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TIGGER supports a variety of non-transportation measures

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). 

Transportation infrastructure is limited to highways, airports, railways, waterway, and intermodal links

Trimbath 11 (Susanne, PhD Milken Institute, http://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/issues/infrastructure/files/2009TPI_Update_Economics_White_Paper_110712.pdf)

The strategy applied by the US Chamber of Commerce for the infrastructure performance index project presents a model for developing the way forward. A stakeholder-centric approach allows you to measure the right things, communicate to the people in a language they understand and get to ACTION faster. The process, detailed in the Technical Report last summer (US Chamber 2010), is basically this: 1. Clearly define “transportation infrastructure” as the underlying structures that support the delivery of inputs to places of production, goods and services to customers, and customers to marketplaces. The structures are: • Transit • Highways • Airports • Railways • Waterways (Ports) • Intermodal Links
***SQ Solves*** 

TIGGER—Squo Solves—Redundant Programs

TIGGER is redundant and expensive—other projects solve the case

Coburn 11 (Tom, US Senator for Oklahoma, Back in Black: A Deficit Reduction Plan—Department of Transportation, http://www.coburn.senate.gov/public//index.cfm?a=Files.Serve&File_id=5cc4c692-71d2-46ba-ac36-30285bb874cc) LA

The Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) grant program was created in the 2009 federal stimulus law as a $100 million grant program to ―to public transit agencies for capital investments that will assist in reducing the energy consumption or greenhouse gas emissions of public transportation systems.‖211 In FY10 $75 million was appropriated for this program, which funds at a 100 percent federal cost-share the purchase of more energy-efficient transit vehicles and other initiatives to reduce transit energy consumption.212 This program is duplicative of other federal programs that incentivize local and state initiatives for reducing carbon dioxide emissions and energy consumption and should not be prioritized over other transit projects. The Department of Energy has a loan guarantee program for alternative vehicle technologies and FTA has a $50 million Clean Fuels Grant Program that supports emerging clean fuel and advanced propulsion technologies for transit buses and markets for those technologies.213 This plan recommends eliminating this program and saving taxpayers $75 million in FY12 and $821.9 million over ten years.

TIGGER—Squo Solves—Other Programs

Even with cutting TIGGER, funding is sufficient

Olver 11 (John, Massachusetts Congressman, Remarks in congress Nov 17 2011 in response to the Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 2012, Accessed http://thomas.loc.gov) LA

   The agreement ensures that funding for our transportation infrastructure programs is kept stable, allowing the Federal Aviation Administration to continue modernization of our air traffic control system, providing the Federal Highway Administration with funds needed to maintain our highway network, and providing the Federal Transit Administration with sufficient funding to continue investments to expand our regional transit systems.
Private Companies Solve

Private companies are innovating EV’s now

Aguila 12 (Kap Maceda, writer for the Phillipine Star, “Of electric shocks and croaks “, http://www.philstar.com