindset about energy and materials is key to U.S. competitiveness and mandatory if global society is to handle the challenges of population growth, energy demands, and material throughput volumes required to provide prosperity for billions more people. We can choose to let others lead or we can mobilize and combine all the elements we have in this country to lead. This discussion acknowledges that the U.S. has declared 25% renewable energy goals by 2025 with the February 2009 ARRA legislation. The clean technology stimulus accounts for about $66 billion, just ahead of China`s stimulus investment. The important fact, nonetheless, is that we come to the table late. By way of example, according to the U.S. International Trade Commission, ``Denmark, Germany, India, Japan, and Spain accounted for a combined 91 percent of global exports of wind-powered generating sets in 2008.``3

Military Efficiency 2AC Add-On

Clean tech is key to military efficiency—solves heg

Freed et al. 10 (Josh Freed, Sam Hodas, Sarah Collins, and Stephanie Praus, Third Way Clean Energy Program Director, Policy Advisor, and Interns, Creating a Clean Energy Century: Recapturing the Lead in Clean Tech Innovation, November 2010, http://content.thirdway.org/publications/351/Third_Way_Report_-_Creating_a_Clean_Energy_Century.pdf) LA

Reliable clean energy can help the Pentagon reduce costs and strengthen the security of its installation and operations in both the U.S. and abroad. Right now, our military combat operations in Iraq and Afghanistan require 8.16 million gallons of fuel every day,151 while DOD as a whole consumes approximately 125 million barrels of oil annually.152 Trucking fuel to military bases through hostile territory in vulnerable convoys exposes our troops to unnecessary danger and hampers our operational abilities. A report by the Army found that one soldier or civilian is killed for every 24 convoys of fuel in Afghanistan.153 DOD leaders have already made clear that relying on fossil fuels is detrimental to their mission. As Navy Secretary Ray Mabus observes, “Energy reform will make us better fighters. In the end, it is a matter of energy independence and it is a matter of national security. Our dependence on foreign sources of petroleum makes us vulnerable in too many ways. The stakes are clear and the stakes are high. Our response has to be equal to that challenge.”154

Competitiveness – Tigger Solves 

Cutting TIGGER has undermined our economic recovery and competitiveness by killing jobs, increasing fuel consumption, and reducing the efficiency of commerce

Richardson 11 (Hon. Laura, California Rep in House of Reps, FULL-YEAR CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011 -- (Extensions of Remarks - February 17, 2011), Feb 16 2011, Accessed http://thomas.loc.gov) LA

The House in Committee of the Whole House on the State of the Union had under consideration the bill (H.R. 1) making appropriations for the Department of Defense and the other departments and agencies of the Government for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2011, and for other purposes: Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chair, I rise today in strong opposition to Sections 2202 through 2214 of the bill, which cuts funding for needed investments in transportation and infrastructure. These are reckless cuts to important programs and place our country's economic recovery in jeopardy. Specifically, the cuts to transportation and infrastructure funding will not only cut jobs, but will curtail investment in our country's long-term economic growth. Mr. Chair, the best way to reduce the deficit is to put Americans back to work. The Republican CR is a job-killing bill that would do nothing more than wreak havoc on the American economy and will put us at an overall competitive disadvantage. The Republican CR cuts almost $18 billion from transportation and infrastructure investments alone. Investing in our crumbling infrastructure keeps our economy moving forward and puts Americans back to work by creating desperately needed jobs in the hard-hit construction industry. Adopting the GOP Continuing Resolution would result in the loss of nearly 300,000 private-sector jobs a figure that is in stark contrast to the GOP's commitment to keep job creation their number one priority. These reckless cuts to investments in roads, bridges, transit and rail will have tremendous consequences to our economic recovery and will render us uncompetitive in the global market. The cuts to transportation and infrastructure projects include: a cut of $1.4 billion in the Clean Water State Revolving Loan Fund program; a $6.3 billion cut in high-speed/intercity rail; a cut of $613 million in the Tiger II program; and a cut of $75 million in the Tigger II program. These draconian cuts to the transportation and infrastructure budget will have a tremendous impact on the health and stability of our economy. Democrats and Republicans both agree that the Federal Government needs to tighten its belt when it comes to spending. However, cutting funding to transportation and infrastructure programs will curtail the investments that are desperately needed to sustain our long-term economic recovery. These divisive cuts to critical transportation and infrastructure projects will compromise programs that are invaluable to increasing efficiency of commerce, reducing fuel consumption, and creating jobs.

***Warming Adv***

Warming—UQ—Env Leadership Down

US environmental leadership is failing

CPR 12 (Center for Progressive Reform, http://www.progressivereform.org/treaties.cfm) JJV

Time was when the United States of America played a lead role in attacking international environmental problems, organizing global and regional responses. Examples include U.S.-spearheaded international agreements with Canada and Mexico on boundary waters and migratory birds, some dating back to the early 20th Century, and 1970s and '80s agreements restricting trade in endangered species and protecting against ozone depletion. In the last two decades, however, U.S. environmental leadership has faltered. The most prominent example is the U.S. decision not to join the Kyoto Protocol on climate change. But other, less publicized examples abound. The United States has also failed to join a large and growing number of treaties directed at marine pollution, the loss of biological diversity, persistent organic pollutants (POPs), and trade in toxic substances. 
Warming—US Modeling—Developing Countries  

Developing countries look to the US for transportation policies

Hook 6 (Walter, Executive director of the institute for transportation and development policy, UN-Habitat: Vancouver, Canada, http://www.unhabitat.org/cdrom/docs/WUF10.pdf, ) JJV

In the next 20 years, the world’s cities will go through a fundamental transformation, not only will cities in many developing countries expand greatly in size and population, but they will have to serve the basic mobility needs of their people in a world of much higher oil prices. In the second half of the 20 th Century, many cities in the world began to emulate the transportation policies of the United States. Developing countries admired US automobile culture, and borrowed US highway design methodologies to reshape their cities around the automobile. Back in the 20th Century, this didn’t seem unwise. Oil prices reached historically low levels, and large, important sectors of the global economy were still engaged in vehicle manufacturing. The cities that grew out of these underlying economic fundamentals tended to make it easy to drive anywhere, and virtually impossible for a person, no matter how motivated, to walk or cycle safely between their home and place of work or even the nearest shop. The American city was the ultimate manifestation of this economic structure. Roughly 90 percent of Americans rely on private cars for their daily commute, even for very short trips.
The US must take the lead in combating global warming

Lovell 6 (Jeremy, Journalist, unfccc.int/files/press/news_room/unfccc_in_the_press/application/pdf/ht_27072006_rutters_us_has_duty_to_lead_on_global_warming.pdf) 
LONDON, June 26 (Reuters) - The United States -- the world's richest and most polluting nation -- has a moral duty to take the lead in tackling catastrophic global warming instead of denying it is happening, a leading scientist said on Monday. Addressing a meeting of international climate scientists and policymakers, John Houghton, a former senior member of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, said urgent action was imperative. "If only the U.S. administration could flip from denial to acceptance it could save the world," he said. "If the Americans continue to do nothing then we have a big problem -- therefore they must do something." U.S. president George W. Bush's administration has refused to ratify the Kyoto Protocol on cutting climate-warming carbon gases from burning fossil fuels, calling it economic suicide. Harlan Watson, Bush's top climate negotiator, ruled out joining the treaty but did not exclude the possibility that a future U.S. President might take a different view. However, he said whatever emerged from the current round of talks it would be radically different. "The future regime will not look much like the current regime," he told the meeting. Luiz Alberto Figueirdo Machado, head of the environment section of Brazil's foreign ministry, said the developed world had had a free ride for 150 years and it was payback time. "The polluter must pay," he told the meeting at think-tank the Royal Institute for International Affairs. "It is not the wish of the developing countries to repeat the mistakes of the developed countries over the past 150 years. ACT URGENTLY Scientists predict average global temperatures will rise by at least two degrees Celsius this century, bringing floods, droughts and rising sea levels from melting polar ice caps. "Whatever we do things will get worse from here, so we must act urgently," Houghton said. Houghton said developed nations had to take a lead in combating warming because if they did not the developing world -- particularly countries like China -- would take no action. China is building roughly one large coal-fired power station a week to fuel its booming economy. 
But both Houghton and Halldor Thorgeirsson of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change expressed optimism. "Climate change is a solvable problem. We have the technology to deal with this," Thorgeirsson said, saying that if it had not been for Kyoto, global carbon emissions would have been at least 30 percent higher than current levels. He said he was confident there would be a follow-up to Kyoto when the treaty expired in 2012, adding it would have to be broader than the current agreement. "We won't have all the answers by 2012, but we need to have found a way forward by then," he said. "We have a window of 20-30 years to find a solution."

Warming—US Modeling—General  

The United States needs to walk the walk or no one will follow

Petit 97(Charles, Chronicle Science Writer, http://www.sfgate.com/news/article/SUNDAY-INTERVIEW-John-J-Berger-Getting-2824513.php#page-4) JJV

Denmark anticipates getting, I believe, 40 percent of its electricity from the wind by the year 2030. They're developing very large turbines and selling them in the United States and throughout the world. They are also pioneering offshore wind development. In the United States, by the way, the wind resource is more than ample, theoretically, to produce all the electrical power consumed. Q: You've condemned American- style, Western industrial nations as belonging to a throwaway society. A: There are two components driving wastefulness. One is prosperity, the other is culture and cultural norms. I think we can, through public education, change our culture. That culture is not synonymous with destiny. Some Western European countries that are quite prosperous are far more energy-efficient than we are. Gasoline is $3 to $4 a gallon there and provides a strong incentive for people to be energy- conserving and fuel-efficient. Q: Why should the United States take an aggressive leadership role toward sustainable economies? A: We are the most advanced industrial nation, the richest industrial nation. Other nations look to us as an example. We need to be virtuous, in effect, and we need to be prudent. We have to show others the way. Otherwise, we have no moral ground to stand on. We exhort China and India to adopt nonpolluting energy technology while they're increasing their combustion of coal. Yet at home, we burn coal for 57 percent of our electricity. We all, the nations of the world, collectively, need to move toward reduction, significant reduction, in carbon emissions. Q: Does that mean there should be some agreement to encourage the Chinese not to burn all that coal? As I understand it, that one nation could burn enough coal to overwhelm anything we do in this country to reduce greenhouse gases. A: By the year 2040, the developing countries will outpace the developed world in their carbon emissions, if current trends continue. We've already established through studies of the atmosphere that current carbon emissions are unacceptable over the long-term. We're going to have 10 billion people in the world by 2070. They can't all maintain the lifestyle we maintain using the technology we're using. The beauty of renewable energy technology is that it provides the opportunity to bring developing nations out of poverty without forcing them to sacrifice environmental quality. Q: What should we be doing to encourage these changes? A: As an individual, one needs to take as much advantage of energy- efficiency technology as possible. When you do have the option to buy new technology, buy technology that's energy-efficient. If you buy a home, use solar energy, use passive solar, whatever solar technology works for you. We also must work politically for the policies that will facilitate the transition. The Union of Concerned Scientists, for example, has taken a leadership role in the battle for clean energy in the United States. People need to talk to their elected representatives and express their desire for clean, carbon-safe energy. Poll after poll has shown that the American people prefer solar and other nonpolluting technologies to nuclear power, to oil and coal and even gas. Why don't we have more renewable energy in this country? We need to elect people who are responsive to the public's desire for safe energy systems.
Other countries have followed our failures, they will also follow our success

Lue 12 (Ryan, B.A. in Urban Studies and Planning from UC San Diego ,http://www.planetizen.com/node/56148)

Urban life presents a variety of challenges to personal health, from sedentary jobs to air pollution to the stress of long commutes behind the wheel. But simply designing cities for pedestrians and cyclists, Pittman argues, can have a profound impact on health in a city. Thus, shifting the focus of the transportation discussion from sustainability to longevity can change the way we look at policy solutions. "A hybrid car, for instance, may be excellent for the environment but makes us no less sedentary." Instead, compact and pedestrian-friendly land uses can promote healthier habits on an individual level, reducing the burden of healthcare costs. An equally important shift in the dialogue, Pittman points out, is to broaden the scope beyond hot-topic, global cities like New York and Copenhagen. "Addressing problems of health at a meaningful scale will mean contending with the realities of all our cities, not just those where it’s easiest or where we can be most opportunistic." The modern epidemics of diabetes and obesity are equally pressing in cities like Atlanta, Houston, and Phoenix, where alternative urban policy may not be as readily embraced. "In the U.S., many of the communities built in the past 50 years have regressed," Pittman writes. "Cities designed and built around the car have 'engineered walking and bicycling out' of many of our communities... And as other countries pursue economic growth, and the follow-on urbanization, many have emulated our failed approaches compounding the problem globally."
The US is a model through the OES

Harnish 8 (Reno, Principal deputy assistant secretary for oceans, environment and science, http://2001-2009.state.gov/g/oes/rls/rm/111779.htm)

The U.S. is a model for research: competitive, transparent and peer reviewed. Benefits even advanced countries seek to draw lessons from the U.S. vs an institute system; It is a major development goal, in my opinion, that will encourage scientific talent to stay at home, solve local problems, help construct a work force that is more capable of applying technology in a competitive world. Serves foreign policy interests like non-proliferation. We do this with 180 people assigned to the Oceans, Environment and Science Bureau of the Department of State in Washington (GS, FS, AAAS, Jeffersons). 58 bilateral ESTH officers and 12 ESTH Regional officers “Hubs.” We pursue more than 350 negotiations on technical topics and administer $75 million in programs. I. Bilateral S&T Cooperation Agreements Science and science-based approaches make tangible improvements in people’s lives. Strategically applied, S&T outreach serves as a powerful tool to reach important segments of civil society. Sound science is a critical foundation for sound policy making and ensures that the international community develops reliable international benchmarks. Science is global in nature – international cooperation is essential if we are to find solutions to global issues like climate change and combating emerging infectious diseases. International scientific cooperation promotes good will, strengthens political relationships, helps foster democracy and civil society, and advances the frontiers of knowledge for the benefit of all. The Bureau of Oceans, Environment, and Science (OES) in DOS pursues such efforts through the establishment of bilateral and multilateral S&T cooperation agreements. There are now over forty of these framework agreements in place, or in various stages of negotiation, in every region of the world – from Asia and Africa, to Europe, the Middle East, and Latin America. These bilateral agreements have significant indirect benefits including contributing to solutions and initiatives that encourage sustainable economic growth (Vietnam and Brazil, innovation), promoting good will, strengthening political relationships, helping foster democracy and civil society, supporting the role of women in science and society, promoting science education for youth, and advancing the frontiers of knowledge for the benefit of all. The agreements are instrumental in advancing our diplomatic relationships with key countries (like Egypt and Pakistan). They bring leading U.S. government scientists together with foreign counterparts and policymakers to discuss the important role of cooperative scientific endeavors in advancing, for example, our understanding of key elements of the climate system. Through our bilateral relationship with Russia, to cite one such project, we have advanced the state of research on the impacts of climate change in the Arctic – a key system in which we are working to address important gaps in knowledge. In bringing senior officials together to discuss areas of common concern, the bilateral partnerships have helped to demonstrate how much we have in common and have thereby advanced our diplomatic relationships and helped us achieve our objectives. II. Broader Promotion of International Cooperation The International Space Station Agreement and the International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor (ITER) projects are multilateral projects the Department supports that have the promise of broadening knowledge, strengthening capabilities, and extending benefits to the United States and our international partners. (In my tour in Italy, space station was example of cooperation as synergy, Super Conducting Super Collider points to difficulties). Disseminating knowledge on the use of remote sensing capabilities in developing countries and negotiation of nanotechnology standards for emerging products and services in member nations of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) are included in the wide range of subjects supported by DOS. (In addition to new Rules of Cooperation with Russia, $6 Billion Fund cooperation should be examined). The Global Positioning System (GPS) is one of the greatest gifts of the American people to the world. OES works with the USG interagency community and foreign space-based satellite navigation providers to promote compatibility and interoperability of other provider’s signals and services with GPS for the benefit of users worldwide. A GPS-Galileo Cooperation Agreement with the European Union and Joint Statements on GPS Cooperation with Japan, India, Australia, and Russia are producing tangible results such as common signal design and protecting United States national security interests. OES works closely with the United Nations (UN) Office on Outer Space Affairs and other interested nations to form a voluntary International Committee on Global Navigation Satellite Systems (ICG) and related Providers Forum. This multilateral venue provides an opportunity for discussing and resolving spectrum compatibility and interoperability issues, considering guidelines for the broadcast of natural disaster alarms via Global Navigation Satellite Systems (GNSS), seeking ways to enhance performance of GNSS services, promoting GNSS use among developing countries, and coordinating work among international scientific organizations for GNSS applications worldwide. OES protects U.S. security and global economic growth by promoting global health. Global health policy is firmly grounded in a scientific understanding of the infectious, environmental and potential terrorist threats to public health worldwide. OES works with agencies throughout the U.S. government to facilitate policy-making regarding environmental health, infectious disease, health in post-conflict situations, and surveillance and response, bioterrorism, defense of the food supply and health security. OES works on global health with other U.S. government agencies, including the National Security Council, Homeland Security Council, Departments of Health and Human Services, Homeland Security, Agriculture, Defense, USAID, and intelligence agencies. (During my time in Azerbaijan DTRA collects samples of pathogens then gives AZ a facility for securing them and doing responsible research.) OES also works with the United Nations (especially the World Health Organization) and other international organizations, the private sector, non-governmental organizations, and foreign governments. Often, the scope of scientific endeavors and research interests requires DOS, due to limited financial resources, to leverage its resources with other governments. For example, with National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) leadership and DOS cooperation, the United States hosted the First Earth Observation Summit in 2003, with 34 participating nations, to generate international support for creating a comprehensive Global Earth Observation System of Systems (GEOSS). This ambitious undertaking involves coordinating disparate Earth observation systems across the world in order to improve our collective ability to address critical environmental, economic, and societal concerns. The now 72 member governments, including the European Commission, and 46 participating organizations of the Group on Earth Observations (GEO) met in Cape Town in November 2007 to assess progress. Other parts of the Department of State are similarly engaged in S&T related cooperation. They focus on redirecting scientists through engagement in new programs, whether in the Middle East, North Africa or Central Asia. In Eurasia, cooperation is focused on post Soviet demilitarization of science infrastructure following the model of the Civilian Research and Development Foundation (CRDF) and the International Science and Technology Center (ISTC). Cooperation in Eurasia involves cooperation with the Department of Energy, which since 1994 has funded over 650 projects at over 200 research institutes in Russia, Kazakhstan, Georgia, Armenia, and Uzbekistan under its Global Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention (GIPP) program to provide meaningful, sustainable, non-weapons-related work for former Soviet weapons of mass destruction scientists, engineers, and technicians through commercially viable market opportunities. Also, the GIPP program provides seed funds for the identification and maturation of technology and facilities interactions between U.S. industry and former Soviet institutes for developing industrial partnerships, joint ventures, and other mutually beneficial peaceful arrangements. OES works closely with a number of USG technical agencies on the international aspects of climate change policy. Under OSTP leadership, OES has played a key role in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) since its inception, through official contributions and key leadership positions in IPCC report development, as well as through the contributions of many U.S. scientists and experts. Another example of DOS cooperation on climate issues includes: the Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate, which focuses on acceleration and deployment of clean energy technologies, and includes Australia, Canada, China, India, Japan, the Republic of Korea and the United States. Oceanographic exploration in the 20th century has completely transformed our view of the deep ocean. Today, scientists know that the deep sea is teeming with life and that its biodiversity is comparable to the world’s richest tropical rainforests. The advent of new exploratory technologies is leading to the discovery of ecosystems which are extraordinary in nature, often hosting species found nowhere else on the planet. For the fishing industry also, the unreachable is now within reach. Advances in bottom fishing technology mean that it is now possible to fish the deep sea’s rugged floors and canyons. This has led to an urgent call for action within the international community to ensure that deep-sea bottom fishing on the high seas is monitored and regulated to protect these unique and fragile areas. The Department of State, in collaboration with NOAA, has facilitated science and technology partnerships enabling more effective fishery regulation to achieve sustainability.
Warming—US Modeling—China 

China has empirically followed the US in transportation policy 

World Resources Institute 99 (The Environment and China, http://www.wri.org/publication/content/7832)

Emulating the United States, China’s urban transportation policy is focused primarily on the use of motor vehicles. Over-reliance on oil-powered vehicles will almost certainly exacerbate China’s long-term problems stemming from air pollution, global climate change, risks to China’s national security, and traffic congestion. China’s high economic growth highlights the potential conflicts between rapid industrialization and environmental protection. Nowhere is the potential conflict between development and the environment more apparent than in transportation. In its long-range planning to modernize, China has placed a heavy emphasis on motor vehicles as the basis for transportation planning. In 1996, China produced 1.4 million vehicles. By 2000, production is expected to reach 2.7 million and by 2010, six million. Registered motor vehicles in China (excluding scooters) are expected to reach 44 to 50 million by the year 2010. China’s long-term goal is to have every household own a car. Growth in recent years in the use of motor vehicles in China has been dramatic. In the six years between 1987 and 1993, the stock of civilian motor vehicles (trucks, passenger vehicles, motorcycles, and tractors) increased by about 12% per year. In Beijing alone, the number of vehicles is growing by 15% per year. The total number of motor vehicles reached about 28 million in 1995. Though large in absolute terms, on a per capita basis China’s motor vehicle fleet is not so big. Per capita registrations in China are only 3% of those in the U.S. The structure of the Chinese vehicle fleet differs from that of the industrialized countries in that only 12% or so of the vehicles are passenger vehicles. In contrast, motorcycles represent a third of China’s vehicle fleet. The potential adverse impacts of a transport system based primarily on oil-powered motor vehicles are several fold and include deterioration in urban air quality with its associated medical and economic costs; increased emissions of greenhouse gases, including CO2; increased risks to China’s oil and economic security from rapidly growing oil imports from unstable regions; and traffic congestion and its resulting costs to the Chinese economy through lost time, excess fuel use, medical costs, and excessive wear on vehicles.
Warming—Internals—Transportation Key 

Transportation is a key place to start – 70% of US emissions

Yetiv and Fowler 11 (Steve Yetiv political science prof, Eric Fowler military intelligence officer, Political Science Quarterly; Summer2011, Vol. 126 Issue 2, pg 296) IGM
In continuing to develop a serious, long-term energy plan, the American administration and the Congress, as well as the public, which must support such efforts through its consumption decisions, should appreciate exactly where most oil is used and what that implies for policy. Nearly 70 percent of all U.S. oil consumption is attributable to the transportation of people and products.""* Based on U.S. Department of Transportation statistics, there are over 247.4 million registered vehicles on U.S. roads. Of these, 94 percent are privately owned vehicles,'' defined as any two-axle vehicle [for example motorcycle, passenger car, light truck, sport utility vehicle (SUV), van] owned and operated by an individual for the purposes of personal or family travel (Table 1). POVs consume the largest portion of America's oil (Figure 1). Analysis of the fleet reveals that the average U.S. privately owned passenger car has a fuel efficiency of about 22.1 mpg," consuming approximately 567 gallons''"' of refined motor fuel (RMF) per year.'"* The average U.S. privately owned SUV has a fuel efficiency of about 17.7 mpg," consuming approximately 617 gallons''' of refined motor fuel per year."''' Thus, privately owned vehicles represent 76.2 percent of U.S. RMF consumption per year, the greatest single subsection of RMF consumption in the United States."^'* It is critical to note that over 46 percent of the total U.S. oil consumed each year feeds the massive privately owned vehicle fleet. That is a sizable and crucial percentage, which has been previous efforts to develop a long-term energy strategy for decreasing oil dependence, nor in previous energy proposals seeking to reduce the use of electricity. Indeed, the United States allocates only about 3 percent of its oil to the generation of electricity. 
Multiple Programs are key
USDOT 10 (Department of Transportation, Transportation’s Role in Reducing U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions, http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/32000/32700/32779/DOT_Climate_Change_Report_-_April_2010_-_Volume_1_and_2.pdf) LA

Transportation greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from fuel combustion and vehicle air conditioning systems account for 29 percent of total U.S. GHG emissions. In light of the aggressive national GHG reduction goals currently under discussion, which seek to reduce U.S. GHG emissions by as much as 80 percent from 2005 levels by 2050, the transportation sector could play a large role. The technical report for this study examines dozens of proposed strategies, and assesses their potential to reduce transportation GHG emissions. These assessments are based on published scientific literature, current policy studies, and best professional estimates. This section presents an overview and comparative summary of the technical report findings. The strategies to reduce transportation GHG emissions discussed in the technical report are organized into four major groups. They include strategies to: Introduce low-carbon fuels Petroleum-based fuels account for 97 percent of U.S. transportation energy use.61 The objective of this group of strategies is to develop and introduce alternative fuels that have lower carbon content and therefore generate fewer transportation GHG emissions. These alternative fuels include ethanol, biodiesel, natural gas, liquefied petroleum gas, low- carbon synthetic fuels (such as biomass-to-liquids), hydrogen, and electricity. Increase vehicle fuel efficiency. The objective of this group of strategies is to reduce GHG emissions by using less fuel per mile traveled. Fuel efficiency improvements include advanced engine and transmission designs, lighter- weight materials, improved aerodynamics, and reduced rolling resistance. Improve transportation system efficiency. These strategies seek to improve the operation of the transportation system through reduced vehicle travel time, improved traffic flow, decreased idling, and other efficiency of operations; improvements that can also result in lower energy use and GHG emissions. The strategies range from truck-idle reduction, to reducing congestion through Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) and other innovative forms of traffic management, to air traffic control systems that route aircraft more efficiently and reduce delays. Efficiency can also be improved by shifting travel to more efficient modes, where such shifts are practical in terms of price and convenience—such as passenger vehicle to bus, or truck to rail, • Reduce carbon-intensive travel activity. The objective of this group of strategies is to influence travelers’ activity patterns to shift travel to more efficient modes, increase vehicle occupancy, eliminate the need for some trips, or take other actions that reduce energy use and GHG emissions associated with personal travel.
Multiple transportation solutions is key to mitigating warming

APTA No Date (American Public Transportation Authority, Public Transportation Reduces Greenhouse Gases and Conserves Energy, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/greenhouse_brochure.pdf) LA

Between 1990 and 2006, emissions in the transportation sector increased by more than 25%, representing almost half of the total national growth in greenhouse gas emissions during this period. • Approximately 85% of transportation sector emissions are related to the surface transportation system.1 • An effective strategy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions must include improved fuel economy, reduced carbon content in fuels, and reductions in the growth of vehicle miles of travel. Projected increases in vehicle miles of travel will negate any improvements in fuel economy resulting from recently approved changes in Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards. Increased investment in, and use of, public transportation can mitigate this trend. Experts indicate we need to reduce total CO2 emissions to 60%-80% of 1990 levels by 2050.2 Benefits of a Strategy that Embraces Public Transportation Public transportation use reduces travel by private vehicles. Those who choose to ride public transportation reduce their carbon footprint and conserve energy by eliminating travel that would have otherwise been made in a private vehicle. The result is fewer vehicle miles of travel and reduced emissions. A single person, commuting alone by car, who switches a 20-mile round trip commute to existing public transporta- tion, can reduce his or her annual CO2 emissions by 4,800 pounds per year, equal to a 10% reduction in all greenhouse gases produced by a typical two-adult, two-car household. By eliminating one car and taking public transportation instead of driving, a savings of up to 30% of carbon dioxide emissions can be realized.4
Transportation emissions are significant in terms of total GHG emissions

USDOT 10 (Department of Transportation, Transportation’s Role in Reducing U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions, ES-2-3, http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/32000/32700/32779/DOT_Climate_Change_Report_-_April_2010_-_Volume_1_and_2.pdf) LA

The primary greenhouse gases produced by the transportation sector are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and hydrofluorocarbons (HFC).3 Carbon dioxide, a product of fossil fuel combustion, accounts for 95 percent of transportation GHG emissions in the United States. Transportation GHG emissions account for 29 percent of total U.S. GHG emissions, and over 5 percent of global GHG emissions.4 Except otherwise noted, the estimates in this report account for “tailpipe” emissions from burning fossil fuels to power vehicles and do not account for greenhouse gases emitted through other transportation lifecycle processes, such as the manufacture of vehicles, the extraction and refining of fuels, and the construction and maintenance of transportation infrastructure.5 Including these processes, U.S. transportation lifecycle greenhouse gases are estimated to account for about 8 percent of global GHG emissions. Transportation GHG emissions have been growing steadily in recent decades. From 1990 to 2006 alone, transportation GHG emissions increased 27 percent, accounting for almost one-half of the increase in total U.S. GHG emissions for the period. In 2006, emissions from on-road vehicles accounted for 79percent of transportation GHG emissions. Emissions from light-duty vehicles, which include passenger cars and light duty trucks (e.g., sport utility vehicles, pickup trucks, and minivans) accounted for 59 percent of emissions. Emissions from freight trucks accounted for 19 percent, and emissions from commercial aircraft (domestic and international) for 12 percent. Emissions from all other modes accounted for less than 10 percent of total emissions.
Warming—Internals—EVs/Transportation Key 
EVs and Transportation Key
Greene and Schafer 3 (David—Oak Ridge Natl Lab and Andreas—MIT, Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions From U.S. Tranportation, Prepared for the Pew Center of Climate Change, http://www.pewclimate.org/docUploads/ustransp.pdf) LA

The U.S. highway system is funded through a federal tax on motor fuels, but other energy or carbon taxes have thus far not found acceptance in the United States. Targeted subsidies and incentives, however, are widely used. For example, exemption from a large fraction of the federal motor fuel tax created the ethanol fuel market. The gas- guzzler tax (a graduated tax on new passenger cars getting less than 22.5 mpg, starting at $1,000 and increasing to $7,700 at under 12.5 mpg) discourages the sale of passenger cars with low fuel economy. Surprisingly, there is no comparable tax on light trucks with low fuel economy. Numerous other tax incen- tives encourage alternative fuels, electric vehicles, hybrid vehicles, and use of ethanol. A carbon cap-and-trade system, or even a carbon tax, would encourage a wide array of actions to reduce GHG emissions from transportation, but it is not a substitute for a comprehensive strategy. Achieving the necessary reductions requires addressing the need for new technologies, the market failures for light-duty vehicle fuel economy, as well as the synergistic effects of land use patterns, infrastructure supply, and transportation demand.
Warming—Internals—TIGGER—Test Case  

TIGGER is test for future programs

The office of Sen. Carl Levin 9 (US Sen from MI, “Sens. Stabenow, Levin Announce $100 Million in Federal Grant Funding Available for Public Transit Systems to Reduce Energy Consumption, Greenhouse Gas Emissions”) KGH

U.S. Senators Debbie Stabenow (D-MI) and Carl Levin (D-MI) announced today that Michigan public transit agencies can apply for grant funding in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) through the Department of Transportation (DOT) for capital investments that will assist in reducing the energy consumption or greenhouse gas emissions of public transportation systems. A total of $100 million will be made available to communities across the nation through a competitive grant process based on proposals put together by local transit agencies and submitted by May 22, 2009. "Investing in energy efficient vehicles and public transit systems is vital to our state's continued leadership in the emerging green economy," said Stabenow. "I am pleased that transit agencies throughout our state will be able to apply for this grant funding, so they can implement new projects that create good-paying jobs." "Investments that will create jobs promptly and benefit citizens in the long term are exactly what the economy needs." Levin said. "These grants have great potential to help Michigan communities improve public transportation and lead the way nationally in the use of green technologies." Grant funding will be awarded as part of the Federal Transit Administration's (FTA) Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy (TIGGER) grant program. Projects will compete for a portion of the funds on the basis of how much their proposed capital investment is expected to reduce either energy consumption or greenhouse gases, or both. The maximum proposal request is $25 million and the minimum is $2 million. The FTA will allow multiple transit agencies to consolidate their projects within one proposal to reach the minimum level. Transit agency proposals or consolidated proposals can be submitted on behalf of transit agencies by other organization such as state departments of transportation. Grants will be made for particular projects directly to public transportation agencies. In addition to the anticipated reduction in energy or greenhouse gasses, the projects will be rated on their return on investment, and whether a proposal is a good example of this kind of project and is something the can be replicated elsewhere. FTA will post application instructions as well as answers to common questions and a calculator to assist in determining reductions of energy consumption or greenhouse gas emissions on the Federal Transit Administration website at http://www.fta.dot.gov/.For more information please contact: Sarabjit Jagirdar, Email:- htsyndication@hindustantimes.com

Warming—Internals—TIGGER—Global EV Model  

TIGGER encourages increased worldwide development of EV

Yoon 11 (Lan, KAIST, “KAIST’s successful transfer of green technology”  http://www.eurekalert.org/pub_releases/2011-12/tkai-kst120111.php) IGM
Daejeon, Republic of Korea, December 1, 2011—The Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technology (KAIST) has reaped the fruits of its hard work in developing an innovative green technology that will benefit all industries, including public transit application. The technology is called "On-line Electric Vehicle (OLEV)," and not too soon, it will be a daily commuting transport in a city in the US. OLEV is a pure electric vehicle, receiving electric power wirelessly via magnetic field from the road surface, under which power strips are buried. OLEV charges as it moves, thus no need of additional time and space for recharging. For the first time in the US, OLEV will be made available to the public for daily use. The City of McAllen, Texas, announced on November 21, 2011 that the city was awarded with $1.9 million grant from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), through TIGGER III (Transit Investment in Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction) fund. The FTA selected McAllen's bus project from among 266 applications submitted to the TIGGER III Grant Program, which awarded $112 million to 46 projects nationwide. In addition to the grant, the city will match with $211,000 to support the OLEV project. OLEV Technologies, Inc., a Massachusetts based start-up that commercializes OLEV™ (On-line Electric Vehicle) technology in the Americas, is responsible for implementing McAllen's OLEV project. KAIST granted the company an exclusive license to commercialize OLEV™ technology in March this year. OLEV Technologies, Inc. anticipates that the McAllen project will be launched in 2012 and completed by early 2013. President Nam-Pyo Suh of KAIST said, "We are excited to learn that McAllen City will add OLEV buses to their public transportation services in order to make the city cleaner and greener and to improve energy efficiency. This is certainly an encouraging endeavor for other communities around the world to emulate. On our side, we will continuously perform research and development on OLEV's core technology applying the SMFIR™ (Shaped Magnetic Field in Resonance) principle so that we can expand its application to railway, consumer electronics, and other various industries." Dr. Hikyu Lee, President and CEO of OLEV Technologies, Inc. said, "This project will demonstrate the overall effectiveness of using enroute-charging technology to create an effective 'electronic roadway', as well as the cost effective means of converting existing diesel buses into electric vehicles. We are delighted that our technology has been selected for funding to showcase the near-term and long-term benefits of electric buses via wireless power transfer technology, a zero emission green transportation solution." According to Lee, this project will result in an annual greenhouse gas reduction of 289 tons of CO2, with a total reduction in CO2 of 3,455 tons over the lifetime of the operation of OLEV buses. Expected annual energy savings will amount to 2,596 Million BTUs, with a total 31,149 Million BTUs saved over the same period.

Warming—Internals—TIGGER—Clean Tech Innovation 

Extended TIGGER funding snowballs – catalyzes innovation in green transportation technology 

McGraw, Shull, Miknaitas 10 (Jen, Climate Change Program Director, Stefanie, Policy analyst, Gajus, Ph.D and senior research analyst, The Route to Carbon and Energy Savings: Transit Efficiency in 2030 and 2050, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/Route_to_Carbon_and_Energy_Savings_TCRP_J11_Task9.pdf) KA

Transit agencies are adopting cutting edge technologies that are helping to lower their GHG emissions. With their high visibility in communities, transit vehicles have become traveling demonstrations of some of the newest energy technologies in recent years, including hybrid electric propulsion, hydrogen fuel cells, and biofuels. In 2009, the federal Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) program granted transit agencies from around the country funds for innovative GHG mitigation actions. The 43 projects funded provide a view into the types of GHG mitigation actions being undertaken by transit agencies across the U.S. The TIGGER projects include advanced vehicles, flywheel energy storage, wind turbines, photovoltaics for electricity and hydrogen production, facility energy efficiency retrofits, and geothermal heating. 35 The current boom in innovation around transit vehicle technologies means that that there is a wide variety of choices for transit agencies seeking to improve the efficiency of their fleet. In some sense it is like the Wild West with so much new technology territory and agencies struggle to evaluate technology options on an even playing field.36 Agencies are working together to share best practices, which can increase GHG savings by improving the success rate of projects and speeding up the pace of implementation. 37,38 Efforts to combine orders across agencies to reduce the cost of procurement of new technologies are also being made.39 Transit agencies cannot allow GHG mitigation actions to adversely affect service, so information on performance of new strategies and technologies in the field is essential. The National Renewable Energy Laboratory and U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy are working closely with transit agencies to do real-world testing of cutting edge transit vehicles so that providers can understand the performance of vehicles in action, rather than just in simulations. 40,41
***EV Good***

Solves Dependence and Warming

EVs solve oil dependence and global warming

Heckeroth 6 (Steve, Director ECD, “It's time for a transportation transformation” Mother Earth News) IGM

We already have the technology we need to cure our addiction to oil, stabilize the climate and maintain our standard of living, all at the same time. By transitioning to sustainable technologies, such as solar and wind power, we can achieve energy independence and stabilize human-induced climate change. Increasing transportation efficiency is the best place to start efforts to reduce emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2), which is a primary culprit in global warming. Of all C O2 emissions in the United States, about 33 percent comes from transportation. A quick study of the chart on Page 95 shows the overwhelming advantages of plug-in hybrid vehicles and all-electric vehicles (EVs) over gasoline vehicles. With gasoline-electric hybrid power and all-electric power, we can achieve significant cost and environmental savings. By adding more batteries and recharging capability to gasoline-electric hybrid vehicles, we can have plug-in hybrids that offer the range of hybrids (500 miles or more), plus the benefit of all-electric power for short trips, which dramatically reduces the amount of gasoline used. EVs require no gasoline whatsoever and, when recharged from renewable energy sources, produce zero total emissions. In fact, even if we switched from gasoline cars to EVs and plug-in hybrids recharged by our existing utility grids (which mostly use fossil fuels), we would see a 42 percent national average reduction in CO2 emissions, according to research by Peter Lilienthal of the National Renewable
EV key to halt warming and solve oil dependence

Segrist 3/5 (Liz, USC, http://www.charlestonbusiness.com/news/42970-panelists-electric-vehicles-could-lessen-u-s-oil-dependency?rss=0) IGM
The development of electric vehicles and charging stations are vital to deal with the U.S.’s dependency on oil and the potential of an oil shortage in the future. “Electric vehicles are an issue of economic security, national security and environmental stewardship,” said Pat Davis, the Energy Efficiency program manager with the U.S. Department of Energy. Davis spoke as one of the panelists Monday during the 2012 International Electric Vehicle Conference 2012 in Greenville. The U.S. spends around $1 billion a day for the use of imported petroleum nationwide. In contrast, world oil production peaked in 1971 and has grown little since 2005. Oil dependency is dominated by the 240 million on-road vehicles in the U.S. Davis said the problems surrounding U.S. oil dependency will only worsen over the next 30 to 40 years. The electrical vehicle motor has around 80% efficiency compared to around 15 to 20% for an internal combustion motor, depending on the specifics, said Gordon Day, IEEE president and conference panelist. The electrical vehicle industry must deal with its own challenges first, such as the limited range and access to charging stations, the length of charging and customers’ fear of being stranded, Day said.

Solves Warming

No matter where the energy comes from – EVs reduce warming and save money
Clayton 4/16 (Mark, Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/Environment/2012/0416/Are-EVs-worth-it-Study-helps-calculate-savings-on-emissions-fuel) IGM

Compared with most cars, electric-drive vehicles are a plus for the environment – no matter where in the US they charge up. Their lower fuel costs, moreover, make them increasingly competitive with many conventional high-mileage vehicles and hybrids, a new study finds. Even in states where coal-burning power plants predominate on the electric grid, an electric-drive vehicle accounts for fewer emissions than does a conventional vehicle, according to the Union of Concerned Scientists study. Only the most efficient hybrid cars outperform electric-drive vehicles (EVs) on emissions in those states where coal is a major contributor to the electricity used for recharging EV batteries. Electric-drive vehicles (EVs) also compare well on fuel costs, saving their owners as much as $1,200 a year over the average new conventional internal combustion compact car that gets 27 miles per gallon (assuming the price of gasoline is $3.50 a gallon). The report makes it possible for consumers to do detailed comparisons, breaking down fuel costs across 50 cities and emissions across all 50 states.
EV reduce warming, and now is key

Adam 9 (David, environment correspondent, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/oct/12/electric-cars-tackle-climate-change) IGM
The roads of the 2020s could look and sound very different if the climate change committee's vision of transport policy is realised. Electric cars will zip noiselessly along roads depleted of commuters by better planning and more effective public transport. Those who do still drive old-fashioned fossil-fuelled cars will use their right feet less. Needless braking and accelerating will have been eliminated by eco-driving lessons, and fleets of vehicles, stripped of excess weight, will glide along motorways at a legal and fuel-efficient 70mph. Today's report says: "Transport is currently responsible for a quarter of emissions in the UK and, if left unchecked, emissions will rise significantly by 2020. Dramatic improvements in the carbon efficiency of cars need to be combined with measures which will constrain growth in traffic volumes." Road pricing has been suggested as one way of cutting traffic and David Kennedy, CCC chief executive, said: "We're not calling for the government to go ahead with national road pricing, but we're saying that it shouldn't be taken off the agenda." He said a series of "smarter choices" such as increased working from home could help cut road transport emissions. He also highlighted the 1.4m tonnes of carbon dioxide each year that could be saved by stricter enforcement of the 70mph speed limit, a measure that was considered but rejected by ministers in 2005.

EVs mitigate climate change

Tran et al 4/26 (Martino, David Banister, Justin Bishop, Malcolm McCulloch, Oxford, http://www.nature.com/nclimate/journal/v2/n5/full/nclimate1429.html) IGM
Full battery electric vehicles (BEVs) have become an important policy option to mitigate climate change, but there are major uncertainties in the scale and timing of market diffusion. Although there has been substantial work showing the potential energy and climate benefits of BEVs, demand-side factors, such as consumer behaviour, are less recognized in the debate. We show the importance of assessing BEV diffusion from an integrated perspective, focusing on key interactions between technology and behaviour across different scales, including power-system demand, charging infrastructure, vehicle performance, driving patterns and individual adoption behaviour.
EVs solve emissions

Evans 7 (Stephanie, president, http://greenlivingideas.com/2007/10/21/combating-climate-change-and-pollution-with-electric-cars/) IGM
Electric cars produce no emissions at point of use, so they don’t contribute to air pollution on the streets. They have fewer moving parts, making them more reliable and lower maintenance. They’re silent, so noise pollution isn’t a factor either. They’re much more efficient than internal combustion cars, so they use much less energy. And they’re energy-flexible, since the source of electricity that powers them can come from anything—you can choose a renewable source, a cheap source, a domestic source, anything you want—and you can change your mind whenever you want. If you charge from the grid, the centralized power production for the grid means the realization of economies of scale in addition to rigorously controlled emissions. An added benefit is that you can charge up during the night, when electricity is cheaper, and sell excess power back to the grid during the day, when electricity is more expensive. Vehicle-to-grid, orV2G, not only takes a load off during peak demand times, it also contributes to the supply during those times as well, helping to prevent brownouts and blackouts.

EVs solve by 2030

Unger 9 (Shindell D.T., Wang, JS “Climate forcing by the on-road transportation and power generation sectors” Atmospheric Environment. 43:3077-3085.) IGM

The researchers compared the overall impact on climate and air quality of sourcing electric power for vehicles from zero carbon sources, such as wind and solar power, and sourcing it from standard power plants, according to the European Commission's DG Environment. Road transport and power plants contribute to climate change by emitting long-lived CO2 and short-lived pollutants. Non-CO2, short-lived pollutants also contribute to air pollution and include ground-level ozone and the fine aerosol particles: sulphates, organic carbon and black carbon. CO2, ozone and black carbon contribute to global warming, but sulfates and organic carbon reflect the sun's heat back into space, causing a cooling effect. Road transport produces large emissions of black carbon and other pollutants that create ozone. Power plants emit large quantities of CO2 and of sulphur dioxide, which is transformed into sulfate aerosols. Different combinations of these warming and cooling pollutants create a complex picture. American researchers investigated what would happen to the climate if enough Plug-In Hybrid electric vehicles were used to achieve a 50 per cent reduction in tailpipe emissions from road transport, both in the US and globally. This emissions target is unlikely to be met with current technologies, but may be achievable in future with technological improvements. Two sets of scenarios considered the impact of both CO2 and non-CO2 pollutants on climate change when energy required for this reduction came either from a clean source of energy with zero carbon emissions, or from electricity supplied by fossil-fuelled power plants. The scenarios were considered over 20-year and 100-year periods. For all scenarios, the researchers estimated whether emissions from road transport and power generation would have a warming or a cooling effect on the climate. The results suggest that a 50 per cent reduction in road transport emissions will have a cooling effect on the climate, over both the short and long term. But the degree of cooling varies according to whether energy comes from clean sources or fossil fuels. If the extra electricity for the electric vehicles comes from a zero carbon energy source, then for the global scenario: over 20 years a cooling effect on the climate is achieved (measured as - 82 milliWatts (one thousandth of a Watt) per square metre (mWm2)). over 100 years a greater cooling effect is achieved (measured as -176 mWm2). Significant cooling is caused by reductions in ozone and black carbon.
EVs Economically Feasible
Electric vehicles are economically viable

DECC 9 (Department of Environment and Climate Change, “Economic Viability of Electric Vehicles” pg. i) IGM
AECOM developed an economic model to assess viability and a vehicle choice model to forecast take-up of different engine configurations. The economic model considers the costs and benefits to infrastructure providers, consumers (in terms of vehicle purchase and operating costs) and externalities such as greenhouse gas emissions and air pollution. The financial model considers the costs and benefits only to infrastructure providers and consumers. The model shows that the plug-in electric vehicle market in NSW is both economically and financially viable. However, the economic and financial returns accrue over the longer term. The move towards a plug-in electric vehicle market also generates large savings in greenhouse gas and air pollution emissions. The vehicle choice model predicts a transition to Hybrid Electric Vehicles (HEVs) in the short term (510 years), Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicles (PHEVs) over the medium term (5-20 years) and full Electric Vehicles (EVs) over the longer term (20 years plus). In the short term there is increased uptake of alternative engine configurations in the small vehicle category. However, over the longer term, as vehicle prices fall, the vehicle range increases and more charging infrastructure become available, owners of larger vehicles and vehicles that travel large distances tend to purchase a higher proportion of EVs. This is due to the fact that operating costs are more important for these vehicle owners.

EV Technologically Feasible
Existing infrastructure is sufficient for feasibility
Lin 7 (Michael, Stanford “Feasibility of Plug-in Electric Cars in Today’s Market” pg 6)
As electric car technology matures, prices will fall until they are within reach of mainstream consumers. This is already apparent by the ZAP-X which, when it comes to market, will be around $60,000 [16]. Because they are more efficient, electric cars cost far less to run than gasoline-powered cars. The average price for a gallon of regular gasoline as of December 3rd, 2007 is $3.00 [17] and the average price for a kilowatt-hour of electricity as of August 2007 was $0.0968 [18]. Assuming the car is driven 10,000 miles per year, the fuel costs of the car is: Gasoline Car: A typical gasoline car has a 20-gallon tank and can achieve 30 miles per gallon, giving it a range of 600 miles per tank Tesla Roadster: A Tesla Roadster’s battery pack holds 53 kilowatt-hours of energy [19] and can travel 250 miles per charge [9] In addition, the infrastructure to distribute electricity is already in place. This means charging stations can be built without needing a new supply chain and gives consumers the option to recharge their cars at home. Electric cars contain fewer parts, meaning less can go wrong. When reliability increases, the amount of maintenance required and therefore the overall cost of ownership decreases. The reduced maintenance and operational cost will be a strong incentive to drive an electric car.

AT: Lithium Turn—Tahil Indict

Their author is wrong, doesn’t make good predictions, and ignores Lithium sources

Mandel 10 (Jenny, Reporter for Greenwire & New York Times, USGS Lithium Find Means Little for Mythical Shrtfall, http://www.nytimes.com/gwire/2010/06/21/21greenwire-usgss-lithium-find-means-little-for-mythical-s-62051.html?pagewanted=all) LA
"There's only one person in the world, basically, who ever decided we were short of lithium, and that's this guy [William] Tahil, in France," Gaines said. Tahil, a researcher with technology consulting firm Meridian International Research, has published papers arguing that global lithium deposits will not meet the projected need from battery usage. "Realistic analysis of the world's lithium deposits and potential sources shows that maximum sustainable production of battery-grade lithium carbonate will only be sufficient for very limited numbers of electric vehicles," Tahil wrote in a 2008 paper (pdf). "Existing demand for [lithium carbonate] for portable electronics batteries is stretching the ability of the lithium producers to keep pace even before the first automotive batteries, 100 times as large as a laptop computer battery, reach the market," Tahil continued. "Increasing lithium carbonate production significantly will destroy some of the most beautiful and unique ecosystems in the world for a material that can only supply a niche automotive market. Li-ion-powered cars are not 'green cars' but environmentally destructive cars." Gaines disagrees. She believes that Tahil's assumptions go beyond the bounds of being reasonably conservative, and criticized him for discounting the U.S. method of lithium production from mined ores, as opposed to the cheaper South American method of evaporating salty brines to leave the mineral behind, and for overestimating the amount of lithium needed per battery. "I don't think there could be a problem with lithium supply," she said, adding that a large number of companies have taken steps to become producers, in a speculative frenzy of interest in the mineral. If any significant portion of those groups actually do it, she says, there will be a glut on the market. Brian Jaskula, a USGS mineral commodities specialist, generally agrees. "There's a lot of lithium out there, and the more they explore, the more they're finding," he said. "With lithium, it hasn't been looked for with such scrutiny as it is right now, so there's probably a lot of untapped sources of lithium out there that we just don't know about because we haven't been looking in a certain area."

AT: Lithium Turn—Evans No Scarcity

Here’s a massive list of places with viable Lithium from a study specifically answering Tahil

Evans 8 (R. Keith, Geologist and Lithium Expert, An Abundance of Lithium, March 2008, http://www.che.ncsu.edu/ILEET/phevs/lithium-availability/An_Abundance_of_Lithium.pdf) LA
V COUNTRY REVIEW (a) The United States Pegmatites: The two North Carolina operations closed with the development of lower cost sources in Chile but could, should a massive demand materialize and prices rise as a result, be reactivated. Based on figures used in the Lithium Panel report and later reserve data it is estimated, very approximately, that the FMC and former Foote operations contained reserves of 80,000 and 150,000 tonnes Li respectively at the time both operations were closed. The Panel, based principally on Kesler’s very extensive work along the 48km long belt estimated a potential recoverable resource down to a depth of 1,500 metres of 375 million tonnes of ore at a grade typical of the area thus containing 2.6 million tonnes Li. Other known pegmatite sources are small. Continental Brines: The Panel report listed tonnages for three brines – at Searles Lake, California, at Silver Peak, Nevada and the Great Salt Lake, Utah. At Searles Lake lithium was recovered as a by-product from the commercial production of soda ash, potash and borax. The lithium was essentially a contaminant and with a process modification production ceased in 1978. It is highly improbable that lithium recovery will take place in the future. Silver Peak commenced production in the 1960’s pumping brines varying from 100 to 300 ppm Li. It continues to operate and the remaining economic reserves are estimated at 40,000 tonnes Li. In the Great Salt Lake the overall tonnage of contained lithium approximates to 520,000 tonnes but the grade is very much lower than other brines considered as potential reserves in this report. Geothermal Brines: At the Salton Sea KGRA in southern California a brine with very high concentrations of potash, lithium, boron, zinc and lead is used to produce 288 megawatts of electric power. A 30,000 tpa high grade zinc plant based on the brine has experienced technical problems but the brine also grades about 200 ppm Li and the throughput contains approximately 16,000 tpa Li. (William Bourcier, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, personal communication). Earlier (Duyvestein, 1992) calculated a similar figure of approximately 11,900 short tons of carbonate per 50 MW of capacity. To put a reserve tonnage to the annual rate a 20 year life is assumed to give a figure of 316,000 tonnes Li. There are other sites in the area with high lithium values. Further north at the Mammoth Lakes geothermal field with a much lower lithium concentration, Lawrence Livermore Labs have a current project aimed at silica recovery which would be a first step in recovering lithium from brines of this nature 5. Oilfield Brines: Collins (1978) estimated a possible reserve of 0.75 million tonnes of Li in one tenth of the area underlain by the Smackover Formation which extends through North Dakota, Wyoming, Oklahoma, east Texas and Arkansas. Other lithium-containing brines exist in the Paradox Basin, Utah. Hectorites: At the McDermitt Caldera on the Oregon/Nevada border, Western Uranium Corporation are re-examining seven lenses of hectorite clay originally drilled by Chevron Resources. Drilling at the most southerly site, the PCD lens, is confirming the tonnage and grade indicated by Chevron. This lens has a length of about 2 kms, a width of approximately one kilometer and a thickness of 100 metres under shallow overburden. Higher grade portions of the deposit grade over 0.35% Li and the cut off used in the reserve calculation is 0.275% Li. Chevron reported that the total resource contained 23.9 billion lbs of carbonate – 2 million tonnes of Li and test work on recovery methods is currently being undertaken. Hectorites are known to occur elsewhere in the western United States but no reserve data exist. (b) Canada Pegmatites: The underground mining operation formerly owned by the Sullivan Mining Group located near Barraute, Quebec, supplied spodumene concentrate to Lithium Corporation of America to help satisfy the US Atomic Energy Commission’s lithium hydroxide purchasing contract in the 1950’s. Subsequently, the company produced a limited range of lithium chemicals but with the ending of the USAEC contract prices had plummeted. The deposit has recently been acquired by Black Pearl Minerals. Reserves are stated to total approximately 90,000 tonnes Li. Cabot Corp’s underground mine at Bernic Lake, was originally developed as a tantalite operation but, now also produces 20,000 (?) tpa of lithium concentrates for direct usage in the glass and glass ceramic industry. The zoned pegmatite also hosts the world’s largest reserve of pollucite from which it produces a range of cesium chemicals. Current reserves (Gary Poetschke, personal communication) total 18, 600 tonnes Li. Numerous other pegmatites have been partly explored in Quebec, Manitoba and Ontario including Snow Lake (26,000 tonnes Li), La Motte (23,000 tonnes Li), Separation Rapids (56,000 tonnes Li), Wekusko Lake (28,000 tonnes Li) and Sirmac Lake (3,000 tonnes Li) – a total of 147,000 tonnes. 6. Pegmatites: © Zimbabwe Prior to the imposition by the United Nations of economic sanctions against Rhodesia, Bikita Minerals was the dominant source of lithium minerals for direct use in glass, glass ceramics and enamels because of the low iron content of the minerals. The deposit has an exceptionally high grade and comprises a classic zoned pegmatite at its southern end passing northwards into a complex mixture of petalite, quartz-spodumene intergrowth and small quantities of eucryptite. The lepidolite in the zoned section provided the feed for the production of about 30% of the United States Atomic Energy Commission’s lithium hydroxide stockpile. The deposit was initially evaluated on the basis that products would be hand-picked at +75mm and +25mm so all ore with smaller crystal sizes were ignored. Thus long sections of the strike length of the main pegmatite and a parallel spodumene pegmatite were not evaluated. Currently, the different minerals are separated by a heavy medium system with stockpiles of undersized material from earlier picking as the principal source. Proved, probable and possible resources (grading 1.4% Li) were estimated by the Panel at 56,700 tonnes Li. There is considerable upside potential in this figure and numerous petalite-containing pegmatites are known in Zimbabwe and there is no published data on reserves at the large Kamitivi tin-spodumene deposit located in the northwest of the country. (d) Zaire Pegmatites: The largest known lithium-containing pegmatites occur in the vicinity of Manono. Each of a pair has a length of 5,000 metres and a width of approximately 400 metres. The weathered zone has been worked for tin and columbite . Assuming a depth of only 50 metres the pegmatites could contain 2.3 million tonnes of Li. (e) Australia Pegmatites: The Greenbushes pegmatite was first mined for tin and tantalite in the late 1880’s with operations restricted to the weathered surface material. Deeper exploration a century later revealed the presence of spodumene. The operation, which has changed ownership many times is now owned by Talison Minerals and is the world’s largest producer of low-iron content spodumene concentrates at a variety of grades. Concentrates, until recently at least, are also shipped to China for lithium chemical production there although the company’s own efforts to produce chemicals in the 1970’s failed. 7. The pegmatite has a strike length of 3 kms and has not been fully explored. The Sons of Gwalia Annual Report for 2003 stated proved, probable and possible reserves of 223,000 tonnes Li. At Mount Marion, also in Western Australia, Roberts (2004) reported on a group of deposits with total reserves of 19,800 tonnes Li. Galaxy Resources is currently undertaking an evaluation of a spodumene deposit at Mount Catlin near Ravensthorpe. The company hopes to come on stream with lithium carbonate production in 2010 from reserves of 20,000 tonnes of lithium. Queensland Gold & Minerals is currently exploring for pegmatites near Georgetown in Queensland. (f) Europe Pegmatites: The Koralpa deposit located 20 km west of Wolfsburg in Austria, has been explored to a depth of 450 metres and contains approximately 100,000 tonnes Li. In Finland, the Larritta deposit contains sufficient ore to allow the production of 6,000 tpa carbonate for 15 years with plant construction scheduled for 2008. The reserve is roughly estimated at 14,000 tonnes Li. The property is owned by Keliber Resources in which Nordic Resources has a 60% interest. (g) Russia Pegmatites: Most pegmatites in Russia are tantalite–containing and Roskill Information Services lists the following larger ones. None appears to be mined currently. Kolmozerskoe 600,000 + tonnes Li20 Polmostundrovskoe ) Ulug-Tanzek Goltsovoe Urikskoe ) ) Each 300,000 to 600,000 tonnes Li20 ) Together they could contain very approximately 1,000,000 tonnes lithium. 8. Pegmatites: (h) Brazil Lithium bearing pegmatites occur in Minas Gerais and Ceara. Tonnages are modest and Ramos (2001) reported reserves of 85,000 tonnes Li. (i) Bolivia Continental Brines: The Salar de Uyuni in Bolivia, at an altitude of 3,650 metres covers an area of 9,000 Km2. Unlike the major lithium containing salares in Chile and Argentina it is completely flat due to annual flooding. Ballivian and Risacher (1981) reported on brine grades of 0.035% Li and 0.72%K. Grades are highest in the southeastern portion of the salar. They calculated total lithium reserves as 5,500,000 tonnes. The magnesium/lithium ratio is high at 22/1. Other salares, also found as the result of shrinkage by evaporation from a Lake Minchin of Pleistocene age, include the large salares of Emprexa and Coiposa with spot samples grading up to 370 and 580 ppm Li respectively. (h) Argentinia Continental Brines: After failing to negotiate a satisfactory agreement with the Bolivian Government regarding the possible development of the Salar de Uyuni, FMC, in 1995, negotiated rights to the Salar de Hombre Muerto in Argentina. The salar, with a salt nucleus covering 280km2 but at an altitude of over 4,000 metres has a relatively low lithium content but with a very low concentration of “impurities”, in particular an exceptionally low magnesium/lithium ratio of only 1.37/1. The company opted for a proprietary recovery technique involving selective absorption from in-situ brine. There were major capital and operating cost over-runs and carbonate production was suspended for a few years in the early 2000’s although chloride production continued. The company became reliant upon Chile’s SQM for carbonate but this contract is thought to have expired in 2007. The brine grades 0.062% Li and proved and probable reserves to a depth of 70m total 850,000 tonnes. Admiralty Resources, an Australian company plans to commence production of carbonate, chloride and hydroxide in 2008 from the Salar de Rincon. The company will also produce potash at an initial rate of about 60,000 tpa. The salar is located at an altitude of 3,740 metres. The salt nucleus covers 280km2 and the brine grades 0.033%Li and 0.624%K. The Mg/Li ratio is about 8.6/1. 9. Proved and probable insitu reserves are 1,860,000 tonnes Li. Numerous other salares exist in the Argentinian altiplano and these are listed below – Area Km2 Pastos Grandes 29 Centenario 59 Rotones 38 Pazuelos 57 Cauchari 44 Olaroz 140 Antofalla 518 Reputed av.grade (mg/lt) 384 231 461 257 414 306 150 The extent to which these salares have been studied is not known. For comparative purposes, Rincon concentrations (expressed as mg/lt) ranged from 370 to 456. (k) Chile Continental Brines: The Salar de Atacama, at an altitude of 2,300 metres, is located approximately 200 kms inland from the Pacific coast. The basin covers an area of about 3,000 km2 with a salt nucleus covering 1,400 km2. At the northern end of the nucleus a drill hole was still in salt when terminated at 1,000 metres. The Salar was first developed by Foote Minerals in partnership with CORFO, a Government agency, in 1984. Subsequently CORFO sold its interest to Foote and later Foote was acquired by Cyprus Minerals then by Chemetall and finally by Rockwood Holdings. To the writers knowledge the reserve data were never published but are estimated at 500,000 tonnes Li prior to the commencement of production. The company co-produces about 80,000 tpa of potassium chloride. In 1986, Amax Exploration together with a Chilean partner reached an agreement with CORFO regarding the possible development of much of the rest of the salar but their rights were later acquired by Sociedad Quimica y Minera (SQM) a major producer of nitrates and iodine. The initial reserves, over 790km2, were calculated at 26.0 million tonnes of potassium and 1.8 million tonnes of lithium at an average grade of 0.18%Li. These were in respect of the uppermost 40 metres of the aquifer. SQM developed the project in two phases. The first in the area of highest grades of potassium for the production of potassium chloride and lithium, the second in an area of high sulphate values from which they recover potassium sulphate and boric acid. Lithium, currently, is recovered only from the more southerly well field/solar pond system although the feed grade at the northern location, at about 0.11% Li is considerably higher than those at the Argentinian salares. 10. Large quantities of lithium are returned to the salar as the quantities of brine pumped to produce in excess of 800,000 tpa of the two potash products contain much more lithium than the installed lithium pond and plant capacity. In 2008 SQM (personal communication) revised the reserve estimate for its block of claims resulting from the inclusion of brine to a depth of 200 metres. This new estimate is for 77.2 million tonnes of potassium and 6.0 million tonnes Li. The total reserves of the Salar de Atacama are unknown. In addition to the tonnages beneath the Rockwood and SQM mining claims covering 957km2, there are “buffer zones” between the properties covering approximately 100 km2 and there are unclaimed areas to the north of the SQM claims with lithium values in excess of those in the Argentinian salares. A tentative total for these other areas is 400,000 tonnes Li taking the total to 6.9 million tonnes. Other Chilean salares includingPedernales, Punta Negra, Maricunga and Incahuasi, are lithium containing. (l) China Changing names and ownerships together with differing reserve estimates for the same deposits by different authorities reduce the reliabilities of the estimates contained in this paper. Hopefully, a more accurate estimate will emerge in time. Pegmatites: Major known pegmatites are Jiajika now owned by Sichuan Mineral Industry (480,000 Li), Maerkang (reserves variously reported at 80,000 and 225,000 tonnes Li) owned by Sichuan Ni and Co, , Daoxian (125,000 tonnes) and Lushi (9,000 tonnes) owned by Sterling Group Ventures and Sichuan Dexin’s mine at Jumehuan (50,000 tonnes). Reserve information in respect of other deposits including Ningdu, Kokotay is not available. A conservative estimate of Chinese pegmatite reserves in 750,000 tonnes and many of these sources provide feed for chemical production. Continental Brines: Located in the Qaidam Basin in Qinghai Province are approximately 33 saline lakes. The first to be developed was Chaeran, one of a complex of nine lakes and is now the principal source of potash in China. The company, Qinghai Salt Lake Potash Co. has recently announced plans to recover lithium from the bitterns from the potash operation. The grade and tonnage of the bitterns are not known. Production of lithium from other lakes in the area was delayed because of the technical problems associated with brines with magnesium/lithium ratios as high as between 40 and 60/1. However, CITIC is now coming on stream at the Taijanaier Lakes where reserves are stated to total 940,000 tonnes Li. 11. Figures as high as 3.3 million tonnes of lithium have been quoted for the reserves of the Qaidam Basin as a whole but specific reserve data is lacking. A larger number of saline lakes exist on the Tibetan Plateau. At Zhabuye (also known as Chabyer?) Salt Lake production started in 2005 from a brine grading 0.12%Li. The company claims a reserve of 1.53 million tonnes Li (8.3 million tonnes of carbonate) but other sources say that the tonnage is significantly lower. Sterling Group Ventures estimate reserves at Dangxiongscuo (DXC) Salt Lake, which they intend developing as 170,000 tonnes Li. A total brine reserve of 2.6 million tonnes is estimated for China but it seems probable that this figure could increase substantially with more information.

AT: Lithium Turn—Impact Inevitable

Mobile phones and Laptop computers cause lithium shortage in squo

Tahil 8 (William, Research Director @ Meridian Intl Research, The Trouble with Lithium 2: Under the Microscope, http://www.meridian-int-res.com/Projects/Lithium_Microscope.pdf) LA
20% of the Lithium produced today is used by the battery sector, an increase from 9% in 2000. Batteries are the fastest growing source of Lithium demand, increasing by 25% CAGR according to Roskill Information Sources. This is borne out by the global increase in demand for laptop computers and mobile telephones. Some 78 million laptop computers were sold in 2007, a 23% rise over 2006. In April 2008, Quanta Computer, the world’s largest contract laptop computer manufacturer, increased their 2008 sales forecast22 from 36M to 40M units, versus 32M units sold in 2007. This is a 25% increase over 2007. In early May 2008 it was reported that a shortage of LiIon batteries is restricting laptop computer sales23. The potential for further growth is illustrated by the One Laptop per Child (OLPC) foundation project to supply each of the 2 billion children in the developing world with a $100 laptop computer. OLPC have placed a contract with Quanta to commence manufacture. Other companies are also developing ultra low cost laptops and this sector is seen as a new high growth market. Shipments of laptop computers could easily continue to grow by 25% or more for many years, fuelled by these new low cost products. At 80M units per year, it would take 25 years to supply 2 billion laptops. If the OLPC project is serious, production of 200M laptop computers per year for the OLPC market alone would be required, not including growth from the existing market and other new markets. Similarly, mobile phone sales have increased as follows: 2003 - 517M; 2004 - 670M; 2007- 1,114M; 2008 (projected) - 1,225M. New products such as 3G phones and the myriad of other portable devices will continue to fuel high growth rates. It can therefore be seen that Lithium demand from the existing battery sector will continue to grow by at least 25% per annum, far outstripping overall Lithium market growth of 4-5% p.a.

AT: Lithium Turn—Recycling 
Recycling is likely without or without regulation

Abell and Oppenheimer 8 (Lauren—Research Associate in Physics, Paul—Doctoral Student in Astronautical Engineering , Both @ Naval Postgraduate School, World Lithium Resource Impact of Electric Vehicles, http://action.pluginamerica.org/o/2711/images/World-Lithium-Resource-Impact-on-Electric-Vehicles-v1.pdf) LA
Recycling of any battery that has potential to be used in electric vehicles is critical from an environmental, political, and economic standpoint. Significant recycling and reclaiming of materials can reduce the burden on the environment and required mining. Historically automotive batteries rank among the highest recycled products. Roughly 95% of US automobiles are recycled and over 75% of the vehicle by weight is recycled.9 In the US, 99% of lead acid automotive batteries were recycled in 200610. There seems no reason to suggest that batteries for electric vehicles would not follow a similar trend, with or without government regulation. EV batteries for a small 10 kWh (kilowatt hour) vehicle will weigh in excess of 110 lbs (50kg) assuming an energy density of 200 Wh/kg. The likelihood is high then, that they will only be removed by approved automotive facilities due to the safety precautions needed to handle large amounts of energy. This reduces the potential for curbside disposal or consumer landfill dumping. The top three US automakers have teamed together to fund OnTo Technology to research and develop technology to recycle nickel metal hydride (NiMH) and Li batteries with clean processes.11 The US Department of Energy has been working to address the issue of recycling large quantities of EV batteries since the 1990’s. Battery recycling companies have been hesitant due to the small volumes of hybrid batteries and will likely continue until a threshold is reached in the waste stream12.

AT: Lithium Turn—Other Battery Types

Many options exist and are proven to work

Abell and Oppenheimer 8 (Lauren—Research Associate in Physics, Paul—Doctoral Student in Astronautical Engineering , Both @ Naval Postgraduate School, World Lithium Resource Impact of Electric Vehicles, http://action.pluginamerica.org/o/2711/images/World-Lithium-Resource-Impact-on-Electric-Vehicles-v1.pdf) LA
Lithium based batteries are the focus of the future EVs and are the current state of the art of EV energy storage mature enough to satisfy the reliability criteria of the auto industry. Li is merely one type of chemistry in the energy storage world. It helps to think of the battery as only the fuel tank for the future car. The car still runs if you swap out to a different tank without changing the engine or anything else major. A car does not have to be re-engineered to accept a different battery as it would to make a gasoline car to run off of natural gas. The Tang EV from Commuter Cars and City EV from Think have demonstrated that they can operate with multiple chemistries and can be sold with multiple options for batteries20,21. Historically, lithium has had limited use in production electric cars from the major automotive manufacturers (Table 4). The 2008 production of hybrid electric vehicles from the major automakers are all using a NiMH battery22. NiMH has already proven itself with RAV4s still on the road today after 100,000 miles on them. Other chemistries, lead-acid, nickel cadmium (NiCd, also known as ni- cad), and varying lithium combinations (phosphorus, cobalt etc.) have their place with different types of vehicles. Large, heavy, stop-and-go vehicles have different requirements from a small commuter car. There are other considerations like the tradeoff between energy density and weight for the size and purpose of the vehicle. There is no one silver bullet for all EVs, just like there is no single automotive engine or fuel that satisfies every consumer’s needs.
AT Grid DA

Grid Stable 
Grids may be old but they are reliable and new innovations solve

City & State 11 (City & State, “ISSUE SPOTLIGHT: ENERGY”, http://www.cityandstateny.com/issue-spotlight-energy/) KA

James Gennaro: It’s old, but it’s in the midst of being updated. It’s old, but it is reliable. But because it’s old, it has to be upgraded in a way that would allow us to do innovative things. Con Ed is doing much in that regard. They’re doing this whole smart-grid initiative. In order to do the energy initiatives of the future—making allowances for things like real-time metering, two-way energy flow, where people can put power back into the grid—these are high-tech developments that have to be made possible. And also, generally speaking, the grid is reliable, which is good. The short answer to your question: taking the grid and updating it in order to allow for the high-tech we’ll need—like real-time metering and two-way energy flow.
Power grids are resilient and can recover fast from failures

Schaefer School of Engineering & Science 10 (Schaefer School of Engineering & Science, “Electrical Power Grid Security and Resilience”, http://buzz.stevens.edu/index.php/power-grid-resilience) KA

A recent article on Government Computer News highlights the issue of resilience within our electrical grid infrastructure network, and references excerpts from Martin Libicki of the RAND Corporation who spoke at the recent Global Cybersecurity Policy Conference hosted by Stevens in Washington, D.C. The Electrical power grid is at the very core of our nation’s infrastructure, and experts must take into account all possible threats as well as measures to enhance security and recover quickly. According to Mr. Libicki, a planned attack on the electrical grid would be daunting. During the conference proceedings he went on to illustrate the grid infrastructure as being well versed in resilience and effective in restoring power quickly in the case of an attack or emergency. Now, with developments in Smart Grid technology, researchers are embedding security measures from the onset of design. This new model which involves wide-area communications and more sensor control elements, hopes to improve upon security while enhancing the overall functionality of electrical power distribution.
Rules means there are no big effects to blackouts

Amin 8 (S. Massoud, Director and Honeywell/H.W. Sweatt Chair in Technological Leadership, “Challenges in Reliability, Security, Efficiency, and Resilience of Energy Infrastructure: Toward Smart Self‐healing Electric Power Grid”, http://central.tli.umn.edu/ChangesInReliability.pdf) KA

The August 2003 northeast blackout, when operators did not know of the perilous state of their grid and when a local power shutdown could propagate for hundreds of miles, leaving tens of millions in the dark, demonstrated the need for mandatory reliability rules governing the daily operation of the grid. Such rules are now coming into place.

EV’s Ease Pressure

EV’s and smart meters help save energy – eases up on power grids, prevents blackouts
Schwartz 12 (Ariel, a Senior Editor at Co.Exist, “Coming Soon: Electric Vehicles That Talk To The Power Grid To Prevent Blackouts”, http://www.fastcoexist.com/1679671/coming-soon-electric-vehicles-that-talk-to-the-power-grid-to-prevent-blackouts) KA

Smart meters, electrical meters that communicate information to the local utility in near real-time, are rapidly being rolled out across the U.S. But for most people (myself included), the meter just sits there, inert. It’s transmitting information much more efficiently back to the utility than traditional meters, sure, but the full promise of smart meters--helping customers save energy with their new energy data, hooking up all sorts of "smart" appliances to work when the grid can handle them--has yet to be realized for most people. And the oft-mentioned idea of two-way communication between electric vehicles and the grid in order to ensure that power companies don’t get trampled by thousands (or millions) of EVs all charging at the same time? Hasn’t really happened. Fortunately for the already-overtaxed power grid, IBM, Honda, and utility PG&E are taking the first step toward vehicle-to-grid communication with the Honda Fit EV pilot project. The San Francisco-based pilot will use a small pool of the vehicles to test the ability of EVs to take in and answer charging instructions from the utility (PG&E, in this case) that vary depending on the vehicle’s battery charge and the condition of the grid. If 100,000 EV drivers all plug in their vehicles when they get home from work at 8 p.m., this kind of technology will allow utilities to stagger charging so that it doesn’t lead to a blackout.
Smart EV tech prevents power grid overload

Hsu 12 (Jeremy, writer for MSNBC, “Electric cars to tell power grid: Charge me up!”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/47022657/ns/technology_and_science-innovation/t/electric-cars-tell-power-grid-charge-me/) KA

Owners of electric and hybrid cars just want plug in and charge up without thinking, but growing numbers of such vehicles could overload the aging U.S. power grid. A new project looks to stave off trouble by testing how cars and power grids can "talk" to figure out the best charging schedules. Such tests would show how Honda's 2013 Fit electric vehicles can delay or adjust charging times based on their own battery state and power grid conditions — all decided within seconds by the vehicles' onboard intelligence. IBM's online cloud computing will help the cars communicate with the U.S. power grid owned by the Pacific Gas and Electric Co., according to an official announcement scheduled for Thursday. "The novel concept is basically taking the vehicle data — such as battery's state of charge — and grid data from PG&E to create an optimal charge schedule for the EV so we aren't taxing the grid or inconveniencing the driver," said Clay Luthy, IBM's global distributed energy resource manager.
The grid can handle EV’s

Hall-Geisler 11 (Kristen, writer for How Stuff Works, “Can the Power Grid Charge Millions of Electric Cars?”, http://science.howstuffworks.com/environmental/energy/can-the-power-grid-charge-millions-of-electric-cars.htm) KA

On the heels of range anxiety ("What if my electric car runs out of power and I'm nowhere near an outlet?") arises a new fear: Grid anxiety. This is the worry that if everybody gets rid of their gasoline-powered cars and charges up their shiny new electric cars in garages across the land, the grid won't be able to handle it, there'll be a huge blackout, probably all over the city and you'll miss the Dancing with the Stars results show. Fear not, fans of Tom Bergeron. The grid will be able to handle it, according to just about every study that's been done over the past few years. As the power grid stands right now, it can already handle millions of electric vehicles without bringing any further power plants online. Speaking of online, with advances in metrics and Internet connectivity for just about everything, utility companies and electric cars both will be able to better manage power in the near future, which means even more cars can plug in.
New EV battery tech lessens effects on the power grid

Chandler 11 (David L., writer for the MIT News Office, “New battery design could give electric vehicles a jolt”, http://web.mit.edu/newsoffice/2011/flow-batteries-0606.html) KA

A radically new approach to the design of batteries, developed by researchers at MIT, could provide a lightweight and inexpensive alternative to existing batteries for electric vehicles and the power grid. The technology could even make “refueling” such batteries as quick and easy as pumping gas into a conventional car. The new battery relies on an innovative architecture called a semi-solid flow cell, in which solid particles are suspended in a carrier liquid and pumped through the system. In this design, the battery’s active components — the positive and negative electrodes, or cathodes and anodes — are composed of particles suspended in a liquid electrolyte. These two different suspensions are pumped through systems separated by a filter, such as a thin porous membrane. 

Blackout Terrorism Add-on
Blackout Terrorism Add-on 2AC

A. EVs can now be used as generators in the case of blackouts

Motovalli 11 (Jim, NYT Reporter, In a Blackout, Nissan, Mitsubishi and Toyota E.V.’s Could Function as Generators, 9/1/11, http://wheels.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/09/01/in-a-blackout-nissan-mitsubishi-and-toyota-e-v-s-could-function-as-generators/) LA

Once the province of home hobbyists and a few academics, vehicle-to-grid charging, or V2G, is gaining momentum. When appropriately equipped, a plug-in hybrid or purely electric vehicle can operate like a generator on wheels, powering a house in a blackout or feeding electricity to the grid. New devices that enable V2G are being developed for the Japanese market by Nissan, Mitsubishi and Toyota, with the first systems expected to reach customers within a year. In August, Nissan unveiled a new system that it expected to offer within its fiscal year to drivers of its Leaf E.V. in Japan. Called the Power Control System, the free-standing module acts as an intermediary between the Leaf’s onboard DC fast-charging outlet and a home’s power distribution panel. Nissan claims that the Leaf’s 24-kilowatt-hour lithium-ion battery can feed six kilowatts of electric power to a home, enough to satisfy the average power needs of a Japanese residence for two days. Nissan has not announced the price of the system. Nissan brand representatives in Japan said via e-mail that its system was under development before the March earthquake and tsunami that struck northeast Japan, but “overall sensitivities of electricity usage” after the earthquake led to “big efforts” to get the system on the market. Nissan said it was investigating the “marketability and feasibility” of a V2G introduction in North America, but would not speculate on the pricing of such a unit. The company most likely to first offer V2G in North America is Mitsubishi. According to Maurice Durand, a brand spokesman, the company is hoping to put a V2G system on a coming crossover plug-in hybrid vehicle to be sold on the American market in two years. The crossover was first shown as a concept, the PX-MiEV, at the 2009 Tokyo auto show. “V2G can be very helpful in blackouts,” Mr. Durand said. “It’s under consideration, but it’s hard to say if the consumer desire for a system like that will be there.” As reported by Wheels, Mitsubishi’s purely electric i-MiEV was enlisted to aid earthquake relief efforts in March when gasoline was in short supply. Toyota, meanwhile, may also accelerate V2G projects. After the natural disaster in March, the Toyota Estima hybrid van, at the time the only car in the brand’s lineup with a standard AC outlet, provided emergency electric power in affected communities, Automotive News reported. Toyota is expected to add that same plug to the 2012 plug-in Prius, although only for the Japanese market. For now, Toyotas bound for America won’t have V2G technology. “There are some reports out of Japan, but we’re not planning any sort of system powering your house from your car,” said John Hanson, a Toyota spokesman, in a telephone interview. For years, however, home hobbyists in the United States have modified their Priuses to power their homes, often posting tutorials on YouTube and online hobbyist forums. “V2G has legs,” said George Augustaitis, a senior automotive analyst at Mintel International, a market research firm, in a telephone interview. “I think every automotive manufacturer is looking at an approach to using vehicles to flow energy from the car to the power lines and back.”
B. Blackout Terror is likely and possible—makes other attacks more devastating and causes chaos
Tully 3 (Andrew F., Reporter for Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, U.S.A.: blackout shows America's infrastructure vulnerable to terrorists, 4/21/03, http://www.terrorisme.net/p/article_58.shtml) LA

Washington, 18 August 2003 (RFE/RL) -- Everyone agrees that the power failure that blacked out more than 240,000 square kilometers of the United States and Canada last week should not have happened. But it did, and security analysts say it can happen again -- next time perhaps with the help of terrorists. Even before all the power was restored to the state of New York, its governor, George Pataki, expressed incredulity at the massive collapse in electrical service on 14 August. At a news conference in New York City, Pataki said: "It is 2003 and there is no reason why most of the Northeast, a lot of the Midwest, cascading through Canada, should have this type of systemic power failure. We were told after the blackouts in the '60s and then in the '70s that it wasn't going to happen again and, in fact, I'm advised this is the largest blackout the country has ever experienced." Pataki should not be surprised. The United States electrical grid is old and notoriously poorly maintained. And yet the country's electrical system must provide warmth in the winter and cool air in the summer in a country that is subject to temperature extremes greater than those experienced in much of Europe. The recent heat wave in Europe brought high temperatures in the mid-30s Celsius. Many Europeans are not accustomed to such heat, and as a result rely much less frequently on air conditioners. But such temperatures are common in many parts of the United States during the summer, and as a result, air conditioning is far more common in American offices, shops, and homes. The country's electrical grid system can run energy-hungry air conditioners, along with lights and other ubiquitous appliances such as refrigerators, washing machines, televisions, and microwave ovens. But only barely. Unexpected blackouts are not uncommon in the United States, nor are so-called "brownouts" -- targeted electrical service reductions due to a power shortage or excessive use by consumers. But never has there been a blackout in North America that covered so wide an area or affected so many people. When subways and elevators stopped, when air conditioners went silent, when televisions blinked off from the center of the country to the Atlantic Ocean, many people wondered if the blackout was a coordinated terrorist attack on America's infrastructure. Quickly it became clear that the cause was likely more benign, but the very fact of the blackout opens a new opportunity for sabotage, according to Jamie Metzl, the coordinator for homeland security programs at the Council on Foreign Relations, a private policy research center in New York. Metzl tells RFE/RL that a blackout is usually caused by the failure of a "node," or connecting point, in an electrical service grid. He said the 14 August power failure was akin to painting a bull's-eye on the node that failed -- making it clear to potential terrorists where the systems' weaknesses lie. "If terrorists can be smart enough to identify what those critical nodes are, not only in the energy infrastructure, but in all of our infrastructure, we are extremely vulnerable," Metzl says. Because of this vulnerability, Metzl says, the U.S. government must assess the threat posed to the nation's electrical infrastructure to find out which nodes are susceptible to both spontaneous and human-assisted failure, and to make them safe before they are attacked by terrorists. Further, Metzl says North America's electrical grids desperately need to be brought into the 21st century. He acknowledges that this will cost anywhere between $50 billion and $100 billion, according to most estimates. "But we also have to ask ourselves, what's the cost of even one-and-a-half days of lost work? The cost of this will be up in the billions of dollars for sure," Metzl says. James Phillips agrees. He is a research fellow in U.S. foreign policy and national security at the Heritage Foundation, a Washington policy center. Phillips told RFE/RL that the United States cannot afford not to pay the price for a more robust, reliable -- and safer -- system for delivering electricity. Phillips says he hopes last week's blackout provided what he termed a "wake-up call" for the American government and its energy industry. "It's important to dedicate the funds to invest in new technology and new capacity to give more leeway in the system so it doesn't cascade down when there's a problem," Phillips says. Phillips says it is not outlandish to think that a terrorist group might attack the country's electrical infrastructure to make its point. He notes that the goal of an act of terror is not military victory but to damage the morale of the people. According to Phillips, a very effective campaign to lower morale is occurring now in Iraq, where guerrillas have been hampering the efforts of the U.S. military to restore power, running water, and other basic services to an increasingly restive civilian population. "If there are chronic blackouts or 'brownouts' over time, I think that could have a cumulative effect. In fact, I think that's part of the strategy of some of Saddam Hussein's followers in Iraq: to keep knocking out the electricity to demoralize and dispirit the Iraqi people," Phillips says. Metzl agrees that a blackout caused by terrorists could affect civilian morale, depending on the way the populace perceives the quality of their leaders' response. He says that if local and federal leaders were to respond ineffectively to a blackout caused by sabotage, they could lose the confidence of the people. Repeated attacks, he says, could lead to chaos. What is worse, Metzl says, is that a sophisticated terrorist group could attack a power grid and cause a blackout as a prelude to an even bolder and deadlier attack akin to the hijacking of passenger-laden jetliners on 11 September 2001. "The more sophisticated the terrorist, the more sophisticated the terrorist act. So one could see [a terrorist leader] starting with a critical infrastructure attack and following with something else. And as we saw, our guard was down [on 14 August] because we didn't have electricity; our response capabilities were decreased," Metzl says.

Blackout Terrorism Add-on—XT: EVs Solve
EVs can now be used as generators for homes—one car can power multiple appliances

Carpenter 12 (Susan, LAT Reporter, Summer blackouts beware: Cars can be turned into backup generators, 6/8/12, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/home_blog/2012/06/car-generator.html) LA

Summer is almost here and with it, the high temperatures and cranked air conditioning that often lead to power outages. Some Angelenos may have considered a costly gas-powered generator for backup power, but another option is already sitting in their driveways: cars. Power inverters on the market connect to car batteries to keep home appliances running. Just pop the hood, connect the inverter directly to the battery of a running car and thread the power cord from the inverter into the house. A refrigerator, television, lights or other devices that usually plug into a wall outlet would instead connect to the inverter power cord. The inverter, similar in size to a hardcover book, converts direct current, or DC power, coming from the car battery into alternating current, or AC, used in most homes. PowerBright, based in Coral Springs, Fla., makes inverters in a variety of power configurations. A 900-watt version, costing about $60, is strong enough to run a sump pump, freezer or refrigerator, and it can handle the peak power surge from first plugging in a refrigerator, Chief Executive Gil Hetzroni said. A 2,300-watt version, Hetzroni said, can power many appliances at the same time. Power inverters work with gas-powered cars as well as electric vehicles, but Nissan Motor Co. and Toyota Motor Corp. have both developed equipment specifically for electric cars. The bi-directional electric vehicle charger, which Nissan calls the Leaf to Home electricity supply system and Toyota dubs V2H for vehicle-to-home charging system, can reverse the flow of electricity from electric car to house in case of blackouts. The chargers aren’t yet available in the U.S., but they are being piloted in Japan. Nissan and its research partner General Electric previewed the system at a meeting of the Society of Automotive Engineers in April. In that demonstration, a Nissan Leaf powered LED lighting, a fan and a wine refrigerator. “We could’ve powered much more, but the limitations were the booth,” said Matt Nielsen, principal scientist in General Electric’s electrical engineering division. Most Leaf drivers return to their homes with 12 kilowatt-hours of charge left in their vehicles, Nielsen said, which is enough “to power quite a few circuits in your home for a couple hours.” “We all have to keep in mind why blackouts happen. Sometimes it’s weather. Other times, grids get stressed ... from people coming home and turning on their air conditioning and plasma TVs and ovens,” said Nielsen, who also demonstrated a system called the Nucleus home energy manager. It monitors how much energy a home is using and interacts with the Leaf to charge at off-peak times, reducing the threat of blackouts in the first place.

AT: China/India Turn 

AT: China/India Turn—Non-Unique

Yes, China is increasing renewables but their coal usage is still too high and won’t decrease any time soon

Watts 12 (Jonathan, The Guardian Asia Energy Correspondent, China's renewables surge dampened by growth in coal consumption, 1/12/12, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2012/jan/12/china-renewable-energy-coal-consumption) LA

China tripled its solar energy generating capacity last year and notched up major increases in wind and hydropower, government figures showed this week, but officials are still struggling to cap the growth in coal burning, which is the biggest source of carbon dioxide emissions in the world. The latest evidence of China's promotion of renewable energy has been welcomed by climate activists, but they warn that the benefits are being wiped out by the surge in coal consumption. After burning an extra 95m tonnes last year, China will soon account for half the coal burned on the planet. This has alarmed state planners concerned about the impact of air pollution and climate change, but their efforts to cap the nation's energy consumption are said to have run into resistance from local governments who fear restrictions on economic growth. At a key policymaking meeting in Beijing this week, Liu Tienan – the director of the National Energy Administration – called for energy use to be kept below 4.1bn tonnes of coal equivalent per year by 2015. If the proposal is accepted, this would be the first time China has set such a ceiling. Until now, Beijing has only set goals for energy and carbon intensity, which are relative to economic growth and so fluctuate according to GDP figures. But the proposed figure remains the subject of fierce discussion as it was based on an assumption that China's economy will grow at 7.5% per annum up until 2015, by which time the government is supposed to bring down energy intensity (units of energy per unit of GDP) by 16%. However, provincial governments are projecting a combined economic growth rate of more than 9%, which means they will face a fuel shortfall unless the energy target are raised or they fail to reach their goals. The negotiations are held behind closed doors and are likely to last several more months, but it is believed that the provinces are arguing for a higher target of between 4.25 and 5 bn tonnes. As well as being distant from the current reality of a slowing economy – the forecast for the first six months of this year is for no more than 7.5% growth – this prospect horrifies environmentalists. "If it goes up to 5bn tonnes, it would be a disaster; China would effectively be promoting high-energy, high-carbon growth," said Li Yan of Greenpeace. If accepted, an energy cap would immediately become one of the most important industrial targets in the world because it would largely determine how large a mountain of coal China burns and, as a result, how much CO2 it emits. Depending on how it was structured, such a target could also help or hinder the development of the renewable energy industry. China continued to make rapid progress in this field last year, according to figures published on the website of the National Energy Administration. They show a rise of 47GW in wind power generating capacity, and the completion of an extra 12.6 gigawatts of hydropower, with almost twice that amount also likely to come on line this year. The UK has 75GW of energy capacity, of all types. The most spectacular growth, however, was in photovoltaic power generation, which rose threefold to 3GW, the administration noted. Yet coal continues to account for close to 70% of the nation's power supply. The government is trying to bring this proportion down below 65%, but it is not making progress fast enough.

China can’t possibly meet their coal consumption deadlines

Lammi 12 (Harri, Greenpeace Asia, China to restrict coal demand, but is it enough?, 3/28/12, http://www.greenpeace.org/eastasia/news/blog/china-to-restrict-coal-demand-but-is-it-enoug/blog/39692/) LA

China is set to limit their domestic output and consumption of coal over the next five years in an effort to reduce pollution and curb the nation's reliance on this dirty energy. However there are serious question marks over the implementation and control of coal expansion. The China National Energy Bureau held a press conference last week and released the Coal Industry 12th Five Year Plan (2011-2015). According to the plan, coal production and use will reach 3.9 billion tons in 2015. However the National Bureau of Statistics say coal production and use is already over 3.5-3.7 billion tons in 2011. Moreover, industry sources have indicated no signs of slowing down, projecting growth way over the 3.9 billion tons listed in the 12th five year plan. This places the 3.9 billion limit into a strange light. It is by no means a small amount of coal use, but compared to the past this is a significant change. If the central government truly wants to implement a fast slowdown of coal use, during the next years, this target will have to be accompanied by an implementation package. Another question we should pose is in regards to after 2015. Will there be new growth? Or is this target set to be ignored, missed and then revised in 13th five year plan?  "The 3.9 billion tons coal consumption limit isn't ambitious in the first place, and with the large mining capacity planned and new coal plants in the pipeline all across the countries,  it's likely that China may not even be able to meet this goal," Greenpeace Climate and Energy Campaign Head Li Yan said. "By allowing the country to burn hundreds of millions of tons more coal by 2015, PM 2.5 pollution will continue to be a big problem for [image: image1.png]


the Chinese people. It also poses a severe challenge for both China and the global endeavor in fighting against climate change." "The plan will also put unimaginable pressures on the fragile ecological system and water resources of China's western regions," adds Li Yan. "It's a dangerous move to expand into such water-intensive industries in those regions."

China uses soooooooo much coal

Chinadaily.com 12 (China's coal consumption continues to Rise, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/bizchina/2012-02/27/content_14705069.htm, 2/27/12) LA

According to the China Electricity Council, China's coal demand will reach 4.3 billion tons by 2015, an increase of 970 million tons compared to the year 2010 and an annual increase of 5.2 percent, Shanghai Securities News reported on Monday. An expert told the paper that as the cost of coal supply and labor increases, and the coal resource tax rises, China may see higher coal prices and shortage in supply during the 12th Five-Year Plan period. Resource shortages may affect the nation's economic development, the paper cited an official with the Ministry of Industry and Information Technology. In 2011, China consumed 3.7 billion tons of coal, with domestic coal output of 3.52 billion tons and imports of 170 million tons. The amount was almost half of the world's total coal consumption.

AT: China/India Turn—Oil Emissions Outweigh

Oil production causes air pollution emits harmful gases

EPA 12 (Environmental Protection Agency, Emissions from the Oil & Natural Gas Industry, Last Updated 4/18/12, http://www.epa.gov/airquality/oilandgas/basic.html) LA

The oil and natural gas industry includes a wide range of operations and equipment, from wells to natural gas gathering lines and processing facilities, to storage tanks, and transmission and distribution pipelines. The industry is the largest industrial source of emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), a group of chemicals that contribute to the formation of ground-level ozone (smog). Exposure to ozone is linked to a wide range of health effects, including aggravated asthma, increased emergency room visits and hospital admissions, and premature death. EPA estimates VOC emission from the oil & natural gas industry at 2.2 million tons a year in 2008. The oil and natural gas industry also is a significant source of emissions of methane, a greenhouse gas that is more than 20 times as potent as carbon dioxide. Emissions of air toxics such as benzene, ethylbenzene, and n-hexane, also come from this industry. Air toxics are pollutants known, or suspected of causing cancer and other serious health effects.
Oil production destroys the environment
Kharaka and Otton 3 (Yousif K. and James K., US Geological Survey, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF PETROLEUM PRODUCTION: INITIAL RESULTS FROM THE OSAGE-SKIATOOK PETROLEUM ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH SITES, OSAGE COUNTY, OKLAHOMA, http://pubs.usgs.gov/wri/wri03-4260/pdf/WRIR03-4260.pdf) LA

Exploration for and production of petroleum have caused major detrimental impacts to soils, surface and ground waters, and the local ecosystems in the United States. These impacts arise primarily from the improper disposal of large volumes of saline water produced with oil and gas, from accidental hydrocarbon and produced water releases, and from abandoned oil wells that were not correctly sealed. It is important to understand the long-term and short-term effects of produced water and hydrocarbon releases from these sites in order to develop risk-based remediation plans. Remediation is particularly needed in aging and depleted fields where land use is changing from petroleum production to residential, agricultural or recreational uses. About 20 scientists from the USGS and other governmental agencies and academia are involved in a multidisciplinary investigation to study the transport, fate, and natural attenuation of inorganic salts, trace metals, organic compounds and radionuclides present in produced water, and their impacts at the Osage-Skiatook Petroleum Environmental Research (OSPER) "A" and "B" sites, located on the Osage Reservation in Osage County, Oklahoma. Stakeholders in the project include the Osage Nation, which holds the mineral rights, the Bureau of Indian Affairs with trust responsibility, and the Army Corps of Engineers, which owns the surface rights at these sites and manages adjacent Skiatook Lake. The 4250-hectare Skiatook Lake provides drinking water to local Tulsa suburban communities and a rural water district, and offers recreational fishing and boating opportunities to tens of thousands of visitors each year. Approximately 1.5 and 1.0 hectare of land at the OSPER "A" (depleted Lester lease) and "B" (active Branstetter lease) sites, respectively, are affected by salt scarring, tree kills, soil salinization and brine and petroleum contamination due to the leakage of produced water and associated hydrocarbons from brine pits and accidental releases from active and inactive pipes and tank batteries. The leases are typical of many depleted and aging petroleum fields in Osage County, which ranks among the top oil and gas producing counties in Oklahoma with about 39,000 wells. Oil and gas production has occurred in Osage county for over one hundred years, but current production is mainly from stripper wells (averaging ~2.8 bbl/d oil and >30 bbl/d brine) that are shallow, mostly 300-700 m in depth, and produce from several sandstones of Pennsylvanian age. Results to date show that the produced water source is a Na-Ca-Cl brine (~150,000 mg/L total dissolved solids), with relatively high concentrations of Mg, Sr, and NH4, but low SO4 and H2S. With the exception of Fe and Mn, the concentrations of trace metals are low. Results also show that some and, eventually, the bulk, of inorganic salts and some dissolved organic species in the released brine from both sites will reach Skiatook Lake.
Oil spills destroy marine ecosystems

Dicks 99 (Dr. Brian, International Tanker Owners Pollution Federation Ltd, The Environmental Impact of Marine Oil Spills: Effects, Recovery and Compensation, http://www.itopf.com/_assets/documents/environ.pdf) LA

BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS AND THE RECOVERY PROCESS lmpatts The environmental impact of oil spills has been extensively researched over the paS4 30 years and a considerable amount has been learnt about the nature and duration of such effects. As a result our predictive capability is probably better for oil spills than for many other types of marine pollutant. The range of biological impacts alter an oil spill can encompass: Physical and chemical alteration of natural habitats, e.g. resulting from oil incorporation into sediments; Physical smothering effects on flora and fauna; Lethal or sub·lethal toxic effects on flora and fauna; Changes in biological communities resulting from oil effects on key organisms. e.g. increased abundance of intertidal algae following death of limpets which normally graze the algae. More detailed consideration is given to impacts on a range of habitats and species later in this paper. The seriousness of oil spill impacts is primarily related to the speed of recovery of the damaged habitats and species. However, misunderstandings often arise because of the use of differen1 criteria to determine recovery. Given the difficulties of knowing exactly what pre-spill conditions were, and how to interpret them in the face of natural ecological fluctuations and trends, it is unrealistic to define recovery as a return to pre-spill conditions. The following definition developed by a group of independent scientists takes these problems into account ·Recovery is marked by the re-establishment of a healthy biological community in which the plants and animals characteristic of that community are present and functioning normally. It may not have the same composition or age structure as that which was present before the damage, and will continue to show further change and development. It is impossible to say whether an ecosystem that has recovered from an oil spill is the same as. or dif1erent from, that which would have persisted in the absence of the spill.• Recovery depends upon both removal of oil which is toxic or physically smothering. and biological processes. e.g. settlement of larvae and growth of seedlings. Whilst clean-up is normally the first step in the recovery process, complete removal of au oil is not necessary - there are many examples of recovery progressing in the presence of weathered oil residues. Whatever the extent of damage. the reproductive success of the survivors, as well as the influx of eggs. juveniles or adults from unaffected areas underpins the recovery process. Many marine species produce vast numbers of eggs and larvae which are widely dimibuted in the plankton by currents. This is a strategy to overcome high rates of natural mortality (sometimes reaching 99.99%}. The number of eggs and larvae which survive and eventually develop into adults is therefore normally very low. but this overproduction strategy ensures that there is a considerable reservoir for the colonisation of new areas and the replacement of adults which have been killed as a resuh of short·term unfavourable conditions. On the other hand, species which are long-lived, stow to breed and which produce few offspring may take many years to recover from the effects of a short·term adverse change in their environment, even though they too may have in·buil1 compensatory mechanisms (e.g. some species of seabirds have been shown to mature ear1ier and to have extra broods after a period of population decline). As with short· lived species. migration of adults and juveniles from neighbouring areas which have escaped the unfavourable conditions frequently enhance the recovery process.

AT: China/India Turn—Transit Emissions Outweigh

Transit industries are the absolute biggest contributor to warming—outweighs coal production

Voiland 10 (Adam, Science Writer, Road transportation emerges as key driver of warming: NASA analysis, 2/18/10, http://energybulletin.net/node/51744) LA

In their analysis, motor vehicles emerged as the greatest contributor to atmospheric warming now and in the near term. Cars, buses, and trucks release pollutants and greenhouse gases that promote warming, while emitting few aerosols that counteract it. The researchers found that the burning of household biofuels -- primarily wood and animal dung for home heating and cooking -- contribute the second most warming. And raising livestock, particularly methane-producing cattle, contribute the third most. On the other end of the spectrum, the industrial sector releases such a high proportion of sulfates and other cooling aerosols that it actually contributes a significant amount of cooling to the system. And biomass burning -- which occurs mainly as a result of tropical forest fires, deforestation, savannah and shrub fires -- emits large amounts of organic carbon particles that block solar radiation. The new analysis offers policy makers and the public a far more detailed and comprehensive understanding of how to mitigate climate change most effectively, Unger and colleagues assert. "Targeting on-road transportation is a win-win-win," she said. "It's good for the climate in the short term and long term, and it's good for our health."

AT: China/India Turn—Their Authors Concede They is Wrong

Not a reason to reject the aff

Doucette and McCulloch 10 (Reed T., Malcolm D., Engineering Science profs @ Oxford, Modeling the CO2 emissions from battery electric vehicles given the power generation mixes of different countries, http://www.electricdrive.org/index.php?ht=a/GetDocumentAction/id/27907) LA

The CO2 intensity of the power generation mix in China and India is expected to decrease by 16% and 6%, respectively over roughly the next decade. China’s expected decrease in CO2 intensity can be attributed to its Renewable Portfolio Standard and its phasing out of inefficient coal power plants (Weinert et al., 2008). India’s predicted decrease in CO2 intensity comes primarily from the expectation that an increasing proportion of its power will come from nuclear (WNA, 2010). Given the state of their power generation mixes in 2010, the case for widespread adoption of BEVs in both China and India solely on the basis of potential CO2 emissions reductions is not too compel- ling, especially when the generally higher capital cost of BEVs relative to ICE-based vehicles is considered (Werber et al., 2009). Assuming that vehicle ownership follows the predicted trend towards 2.9 billion cars worldwide by 2050, and given that BEVs have the potential to substantially mitigate CO2 emissions in transport, then in order to realize the CO2 emissions reduction benefits of BEVs, China and India (and any country with a highly CO2 intensive power generation mix) have an extra incentive to make reducing the CO2 intensity of their power generation a priority. Of course, a switch to more efficient ICE-based vehicles or BEVs is not the only way to reduce CO2 emissions in transport. Efforts to reduce the number of cars on the road and to reduce the distance that cars on the roads are traveling can also play a role.

***Solvency***

Solvency—Extending TIGGER Funding

The plan solves – consistent funding for TIGGER jumpstarts green transportation technology 
Katz and Muro 10 (Bruce / Mark, Vice Prez of Brooking Institute/ Senior Fellow @ Brookings, State and Local Governments are Oversubscribing to Innovative Stimulus Programs, 3/24/10, http://www.brookings.edu/up-front/posts/2010/03/24-stimulus-katz-muro) LA

Recently we noticed that the year-old federal Recovery Act--for all its shortcomings and business-as-usual--actually served as a prolific hatchery for longer-term policy innovation. Along those lines we pointed out how many novel programs--introduced in the Recovery Act and ranging from the Department of Education’s Race to the Top (RTT) and Investing in Innovation (I3) funds to the interagency Sustainable Communities Initiative--are now wending through Congress as bona fide program start-ups in the base FY 2011 budget process. Stimulus, to that extent, really did introduce a few bits of true program creativity. Yet now here’s another observation relevant to the cause of reform: Many of the most forward leaning and innovative program offerings in the recovery package have been hugely over-subscribed by state and local applicants who are clamoring for new approaches. The result of a recent review of agency stimulus data led by our colleague Sarah Rahman, this finding of course reflects the acute needs of sub-national governments and community organizations that have been reeling all year with the fiscal and economic fall-out of the Great Recession. (See a matrix of the programs and the demand for them). But it also attests to the deep and broad-ranging demand across America for new types of federal engagement. Consider the size and variedness of the appetite for some of the most progressive competitive grant offerings: The Department of Energy’s mold-breaking Advanced Research Projects Agency-Energy (ARPA-E) program and the Department of Labor’s Pathways out of Poverty program for green workforce training each received 10 times more proposals than they could accept  The Department of Transportation’s Transportation Investments Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) and Transit Investments in Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) programs were even more over-subscribed in terms of the total funding requests made in relation to the total grant amounts available. In TIGER’s case it was 38 times greater; in TIGGER’s case, it was 20 times greater  Likewise, the Broadband Technology Opportunities Program and High Speed Rail competitive fundings registered total funding requests that were six to seven times greater than the respective programs’ funding availability  And finally there is the case of the Build America Bonds. Started up in the stimulus package with issuance expectations of $4 to 5 billion, uptake of this new lower-cost borrowing tool now exceeds $71 billion  What are we to make of this outpouring of demand? One implication is simply that the overhang of need in metropolitan America is great, not just for fiscal relief (as this recent Metro report underscores), but for investment of all kinds: in energy innovation, education and training, transportation infrastructure and broadband networks. Congress should consider the message of program oversubscription and respond to it in the near term with new investments that will set a platform for growth going forward. For example, why shouldn’t the jobs bill being cobbled together now simply instruct key agencies to go down the list of unfunded stimulus projects and fund some of the most qualified ones? But to us the more compelling takeaway from our analysis is that the Recovery Act unleashed an extensive pent-up hunger for more flexible investment in the U.S. as well as new competitive grant approaches. New energy research paradigms, programs that move toward a low-carbon future, grants for new sorts of transportation solutions: Those have been the opportunities on offer. And as it happens, the response to the call has been immediate, enthusiastic, and geographically distributed. That means the demand for federal program reform and transformative investments reaches broadly across the nation. And that means that Congress must step up the pace of program reform, even in bad times. Going forward, the worst possible scenario would be for the resource constraints of the coming budget cycles to squeeze out the innovative (e.g. competitively awarded, merit-based programs) and revert back to federal business-as-usual (political awards and rigid formula-based categorical programs). Congress should heed the message of the Recovery Act’s oversubscription. Scores of Washington’s partners in U.S. metropolitan areas are urgently pursuing new priorities and new ways of operating as they seek to put in place the foundation for the next era of productive and sustainable growth. Congress should provide them the sort of catalytic programs and resources they seek.
Funding now is key – failure will crush demand for clean tech
Millar 11 (William, Prez of the American Public Transportation Association, Letter to SENATE AND HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE LEADERSHIP OF THE CONFERENCE NEGOTIATIONS ON THE FY 2012 TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (THUD) SPENDING BILL, http://www.apta.com/gap/letters/2011/Pages/113110_fy12_thud_conferees.aspx) LA

On behalf of the 1,500 member organizations of the American Public Transportation Association (APTA), I urge you to support strong investment in public transportation and high-speed and intercity passenger rail programs as you conduct conference negotiations on the Fiscal Year 2012 (FY12) Transportation, Housing and Urban Development (THUD) Appropriations spending bill. We recognize the challenges faced by the Appropriations Committees in crafting the FY12 THUD bill in the absence of a surface transportation authorization bill. With more Americans using public transportation, we urge the committees to recognize that tremendous funding needs persist for public transportation agencies across the country. Failure to make necessary investments may force private sector businesses in transit and related industries to lay off employees or to invest overseas. For the nation’s tens of millions of transit riders, less investment will mean less service, fewer travel options, higher costs and longer commutes. We strongly support providing funding at no less than $10.629 billion for Federal Transit Administration (FTA) programs in Fiscal Year 2012, the level approved by the Senate Appropriations Committee. This amount includes $8.361 billion for formula and bus grant programs. At minimum, APTA also strongly supports funding the New Starts Capital Investment Grant program at the Senate approved level of $1.955 billion in FY 2012, which is a $358 million increase over the FY 2011 level. The success of major, multi-year capital projects under this program depends upon predictable support by Congress and the FTA. Further, continued federal investment commitments influence decisions by private financial markets to fund public transportation projects and oftentimes result in favorable bond ratings and lowered interest rates. We urge the conferees to support, at minimum, the Senate provided level of $25 million for the FTA’s greenhouse gas and energy reduction (TIGGER) grant program, $550 million for National Infrastructure Investment (TIGER) grants, and $90 million for HUD’s Sustainable Communities Initiative, which supports the interagency partnership between DOT, HUD, and the Environmental Protection Agency. We also urge the conferees to support, at minimum, the House provided level of $45 million for Research and University Research centers. These programs assist public transportation systems with addressing important needs and deserve the continued support of Congress.
TIGGER funds new transportation needs

Hansen 10 (Fred, general manager of TriMet, “Sustainability in Practice,” p. 13, http://democrats.appropriations.house.gov/images/stories/pdf/tranurb/Fred_Hansen.3.10.10.pdf”

While the agencies in the Partnership are working hard to help advance sustainability in communities across the country, the vast oversubscription of the TIGER and FTA’s Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reductions (TIGGER) grant programs demonstrates the scale of unmet demand for resources to implement the projects that will make our communities more livable. Just as our interstate highway system was built with major federal investments in the last century, we cannot expect to build the transit, bike and pedestrian infrastructure we need to meet the challenges of the 21st century without a central federal role and substantial federal investment to complement that made locally. In evaluating and financially supporting sustainability investments, it is important for the federal government to be mindful of the need to consider costs and benefits over the lifecycle of the investment. While the TIGER and TIGGER grant programs laudably evaluated lifecycle costs and benefits, there are other areas of federal transportation programming where upfront capital costs are considered to the exclusion of operational savings. In our experience, these potentially higher first costs are often recouped in the near term through reduced operating expenses. The New Starts program for major transit capital projects is one such area where innovation can often be discouraged due to an emphasis on upfront cost-containment. In conclusion, let me emphasize that the future prosperity of our nation, in many ways, will rely on a dramatically expanded public transit system—a system that provides high quality transportation for most of our citizens. It must be a system that helps reverse the threat of global climate change. And, finally, it must facilitate the integration of our transportation and land use systems. Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today.
TIGGER meets transit demand

McGraw et al 10 (Jen, Harvard and UCSC grad, works for the Center for Neighborhood Technology, works with the Clinton foundation and Microsoft, “The Route to Carbon and Energy Savings: Transit Efficiency in 2030 and 2050,” p. 25-26, http://www.apta

.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/Route_to_Carbon_and_Energy_Savings_TCRP_J11_Task9.pdf) KGH

Transit agencies are adopting cutting edge technologies that are helping to lower their GHG emissions. With their high visibility in communities, transit vehicles have become traveling demonstrations of some of the newest energy technologies in recent years, including hybrid electric propulsion, hydrogen fuel cells, and biofuels. In 2009, the federal Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) program granted transit agencies from around the country funds for innovative GHG mitigation actions. The 43 projects funded provide a view into the types of GHG mitigation actions being undertaken by transit agencies across the U.S. The TIGGER projects include advanced vehicles, flywheel energy storage, wind turbines, photovoltaics for electricity and hydrogen production, facility energy efficiency retrofits, and geothermal heating.35 The current boom in innovation around transit vehicle technologies means that that there is a wide variety of choices for transit agencies seeking to improve the efficiency of their fleet. In some sense it is like the Wild West with so much new technology territory and agencies struggle to evaluate technology options on an even playing field.36 Agencies are working together to share best practices, which can savings by improving the success rate of projects and speeding up the pace of implementation. 37,38 Efforts to combine orders across agencies to reduce the cost of procurement of new technologies are also being made.39 Transit agencies cannot allow GHG mitigation actions to adversely affect service, so information on performance of new strategies and technologies in the field is essential. The National Renewable Energy Laboratory and U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy are working closely with transit agencies to do real-world testing of cuttingedge transit vehicles so that providers can understand the performance of vehicles in action, rather than just in simulations. 40,41 ADAPTATION STRATEGIES
Solvency—Gov K ( Energy Markets  

Government action is key and must include multiple strategies

Greene and Schafer 3 (David—Oak Ridge Natl Lab and Andreas—MIT, Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions From U.S. Tranportation, Prepared for the Pew Center of Climate Change, http://www.pewclimate.org/docUploads/ustransp.pdf) LA

Because energy markets on their own cannot be expected to adequately limit GHG emissions, government action is critically important. Several strategies are available to governments. Direct investment in research and development or partnerships with indus- try can accelerate progress in energy efficiency and low-carbon energy technologies. Regulatory standards can direct markets to increase energy efficiency in the absence of adequate price signals. Fiscal and market-based policies can work through market mechanisms to mitigate emissions. Coordinated land-use planning and infrastructure investments can increase accessibility of homes, workplaces, and other desti- nations while simultaneously reducing the need for vehicle travel. Public education has the potential not only to change consumers’ behavior, but also to improve the efficiency of markets by creating better- informed producers, consumers, and citizens. A comprehensive and balanced policy to mitigate trans- portation’s carbon emissions should combine elements of all these approaches.
***USFG KEY***

Climate
Federal government key to international relations

Burtraw and Shobe 9 (Dallas, serves on EPA and NASB, Bill, professor on econ and policy at U of Virgina, “State and Local Climate Policy under a National Emissions Floor,” p. 10-11, http://www.rff.org/rff/documents/rff-dp-09-54.pdf) KGH

Climate change is a global problem and its solution will require international cooperation and coordination. That would seem to make climate change a problem that is particularly well suited for policy at the national level. However, in the U.S. and in some other nations including Australia and Canada, state or provincial and local governments have been very active in developing policy. Seemingly the manifest level of concern by state and local governments would contribute to achieving a policy outcome, but it also amplifies the challenges associated with cooperation and coordination. In a federal system, the state or provincial levels of government are subsidiary to national government, and similarly local governments are subsidiary to state governments, although specific authority and responsibility are often reserved for each entity. In the U.S., the constitution and its subsequent interpretation allow for the national government to preempt activities by state and local government. However, lower levels of government also play an important role in determining environmental outcomes through their planning and permitting functions. The likely advent of a federal climate policy has engendered an intense policy debate over the role of the states. Given the federal structure of the U.S. government, and indeed of most governments around the world, national climate policies must take into account the division of roles and responsibilities between different levels of government. 
Global Competiveness

Clean energy key to global competitiveness 

RE-ENERGYSE 11 (Regaining our Energy Science and Engineering Edge, “2011 Congressional Budget,” p. 395-396, http://leadenergy.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/02/DOE-REENERGYSE-EERE-2011.pdf)

The U.S. is on the cusp of transformational changes in how energy is produced and used. Major investments are being made by the Federal government and private industry in clean energy technologies that will help create entirely new growth industries, expand markets for solar, wind, and other clean energy sources, and support the productivity gains inherent in energy efficiency. These efforts, if coupled with a well-educated and skilled clean energy workforce, will ensure that the U.S. remains highly competitive in global markets, while meeting the President’s goal of reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 83 percent by 2050. However, challenges exist. Statistics show that the U.S. currently lags behind other nations in the race to produce and bring to market new clean energy systems. European countries, for example, currently control 80 percent of the wind technology market, and China is projected to become the world’s largest.  A recent study by the World Wildlife Fund showed that the U.S. is ranked 19th in relative global clean energy technology product sales, weighted by GDP; behind France, Germany, Japan, and others outside of the G8
Money
US loses 5 Trillion without investments in green tech

Rosenthal 11 (Elisabeth, graduate of Harvard and writer for the New York Times, “U.S. Is Falling Behind in the Business of ‘Green’,” http://www.nytimes.com/2011/

06/09/business/09subsidies.html?pagewanted=all) KGH

Many European countries — along with China, Japan and South Korea — have pushed commercial development of carbon-reducing technologies with a robust policy mix of direct government investment, tax breaks, loans, regulation and laws that cap or tax emissions. Incentives have fostered rapid entrepreneurial growth in new industries like solar and wind power, as well as in traditional fields like home building and food processing, with a focus on energy efficiency. But with Congress deeply divided over whether climate change is real or if the country should use less fossil fuel, efforts in the United States have paled in comparison. That slow start is ceding job growth and profits to companies overseas that now profitably export their goods and expertise to the United States. A recent report by the Pew Charitable Trusts found that while the clean technology sector was booming in Europe, Asia and Latin America, its competitive position was “at risk” in the United States because of “uncertainties surrounding key policies and incentives.” “This is a $5 trillion business and if we fail to be serious players in the new energy economy, the costs will be staggering to this country,” said Hal Harvey, a Stanford engineer who was an adviser to both the Clinton and the first Bush administration and is now chief executive of the San Francisco-based energy and environment nonprofit organization Climate Works. Although the 2009 stimulus bill provided a burst of funding — $45 billion — that has now tapered off, he said, “We’ve let energy policy succumb to partisan politics.” The aggressive entry of Britain into the field over the last few years shows the power of government inducements to redesign a nation’s energy economy away from traditional fuel. The country’s Green Deal, as it is called, is currently being spearheaded by the Conservative-led coalition government. In Britain, reducing carbon dioxide emissions was one of the few policies supported by political parties of both the right and left, which both accepted that climate change was a serious problem and saw clean technology investment as a growth opportunity rather than an onerous obligation. “We are determined to harness the industrial benefits of the low-carbon economy ahead of the rest of the pack — we see it as a competitive advantage,” said Gregory Barker, Britain’s minister of state for energy and climate change. Last month, Mr. Barker led the first British green trade delegation to the United States; it included a wind energy company and a battery maker, but also Adnams Southwold, a famed brewery that now makes beer using less energy and water, and the Mark Group. President Obama has vowed a switch to cleaner energy, and some states, like California, have taken aggressive measures. But the current patchwork of government inducements remains generally insufficient as a draw for American companies and investors to jump into new fields like wind power, energy-efficient appliances or even mass-market insulation, because upfront costs are large and profits uncertain. Energy Department officials express frustration that they cannot do more at a crucial juncture without the support of Congress. Dr. Arun Majumdar, senior adviser to Energy Secretary Steven Chu, said that the department’s $5 billion budget for research should be tripled as it currently financed less than 5 percent of proposed projects. He said the country needed better low-cost financing methods to bring companies into the market, as well as stricter energy-efficiency standards to stimulate customer demand. “We want this ecosystem to grow and thrive like I.T. and biotechnology,” he said, adding he was “concerned” it would not. While he agreed the United States remained a hotbed of good ideas, he said, “in actual downstream deployment we are at risk of falling behind — we are falling behind already.” Of the three largest operators of wind farms doing business in the United States, only one, NextEra, is American. Iberdrola is Spanish and Horizon Wind Energy is a subsidiary of Energias de Portugal. Among manufacturers making components for the industry, just one American company, General Electric, is in the top 10. The others include Suzlon (India), Vestas (Denmark), Goldwind (China) and Enercon (Germany). Tighter energy-efficiency standards for machinery and appliances established in Europe, Japan and China have “primed the demand pump” for companies in those countries to develop innovative designs that use less energy than United States products, said Stefan Heck, head of McKinsey’s global clean technology practice. California is the only American state to adopt similarly high standards. With less ambitious targets for things like emissions reductions and far lower financial incentives than are common elsewhere, United States policies have had a lackluster incubator effect. The United States’ Energy Star Program, for example, offers homeowners who buy energy-efficient appliances or add insulation to their homes a tax credit equal to 10 percent of the cost — with a cap of $500. When David Slap recently hired the Mark Group to insulate his four-bedroom house in Penn Valley, Pa. — motivated by drafts and a fear of rising fuel prices — he paid over $5,000, all of it out of pocket. Contrast that to the subsidy program offered in Britain. Power companies in Britain have been required to progressively reduce their greenhouse gas emissions and this year 68 percent of that reduction had to come from subsidizing professionally installed insulation in customers’ homes. Low-income and elderly customers got the home improvements free. Others paid less than $1,000 to insulate a four-bedroom home, the full cost subsidized 40 to 60 percent. Residents recouped their investment in 12 to 18 months as fuel bills after insulation typically decreased 20 to 30 percent. “This policy framework allowed the industry to mature — we became cheaper, the quality improved,” Mr. Rumble said. The company developed a mobile infrared scanner operated from a van that could screen 1,000 homes an hour for heat loss as it cruised by. Other British initiatives included money for new offshore wind farms, payments to homeowners who generated electricity and heat with renewable power, and loans for installing rooftop solar panels that could be progressively repaid from savings on home energy bills. With its extensive experience in retrofitting homes in Britain, the Mark Group is expecting success in United States markets like Philadelphia, where the business is largely the province of small local contractors. Some federal incentives may be on the horizon, though many will require Congressional approval. The Energy Department has pressed hard for a new home energy score program that would rate homes for energy efficiency just as cars are rated for gas mileage; that rating would be available to potential buyers. Will United States companies be able to compete on the world market in the future? Not unless the country invests more in basic research in renewable energy and energy efficiency, said Emily Carter, a professor of energy and the environment at Princeton University. “If we don’t invest in ways to efficiently produce sustainable energy, then I worry that once we stop importing from the Middle East, we’ll simply find ourselves importing from China.” 
Public Incentives

Public expects USFG to solve
World Wealth Report 8 (“Green Investing Gains Traction in 2007,” http://www.capgemini.com/m/en/tl/Green_Investing.pdf) KGH

Scientific evidence today overwhelmingly points to a massive expansion in greenhouse gases as the foremost consequence of rapid industrialization and driver of climate change. The widespread acceptance of such theories has warmed the international political climate to broader environmental issues and, as a result, has encouraged the general public to integrate green standards into their personal and professional lives. Informational broadcasts by the mass media and documentaries, such as Al Gore’s An Inconvenient Truth, have raised public awareness of the global impact of everyday activities and habits and driven greater appreciation of the need for green initiatives. As a result, heightened public awareness has reshaped business dynamics and raised expectations for government and business endeavors, creating significant opportunities for future growth. Governments across the globe have played an active role in stimulating the growth of green initiatives, paving the way for lucrative market opportunities. Depleting fossil fuel reserves, volatile fuel prices, energy security worries and emission concerns are some of the key factors that convey the international nature of the issues at hand and, to date, have driven aggressive government advocacy of green initiatives. 
Fed Funding Key

States need federal funding for transit

Miller 4 (Yvonne B., Virginia Sen. on the Committee on Transportation, “Emerging Issues in Transportation for Southern States,” p. 34-35) KGH

However, if evaluated on the basis of these principles, the "administration bill" has proven disappointing. If passed in its originals form, it would eliminate several key "firewalls;" include inadequate guarantees for support of new-start public transit projects; eliminate the bus "discretionary" program; and its general underfunding of the entire federal-aid program would be widespread and significant. Unless the next few months see significant changes to the administration bill, the SLC states can expect an increase in the number of them that are "donor stales" and a decrease in the percentage of the return on their "investment" in the federal transportation trust fund. This is a continuation of the recent trend of federal abandonment of financial participation in lran-.il programs. Regardless of what our disappointment*, will be a- to the legislation itself, our situation will almost certainly be further complicated by the failure of the Congress to pass the new act on schedule. Whichever our present levels of "fiscal stress." there is little reason to hope that SAFETEA will reduce our financial discomfort in any meaningful way. In addition to "fiscal stress" at the state level, al least three metropolitan areas in Virginia (the Virginia suburbs of Washington. D.C., greater Richmond, and the cities of Hampton Roads) are confronting the simultaneous challenge of increased traffic congestion and the need to meet the ever-more rigorous federal air quality standard v One can be sure that those who live in or represent urban constituencies in other SIX' states are not unfamiliar with this difficulty. If the Congress continues to back away from significant federal financial participation in mass transit programs, the growing federal insistence in air quality improvement must inevitable result in greater and greater financial burdens being placed on state and local governments —at a time when they are least able to bear those burdens. 
Federal Funding key to improvements

DoT 10 (“Transportation’s Role in Reducing Green House Gas Emissions,” p. 4-10-4-11, http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/32000/32700/32779/DOT_Climate_Change_Report_-_April_2010_-_Volume_1_and_2.pdf) KGH
The level of implementation of some of these strategies is constrained by funding. Highway improvements, in particular, are traditionally funded through the Federal-aid process as well as by State and local governments. Broader deployment of traffic management and information has few barriers aside from funding availability; these strategies can generally be implemented at modest cost compared to traditional capacity expansion strategies, and these improvements are generally not controversial. Bottleneck relief projects also can be accelerated through funding but are more likely to raise community or environmental concerns in some locations. Federal funding also could accelerate aviation avionics equipage and rail infrastructure improvements beyond current levels of private sector investment; this would require a significantly greater level of Federal involvement compared to current practice. Funding for system efficiency initiatives could be provided through existing or new programs in the form of broad support for the general types of projects that reduce GHG, or awarded on a performance basis for specific projects that meet demonstrated levels of GHG reduction costeffectiveness. 
Federal funding exponentially boosts local funding

DoT 10 (“Transportation’s Role in Reducing Green House Gas Emissions,” p. 5-39, http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/32000/32700/32779/DOT_Climate_Change_Report_-_April_2010_-_Volume_1_and_2.pdf) KGH

Expansion of transit infrastructure and service will require significant additional investment. In a 2008 report to Congress, the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission estimated baseline transit investment needs based on the “Improve Conditions and Performance” scenario (Commission, 2008). The analysis estimated total transit baseline needs to be $1.1 trillion through 2020, $2.4 trillion through 2035, and $4.4 trillion through 2055, based on an annual transit travel growth rate of 1.57 percent. The average annual investment required through 2055 is $89.8 billion, 90 percent more than total funding from all sources in 2006. While some transit expansion initiatives have been funded through local sources, in most areas, significant expansion beyond current levels could require significant additional Federal investment—whether for capital or operating expenses. The amount of additional local revenues leveraged by this additional Federal investment will depend upon Federal match requirements, as well as the ability of local sources to support the match requirements. 
Federal funding key to investment

APTA 11(American Public Transportation Agency, “Lack of Federal Investment Harmful to Public Transit Businesses,” http://newsmanager.commpartners.com/aptapt

/issues/2011-08-26/index.html) KGH

Almost three quarters (74 percent) of private-sector businesses serving the public transportation industry incurred flat or declining business over the past year because of uncertainty in federal investment, a down economy, and a lack of investment on the state and local level, according to a new APTA study. The report, Impacts of the Recession on Public Transportation Businesses, shows a 25 percent average decline among reporting businesses. Over half (56 percent) lost business from their public sector transit clients; 52 percent expect to lay off employees or cut back hiring as a result. “This is further evidence that tells us now is the time to invest in our public transit infrastructure to create jobs and boost our economy,” said APTA President William Millar. “Cutting money to public transit systems simply means the loss of jobs, most of which are in the private sector.” A proposal currently in the House of Representatives would cut federal investment in public transportation by more than 35 percent. According to the Senate Banking Committee, these proposed cuts could lead to the loss of 141,000 jobs. Uncertainty because of the delay in passing a federal transportation authorization bill is also a big factor, with 74 percent citing that and 67 percent naming the current weakness of the U.S. economy as having a negative impact on business revenue. One respondent’s statement was typical of many: “It is one thing to make cuts, see their magnitude and make business adjustments. It is a completely different story when even the cuts are up in the air—nothing can be planned for!” Public transportation businesses are facing challenges, just as transit agencies are. So the case for more investment in public transportation applies not only to public sector agencies, but also to the private sector businesses that support them. 
Federal investment key to research

AIBS 12(American Institute of Biological Sciences, “AIBS Submits Testimony to Congress in Support of the NSF FY 2013 Budget,” http://www.actionbioscience.org

/science_policy/aibs_senate_tes.html) KGH

The American Institute of Biological Sciences (AIBS) appreciates the opportunity to provide testimony in support of fiscal year (FY) 2013 appropriations for the National Science Foundation (NSF). We encourage Congress to provide NSF with at least $7.373 billion in FY 2013. The AIBS is a nonprofit scientific association dedicated to advancing biological research and education for the welfare of society. AIBS works to ensure that the public, legislators, funders, and the community of biologists have access to and use information that will guide them in making informed decisions about matters that require biological knowledge. Founded in 1947 as a part of the National Academy of Sciences, AIBS became an independent, member-governed organization in the 1950s. Today, AIBS has nearly 160 member organizations and is headquartered in Reston, Virginia, with a Public Policy Office in Washington, DC. The NSF is an important engine that helps power our nation's economic growth. Through its competitive, peer-reviewed research grants, NSF is leading the development of new knowledge that will help to solve the most challenging problems facing society, and will lead to new scientific discoveries, patents, and jobs. The agency's education and training programs are helping to ensure that the next generation has the scientific, technical, and mathematical skills employers are seeking. Investments in research equipment and facilities enable the country to continue to innovate and compete globally. These efforts, however, require a sustained and predictable federal investment. Unpredictable swings in federal funding can disrupt research programs, create uncertainty in the research community, and stall the development of the next great idea. The NSF is the primary federal funding source for fundamental research in the non-medical life sciences at our nation's universities and colleges. The NSF provides approximately 62% of extramural federal support for non-medical, fundamental biological and environmental research at academic institutions. NSF is a sound investment that pays dividends. 
Uncertain federal investment undermines research in energy

Freed 11(John, Dir. Third Way Clean Energy Program, “Making a Case for Innovation Investment in an Era of Austerity,” p. 2-3, http://content.thirdway.org/publications

/399/Third_Way_Memo__Making_a_Case_for_Innovation_Investment_in_an_Era_of_Austerity.pdf) KGH

The biggest challenge facing clean energy is money. The public and private sector are not investing enough to drive innovation. Compared to federal healthcare, defense R&D, or the Information Technology sectors, all energy—not just clean energy—is funded far below average. This is because conventional energy is cheap and reliable, and energy research, development, and deployment are extremely expensive and inherently risky. Given the early stage of clean energy markets, it is of particular importance to fund innovation now to bring down technology costs. Moreover, we must clear away the thicket of bureaucracy facing companies that do receive federal R&D funding. To understand the great capital challenge that clean tech innovation faces, we have to take a look at the bigger picture. In the United States, the private sector barely invests in any energy research. Where U.S. industries, as a whole, spend an average of 2.6% of their revenue on R&D, the energy industry invests a paltry 0.23% of revenue on any kind of research—clean or conventional.4 This includes funding for expensive research into conventional fuels, such as ultra-deep water drilling and new oil refining techniques, which is an important point. Forget about the pursuit of clean energy; the energy sector relies on the same fuel sources that have provided reliable, inexpensive energy for more than 100 years. There is not an economic imperative to spend more. This stands in stark contrast with the hyper-competitive pharmaceutical industry, where new drugs supplant old ones every year. Pharmaceutical companies spend 19% of revenues, or about $39 billion each year on R&D.5 Even American automakers, despite tough economic times, still invest $17.5 billion in R&D.6 Energy innovation that is occurring is coming from much smaller startup companies that rely on venture capital and newly unleashed federal investments. This has helped give rise to the likes of Tesla Motors (electric vehicles), Bloom Energy (fuel cells), Better Place (electric cars), and Bright Source Energy (solar thermal power). The Third Way Memo 3 Great Recession, however, has greatly reduced the flow of venture funding to clean tech companies just as the global competition to foster new companies heats up.7 After climbing steadily from $262 million in capital clean energy investments in 2003, venture capital investments peaked at $4.1 billion in 2008. It fell by over 50% in 2009.8 The trend is not abating. The most recent venture capital investment reports show that funding has dropped 55% this year over the same period in 2009.9 Expecting private sector spending to support the entirety of clean energy innovation and R&D puts American businesses on an unfair playing field with their international competitors. As business leaders have made clear, private sector money, whether through direct corporate investment in innovation or through the capital markets, simply is not sufficient. Jeff Immelt sums up the private sector frustration well: “The United States is falling behind because we don't have the markets or the will—our policies are short-sighted and our markets aren't set up to reward energy innovation.”
Uncertainty undermines competitiveness

Kavinoky 11(Janet, Exec. Dir., Congressional and Public Affairs Division, U.S. Chamber of Commerce, “Bad Policy, Wrong Place, Wrong Time,” http://www.freeenterprise

.com/2011/01/bad-policy-wrong-place-wrong-time/) KGH

The U.S. Chamber supports federal investment in highways and transit. I respectfully disagree with Mr. Utt's comments (and would challenge the correctness of many of them). In short, we oppose the Republican Leadership's proposed rule -- and support Congressman LaTourette's amendment and here's why. The Proposed Change is... 1. Bad Policy: Funding guarantees -- enacted in TEA-21 (not in SAFETEA-LU as the author states) -- should be maintained. When they aren't, two things can happen: first, the trust with users is broken because the receipts are not being used as they are allowed by law (and yes, transit is a valid use of federal funding when it comes to reducing congestion and providing mobility), and second, there is an opportunity to cut the excess contract authority in order to provide budget authority elsewhere in the federal budget. So the proposed rule does not protect the HTF, nor does it keep highway and transit resources from being used in other ways. 2. In the Wrong Place. Yes, it is worth debating what should and should not be prioritized and funded by the Federal government. But that's what an authorization process is for -- not the House rules or appropriations bills. What's most important -- especially when it comes to debating things like high speed passenger rail that have nothing to do with this rules debate -- is for Congress to act quickly to develop a successor to current highway and transit law, SAFETEA-LU. If Members want to make cuts to specific programs, narrow the Federal role, or even reduce overall funding levels, debate it in that arena. Not this one. 3. At the Wrong Time: Policy debates don't exist in a vacuum. Exposing businesses, employees, states and communities to the uncertainty this proposed rule creates is never good, but now it's especially bad. Construction unemployment is at 18.8%. Introducing uncertainty into federal investment, which accounts for about 45% of total highway investment nationally, will put more people out of work. Uncertain federal funding undermines state and local transportation planning processes. In fact, this rule change contradicts existing requirements for state and metropolitan multi-year planning and matching fund commitments. As a result, states and communities can’t make commitments to major multi-year capital investments like critical bridge replacement, Interstate Highway System reconstruction, highway and transit capacity expansion, and technologies that make transportation systems work better. Investments in safety and economic infrastructure will be set aside. This rule promotes cutting already insufficient federal resources for projects critical to U.S. exports competitiveness, economic development, safety and quality of life. The short-sightedness of this change will hamper long-run economic growth, as proven by the Chamber's Transportation Performance Index. Make no mistake, the Chamber supports fiscal responsibility, living within our means, and program reform when it comes to highways and transit. But this rule change is the Wrong Policy, in the Wrong Place, at the Wrong Time. The proposed rule change should not stand: the Republican Conference should vote for the LaTourette amendment.
State taxes unreliable

ASTI 11(“Risk Factors,” p. 21, http://google.brand.edgar-online.com/EFX_dll/EDGARpro.dll?FetchFilingHtmlSection1?SectionID=8125125-112420-178828&SessionID=KvxLFqRGPhD1mm7#A2204980ZS-4_HTM_BG73701A_MAIN_TOC) KGH

 A significant portion of our revenue is generated from publicly funded construction projects. If, because of reduced federal or state funding or otherwise, spending on publicly funded construction continues to remain low, our earnings and cash flows will remain negatively affected. Further, any delays in expenditure of stimulus funds designated for highways and other public work projects pursuant to ARRA could negatively impact our earnings for our fiscal year 2012. As a result of the foregoing, we cannot be assured of the existence, amount and timing of appropriations for spending on federal, state or local projects. The federal support for the cost of highway maintenance and construction is dependent on congressional action. In addition, each state funds its infrastructure spending from specially allocated amounts collected from various taxes, typically 21 Table of Contents gasoline taxes and vehicle fees, along with voter-approved bond programs. Shortages in state tax revenues can reduce the amounts spent on state infrastructure projects, even below amounts awarded under legislative bills. Nearly all states are now experiencing state-level funding pressures caused by lower tax revenues and an inability to finance approved projects. Delays or cancellations of state infrastructure spending have in the past hurt, and we anticipate in the immediate future will continue to hurt, our business because a significant portion of our business is dependent on state infrastructure spending.
Federal funding is critical to planning, leveraging investment, and maintenance -- improves certainty

EESI 12(Environmental and Energy Study Institute, “House Action Jeopardizes Future of Public Transit,” http://www.eesi.org/house-action-jeopardizes-future-public-transit-07-feb-2012) KGH

Without a predictable revenue source, the federal public transit budget will be severely limited. Transit projects are primarily financed by state and local taxes, but additional federal dollars allow projects to move forward. Because public transit projects are most often multi-year efforts and/or components of decade-long urban revitalization programs, lack of guaranteed long-term funding will threaten ongoing and proposed projects around the country. New and expansion transit projects are not the only ones in danger – federal support is critical in order to repair and maintain existing public transportation systems. Volatility in public transit funding would slash jobs, stall regional economic development, and put more cars on the road. The many impacts of this legislation has led many national groups to quickly come out against the measure, including the American Public Transportation Association, Transportation for America, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the American Society of Civil Engineers, AARP, the American Public Health Association, and the AFL-CIO. Their opposition letter with 600 signatories can be viewed here. More Americans are relying on public transit than ever before to connect to jobs and their communities. Federal uncertainty will stress state and local budgets and planning ability, which will ultimately impact the millions who use transit systems. Raised fares, reduced service, and delayed maintenance could grow to make many transit systems unsustainable without federal support. Development of new systems would become virtually impossible.
Federal fund build confidence

Cambridge Systematics 2 (“Performance Review of U.S. DOT Innovative Finance Initiatives,” http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/finance/resources/general/

performance_review.htm) KGH

With TIFIA still in its early years, it is too soon to say whether the secondary and subordinate capital provided via TIFIA loans and lines of credit have improved ultimate credit ratings on senior debt obligations and thus yielded the project sponsors lower interest rates on those obligations. Due to its junior lien status and flexible repayment terms, investors may perceive TIFIA assistance as effectively a form of credit enhancement, shielding the senior investors from some types of default. Project sponsors and rating analysts do conjecture that the presence of a standby facility (such as a line of credit) or a junior-lien loan does help alleviate perceived risk and improves both the ratings and the marketability of the senior debt. While it is doubtful that the "light touch" of Federal credit assistance has yet been significant enough to tip the balance in a project's financial feasibility, improved coverage ratios on senior debt as well as the confidence-building presence of the Federal government as a fellow junior investor has likely saved sponsors millions of dollars in interest expense. 

Fed key to Coordination

Federal key to coordinated planning

DoT 10 (“Transportation’s Role in Reducing Green House Gas Emissions,” p. 2-21, http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/32000/32700/32779/DOT_Climate_Change_Report_-_April_2010_-_Volume_1_and_2.pdf)

Transportation Research Board Special Report 298: Driving and the Built Environment, 2009. Transportation's Role in Reducing U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Volume 1 2-21 Coordinated planning allows communities to understand the synergies and advantages to planning investments in transportation, housing, and other community amenities together. Coordinated planning processes involve a range of decision-makers, including local land use planning officials, private investors, developers, State departments of transportation, Federal agencies, air quality planning and air quality officials, and community groups. Coordinated planning informs the ultimate decisions that are made, and can affect the long-term impact of transportation on climate change. However, it is important to note that these decisions are made at the local level, many factors are considered, and the Federal government may have limited influence on some of these decisions. Regardless, the Federal government can do more to coordinate Federal housing, transportation and environmental programs and policies. Furthermore, the Federal government can offer technical assistance to local governments to enhance their capacity for more environmentally sustainable investments. Such Federal activities could guide local investment decisions and reduce GHG emissions by enabling more carbon-efficient choices.
Federal investment key to coordination

Indiana University 11 (“Plug-in Electric Vehicles: A Practical Plan for Progress,” p. 67, http://www.indiana.edu/~spea/pubs/TEP_combined.pdf) KGH

National Demonstration of PEVs. A federally supported, national PEV demonstration program should be implemented to help overcome the information barriers faced by the PEV industry today. A de facto demonstration is already underway as private and governmental efforts prepare target communities for PEVs. Yet these efforts have not been combined and coordinated in a focused national program aimed at “learning by doing.” In order to resolve uncertainties about PEVs, it is crucial that the demonstrations gather data from consumers, dealers, manufacturers, utilities, retailers, and municipalities. Without key data, the opportunity to learn about the real-world experience with PEVs—successes, burdens, and mistakes—will be foregone, and unnecessary public uncertainty, confusion, and debate will continue.
Federal investment is critical to leverage private funds for state projects

Marks 11(Allan, Partner at Milbank, “US Infrastructure: Challenges, Politics, and Opportunities,” p. 3, http://www.milbank.com/images/content/6/6/6634/MARKS-US-Infrastructure-Infrastructure-Journal-04-11-2011-.pd.pdf)

Even aside from state politics, federal policy has been weak in supporting states seeking to use PPPs as a procurement vehicle for infrastructure. Only for certain surface transportation projects does the federal government play a critical role in facilitating PPP transactions, mainly through the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act of 1998 (TIFIA). Under TIFIA, which is administered by the US Federal Highway Administration in the Department of Transportation (DOT), federal credit assistance in the form of secured loans, loan guarantees, and standby lines of credit is provided to finance surface transportation projects at both national and regional levels. The purpose of TIFIA is to leverage federal funds to attract co-investment from private and non-federal sources in surface transportation infrastructure projects. Although TIFIA has been instrumental in funding qualified projects that may not have otherwise been able to get off the ground, it is limited in scope. Only transportation, and not other types of infrastructure, falls under its purview, and its capital is limited. The amount of funding available for any particular project is capped at 33 per cent of total project costs. In order for the federal government to facilitate more infrastructure projects, changes are needed in the current system, and newer programs will likely need to be implemented. In examining the existing system, simple improvements could be made to TIFIA with this goal in mind. For instance, TIFIA could be modified to facilitate longer term planning and staging of projects. Currently, the DOT issues a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) each fiscal year to alert applicants as to the estimated amount of funding available for that year. If a multi-year NOFA program were instituted, it would eliminate some of the guesswork involved in estimating which projects may be ready for TIFIA consideration. Even better, TIFIA could be expanded to include a wider ambit of qualified projects. Proposals from President Obama and Senators John Kerry (Dem-Mass) and Kay Bailey Hutchison (Rep-Texas) would create a self-funding National Infrastructure Bank, modeled somewhat on existing federal loan programs like US Eximbank and TIFIA, to match federal loans with credit-worthy infrastructure projects that are both regionally significant and economically viable. Instead of limiting eligibility to transportation projects, federal assistance would be provided outside DOT for other infrastructure needs, such as water and wastewater systems, flood control and social infrastructure. Similarly, giving funding priority to larger scale, revenue risk, and PPP projects and making these priorities consistent in evaluations of potential projects would increase the pace of infrastructure building. The federal government through TIFIA today provides not just a source of funding for infrastructure projects but also general expertise in the PPP area. This knowledge is largely wasted and should be compiled and disseminated in a more coherent way. No national center of expertise exists in the United States (compared to, say, Canada or the United Kingdom) to foster PPPs. Because the federal government has the experience of witnessing infrastructure deals made across the country, it is in an ideal position to accumulate best practices. Complete standardization of the types of deals that merit approval based on a “value for money” analysis or other rubric would not be desired. Regional experimentation and innovation are critical. However, at a minimum, identifying best practices and establishing model templates and suggested procedures for state and local governments would streamline the PPP procurement and contacting process and avoid having to reinvent the wheel each time new enabling legislation or a new project at the state or local level is on the table. Aside from providing expertise on the PPP process in general, the federal government can facilitate the building of infrastructure by stepping up its role in encouraging states to look more seriously at PPPs. While TIFIA has sometimes been the last resort for states that have been unable to secure funding elsewhere for their projects, the statute can be an even more effective tool for bridging the “investment gap” for states. 

***Topicality***

Topicality—TIGGER = Transportation Infrastructure 

Just investing is topical when investing is used to improve infrastructure

Department of the Treasury 12 (DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY WITH THE COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS, It's the department of freaking treasury, "A NEW ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT" pg 14 http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf) BSB 

Enhancing the efficiency of existing infrastructure is also a critical component of the President’s plan. As noted earlier, research has shown that investment that improves existing infrastructure networks can have significant returns. The Recovery Act also created the Transit Investments in Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) program to support such improvements by providing public transit agencies with one-time grants to improve the energy efficiency of their existing operations. Increasing energy efficiency for transportation is particularly important since the transportation system accounts for one-third of all carbon dioxide emissions from fossil fuel combustion, the largest share of any economic sector in the United States, according to Environmental Protection Agency estimates.
TIGGER program invests in transportation infrastructure 

Department of Treasury 10 (“An Economic Analysis of Infrastructure Investment” pg. 23) IGM

Enhancing the efficiency of existing infrastructure is also a critical component of the President’s plan. As noted earlier, research has shown that investment that improves existing infrastructure networks can have significant returns. The Recovery Act also created the Transit Investments in Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) program to support such improvements by providing public transit agencies with one-time grants to improve the energy efficiency of their operations
TIGGER is used to reduce energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions of transportation systems - This definition is 100% specific to TIGGER

Department of Treasury 11 (United States Department of Treasury "2011 FTA Sustainability program" Pg 13 http://www.ilmpo.org/uploads/Sustainability_Program_Webinar_July_20_2011_-_Final.pdf) BSB

Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas & Energy Reduction • Not to be confused with DOT's TIGER Program (Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery) • FY11 TIGGER Program – Continued through through The Department of Defense and Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 2011 (Pub. L. 112-10)-$49.9 million. History FY09 TIGGER Program Initiated within the American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009 -$100 million. FY10 TIGGER Program continued through the Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 2010 -$75 million. Provide funding for capital investments that assist in: Reducing the energy consumption of a public transportation system and/or; Reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of a public transportation system.
TIGGER is an investment in transportation infrastructure

FTA 11 (http://www.fta.dot.gov/grants/13094_11424.html) IGM

Managed by FTA's Office of Research, Demonstration and Innovation in coordination with the Office of Program Management and FTA Regional Offices, the TIGGER Program works directly with public transportation agencies to implement new strategies for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and/or reduce energy use within transit operations. These strategies can be implemented through operational or technological enhancements or innovations. To align the TIGGER Program with other strategic initiatives, FTA encourages project implementation that will enhance operational efficiencies, demonstrate innovative electric drive strategies, and create an environment prioritizing public transportation through intelligent transportation systems (ITS) or other related technology approaches to achieve efficiency and sustainability goals. Initiated within the American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009, the TIGGER Program has been continued in fiscal year (FY) 2011 through The Department of Defense and Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 2011 (Pub. L. 112-10). $49.9 million was appropriated for grants to public transit agencies for capital investments that will reduce the energy consumption or greenhouse gas emissions of their public transportation systems, referred to as the Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) program. 

Topicality—TIGGER = Transportation Investment 

TIGGER is an exact definition of Transportation Investment

Draft Dot 10 (DRAFT DOT Strategic Plan "Transportation for a New Generation" pg 62 http://www.dot.gov/stratplan/dot_strategic_plan_10-15.pdf) BSB

Increase our investments in environmentally sustainable transportation. The Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) Discretionary Grant (TDG) program authorized by the Recovery Act is an example of the future of transportation funding. DOT received over $2 billion in requests from public transportation agencies for capital grants to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions and energy consumption. Rural, small, and large urban areas throughout the country applied for grants to replace existing transit vehicles or propulsion systems, to update energy storage technologies, to improve facilities, and to install solar and wind units amongst other innovative technologies;
TIGGER program involves capital investment in transportation

FTA 9 (http://www.fta.dot.gov/about/12350_9920.html) IGM

This page is about FTA's TIGGER program. For information about DOT's TIGER (Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery) grants visit http://www.dot.gov/recovery/. ARRA made available $100 million for a discretionary program to support transit capital projects that resulted in greenhouse gas reductions or reduced energy use. FTA published a Federal Register Notice on March 24, 2009 [HTML] announcing the availability of funding and selection criteria for the program and inviting proposals. FTA received 224 applications for 561 projects with a total value of over $2 billion by the May 22, 2009 deadline. On October 13, 2009, FTA published a Federal Register Notice [HTML]announcing the selection of 43 projects to receive the $100 million in funding available.

Topicality—TIGGER = Transportation 
TIGGER focuses on transportation

FTA 11 (http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/APTA_Sustainabilty_FTA_TIGGER_Overview.pdf) IGM

TIGGER Program focuses on direct emissions from public transportation systems (system vehicles, operations, etc.).

Topicality—Infrastructure Investment  
Infrastructure investment is spending money on a variety of transportation networks

Orszag 8 (Peter R., Director "Investing in Infrastructure" Congressional Budget Office, before the Committee on Finance United States Senate pg 2) http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/ftpdocs/95xx/doc9534/7-10-infrastructure.pdf BSB

Under any definition, “infrastructure investment” encompasses spending on a variety of projects. Transportation networks and various utilities promote other economic activities: An adequate road, for example, facilitates the transport of goods from one place to another and thereby promotes economic activity; utilities that provide such services as electricity, telecommunications, and waste disposal are also essential to modern economies.

Topicality—Transportation Infrastructure = Transit and Repairs 
Transportation Infrastructure can include transit and repairs

Chapman and Cutler 11 (Attorneys at law, focused on finance, "The American Jobs Act and Its Impact on a National Infrastructure Bank" client alert, pg 2 http://www.chapman.com/media/news/media.1081.pdf) 

Eligibility for financial assistance must be demonstrated to the satisfaction of AIFAʼs Board of Directors. Generally, the applicantʼs request must meet the Actʼs definition of a transportation infrastructure project, water infrastructure project, or energy infrastructure project. To be eligible, the project must have costs that are reasonably anticipated to equal or exceed $100 million. However, rural infrastructure projects need only have costs that are reasonably anticipated to equal or exceed $25 million. 􀀁 Transportation Infrastructure: includes the construction, alteration, or repair, including the facilitation of intermodal transit, of the following subsectors: o Highways or roads o Bridges o Mass transit o Inland waterways o Commercial ports o Airports o Air traffic control systems o Passenger rail, including high-speed rail o Freight rail systems

Topicality—Infrastructure = Transit 
Infrastructure includes transit

IEDC No Date ("Economic Development Reference Guide", iecdonline, http://www.iedconline.org/?p=Guide_Infrastructure) BSB

Infrastructure encompasses existing transportation, communication and utility networks. Rebuilding the physical infrastructure of a community improves the local business climate and is critical to the redevelopment of distressed neighborhoods. Infrastructure gets people to their jobs and goods and services to their markets. Many distressed neighborhoods suffer from inadequate infrastructure, decreasing their access to economic opportunities and their ability to integrate into wider city, national, and international markets. Programs to build roads, provide water and waste removal, and offer telecommunications services all bestow substantial economic benefits such as job and business creation and retention to a community. Additionally, modernizing physical infrastructure can help improve the image of a distressed neighborhood. Transportation infrastructure includes: Roads Light transit rail networks, inter city, state passenger railways Airports Waterways and ports Bus services

***AT: CPs***

AT: States CP—Wastes Funding

State action is less efficient than federal funding—wastes money and doesn’t produce economic returns

Puentes 11 (Robert, Senior Fellow @ Brookings Institute, State Transportation Reform: Cut to Invest in Transportation to Deliver the Next Economy, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2011/2/22%20infrastructure%20puentes/0222_infrastructure_puentes.pdf) LA

Second, state investments are not made in a sufficiently strategic, economy-enhancing way. States also face challenges because they spend their (now-declining) transportation dollars poorly. For example, many states have tended to allocate investments via logrolling rather than evidence. As a result, projects are spread around the state like peanut butter.10 The metropolitan areas that will deliver the next economy—since they already concentrate the assets that matter to smart eco- nomic growth like transportation—are often undermined by spending and policy decisions that fail to recognize the economic engines they are and focus investments accordingly. Nor have states been deliberate about recognizing and supporting the particular needs and challenges of both metro and non-metro areas. State transportation policies also remain rigidly stovepiped and disconnected as states fail to take advantage of potential efficiencies gained through integrated systems. By failing to join up transporta- tion up with other policy areas—such as housing, land use, energy—states are diminishing the power of their interventions and reducing the return on their investments. This is a very different approach from how the economy functions and is out-of-step with innovations to connect transportation invest- ments to economic prosperity. The benefits of federal, state and private investments are amplified when metropolitan areas pursue deliberate strategies across city and suburban lines that build on the distinctive advantages of the broader metropolis. Lastly, states have generally not had the courage to make hard choices and truly tie their transportation programs to achieving the kinds of outcomes described above. Benefit/cost or economic impact analyses are rarely, if ever, used in deciding among alternative projects and regular evaluations of outcomes are typically not conducted.11 Most states fail to prioritize rehabilitation and maintenance on a programmatic level and instead react on a project-by-project basis. So far, efforts to reduce oil dependency are largely ephemeral. And only three states consider social equity a primary transporta- tion goal.12 Incoming governors and state legislatures face serious transportation-related challenges. They can pursue band-aid approaches to shore up their budgets through standard program cuts and allow their existing programs to limp along. Or they can begin to put in place a policy framework that connects transportation to the elements of the post-recession economy in a pragmatic manner.

AT: States CP—Coordination

Lack of coordination provided by federal government actually contributes to GHG emissions

USDOT 10 (Department of Transportation, Transportation’s Role in Reducing U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 4-1-2, http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/32000/32700/32779/DOT_Climate_Change_Report_-_April_2010_-_Volume_1_and_2.pdf) LA

The Federal government is an important partner with State and local governments in shaping the Nation’s surface transportation infrastructure. The Federal government currently provides $52 billion116 in funding for surface transportation annually , and Federal statute and regulations establish requirements for States and metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to undertake planning to determine how to use these resources. The Federal government also influences the efficiency of the Nation’s air transportation system by operating the air traffic control system and providing assistance to improve the capacity and safety of airports, and provides funding for investments in rail and marine modes as well. Federal leadership on GHG mitigation and climate change planning can help convey the importance of GHG reduction to State and local transportation agencies. Furthermore, Federal coordination of housing, transportation, and environmental policies is key. A lack of coordination between these policies has contributed to the growth in vehicle miles traveled and GHG emissions.

AT: Private CP—FG Good 
The Federal Government must take lead in developing the transit system

Hopkins 2011[Thomas H., MBA-University of Chicago and Chief Operating Officer of Transport Ventures LLC, “G4 Nationwide High-Sppeed Monorail Grid for the United States, pg 13, http://www.monorails.org/webpix%202/Hopkins1.pdf) LL
Despite that I have proposed that the private sector take the lead in paying for, building, and running individual high-speed monorail systems, the federal government must take the lead in developing such a national grid. Transit is seen as a risky business by the private sector – it requires too much government and public approval, and governments and the public are fickle. The government needs to take the lead. Developers of individual transit systems will be focusing on their own system and not thinking about a national grid, so their respective systems could be incompatible. This happened in the early days in Australia: the state of Queensland used a 3’6” gauge for its railway, New South Wales used standard 4’ 8½”, and Victoria used 5’ 3”, so you cannot ride one train down the east coast of Australia. For these reasons the government needs to play a role as standards setter, catalyst, and facilitator, by: • paying for the initial development of the high-speed monorail to show that it is feasible (the private sector would step in later and develop many vehicles), • developing national standards for the guideway and vehicles so that all the various regional systems could one day be connected into a national system, • paying for the initial studies to confirm the worthiness of individual transit projects, • changing the law (federal and possibly state) so that highway tolls can be used to construct and operate transit systems in the same corridor, • guaranteeing the FAT bonds, at least partially, that the private sector will buy to pay for these compliant systems, and • paying some percentage, 20% perhaps, of those transit projects which comply to the national standards.

***AT Spending Da***

Spending: Cap On Investment
TIGGER program has a cap. It isn't unlimited

FTA 9 (Federal Transit Administration, "Spending Your Economic Stimulus Funds", http://www.apta.com/resources/profdev/webinars/Documents/spending-economic-stimulus-funds.pdf) BSB

Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) •$100 Million in grants to transit agencies for capital projects that: –Reduce energy consumption of the transit agency, or –Reduce greenhouse gas emissions of the transit agency, or –Do both
TIGGER budget has a cap

Transportation Issues Daily 11 ("What’s the 2011 Budget Impact on Transportation?" transportationissuesdaily.com, http://www.transportationissuesdaily.com/whats-the-2011-budget-impact-to-transportation/) BSB

Somewhat surprisingly, two major USDOT grant programs survived in the final deal. The TIGER (Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery) program is funded at $527 million for FY 2011, a reduction of $73 million compared to FY 2010). USDOT is expected to announce applications details within a month or so. This great is great news for transportation stakeholders who are struggling with how to deliver big, expensive projects which once complete will move people and freight faster, quicker and cleaner in the face of reduced transportation funding. Five WA agencies have received a total of $110,000,000 from the total $2.1 billion available through the previous two rounds of TIGER grants. The TIGGER (Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction ) is preserved at $50 million for 2011, a reduction of $25 million compared to FY 2010. Five transit providers received $13.2 million of the $175 million available through the previous two rounds of TIGGER grants.

Spending: Long Term Investment – Good
Government investment key to the economy and security

Caperton 12 (Richard, Director of Clean Energy Investment at American Progress, "Good Government Investments in Renewable Energy" americanprogress.org, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/01/renewable_energy_investment.html) BSB

Budget deficits drove the conversation in Washington in 2011 with the daily news dominated by government shutdown threats, the “super committee,” continuing resolutions, and arcane budgeting practices. Unfortunately, this left Americans convinced that government investments in the future are off the table because of large federal budget deficits that need to be reduced. Americans were misled. As the Center for American Progress points out, the United States can balance our budget, reduce our long-term debt, and make key investments in our future all at the same time. CAP’s plan works toward a more vibrant economy where all Americans are better off and clean energy is an integral part of this future. Best of all, the investments that government needs to make are relatively modest and can be paid for by ending wasteful spending in the same energy sector. There is no doubt that Americans need clean energy because it’s vital to our nation’s economic competitiveness, security, and health. There is also no doubt that government will play an important role in making the transition to clean energy.
Federal Investment in clean energy is key to America's future

Caperton 12 (Richard, Director of Clean Energy Investment at American Progress, "Good Government Investments in Renewable Energy" americanprogress.org, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/01/renewable_energy_investment.html) BSB

Why? Because the federal government always has been—and always will be—a player in energy markets. The federal government has made investments in energy for more than a century, by granting access to resources on public lands, helping build railroads and waterways to transport fuels, building dams to provide electricity, subsidizing exploration and extraction of fossil fuels, providing financing to electrify rural America, taking on risk in nuclear power, and conducting research and development in virtually all energy sources. There’s no reason that Washington should stop making new investments. Considering the history, government investment has led to amazing developments, including universal access to reliable and affordable electricity, lasting economic development, and industrial growth. This success story alone could justify continued government engagement of vibrant energy markets. When we consider that investments in clean energy are investments in America’s future, it’s clear that the smart choice is to make these investments to meet the next generation of energy challenges and to produce a foundation of affordable, reliable, and clean energy alternatives for future waves of investment and opportunity. At the same time we can no longer afford indiscriminate or wasteful subsidies. It is essential that government’s investments in energy be fair, effective, and efficient.

Spending: Green Tech - Key to Econ
Electric vehicle pilot program key to market

GSA 11 (U.S. General Service Administration, "Electric Vehicle Pilot Program" gsa.gov, http://www.gsa.gov/portal/content/281581) BSB

To further the president’s goals of reducing the country’s dependence on oil imports by one-third by 2025 and putting 1 million advanced technology vehicles on the road, today the U.S. General Services Administration launched the government’s first Electric Vehicle Pilot Program. The pilot is a targeted investment to incorporate electric vehicles and charging infrastructure into the federal government’s vehicle and building portfolios as a first step to growing the number of electric vehicles in the federal fleet over time. The initial government investment in electric vehicles will support the burgeoning EV market. The electric vehicle pilot supports a presidential memorandum, also announced today, that requires all new federal vehicle purchases to be clean, alternative-fueled vehicles by 2015. The memorandum and Electric Vehicle Program will aid federal agencies in implementing Executive Order 13514 on federal sustainability, which requires a 30 percent decrease in petroleum consumption.

More investment in EV's key to markets

Union of Concerned Scientists 12 ("Electric Vehicles’ Global Warming Emissions and Fuel-Cost Savings across the United States" ucsusa.org http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/clean_vehicles/electric-car-global-warming-emissions-report.pdf) BSB

To prevent the worst consequences of global warming, the automotive industry must deliver viable alternatives to the oil-fueled internal-combustion engine— i.e., vehicles boasting zero or near-zero emissions. Such alternative technologies must become market successes in the next 10 to 15 years if they are to comprise the majority of vehicles on the road by 2050—a critical element to reaching an 80 percent reduction in global warming emissions by that year. EVs promise to be one of those technologies, but their success is not assured. To turn the nascent EV market into a mainstream phenomenon over the coming years, continued investments are needed for improving EVs’ performance and costs, incentivizing consumers and manufacturers, expanding accessible charging infrastructure, and reducing barriers to low-cost home charging.

Spending: EV's - Key To Econ

Investment for research of EV's will boost the economy

Wynne 11 (Brian Wynne President, Electric Drive Transportation Association "Can Electric Vehicles Change the Game?" National Journal, http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2011/02/can-electric-vehicles-change-t.php) BSB

Federal incentives for emerging plug-in technologies will increase our options. The federal tax credit for drivers who purchase electric vehicles will help more consumers drive with electric power and will help manufacturers reach the economies of scale that will bring the costs of new technology down. Support for alternative fuel infrastructure and for accelerating research, development and deployment of electric drive alternatives will insulate consumers and the U.S. economy from the volatility of the global oil market. It will also enhance U.S. competitiveness in a global market racing toward alternatives. Aside from the enormous distortion it creates in our foreign policy, oil dependence is detrimental to the recovery and growth of our economy. Billions of dollars pour out of consumers’ pockets, pour out of the U.S. Treasury and pour out of the country to buy oil. Ignoring these costs is not sound economics and not a sustainable national security policy. Support for private investment in technology development, manufacturing and deployment is the right use of federal dollars because the need for oil alternatives is urgent. The benefits of speeding the prevalence of electric drive transportation are a stronger economy, a more secure nation and a cleaner environment.

Ongoing R&D will re-stimulate the economy 

Bissonette 12 (Michael Bissonette, Senior Vice President and General Manager, Efficient Energy Systems; AeroVironment, Inc.), "Can Electric Vehicles Change the Game?" National Journal, http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2011/02/can-electric-vehicles-change-t.php) BSB

One of the hurdles to broad-scale adoption of EVs is the infrastructure that will power these new vehicles. By supporting ongoing research and development of electric vehicle (EV) technology and the requisite charging infrastructure, the United States could lead the world in re-stimulating venture investments; reenergizing the automotive and automotive accessories industries; creating opportunities for scientific education and breakthrough technologies; and setting the bar on mainstreaming sustainability. The time is now: AeroVironment, a leading developer of battery charging systems, has developed, deployed, and proven “fast-charge” stations that are comparable to gasoline pumps in terms of refueling time and usability. Deployment of charging stations that are publicly available and convenient will be critical in the effort to convert EV drivers with long-range commutes or planned vacation travel. The most pragmatic approach to rolling out fast-charge units and proving the public’s willingness to embrace EV technology will be the establishment of charging infrastructure along transportation corridors. More specifically, a number of metropolitan areas are home to individuals who are in the EV early adopter demographic – educated professionals who already own two or more cars and who commute to work. Several states have emission-reduction mandates in place, giving their residents added incentives to embrace battery-powered transportation. EV corridor pilot programs will likely flourish in regions with residents in the target demographic, and which are characterized by distinct transportation corridors. Just two of the many prime targets in the United States include the eastern seaboard and the California coast. Moving EV technology beyond the enthusiast and to the general populace should be a priority of both the government and private sector – especially given the criticality of energy independence, emission reduction, American R&D excellence, and sustainable job creation. By investing in the infrastructure to make EVs a practical choice for drivers, the Obama administration and technology leaders in the private sector will ensure that future generations enjoy better air quality, greater energy efficiency, energy independence, and new employment opportunities, as they harvest the crop grown from the seeds that Americans are sowing today.
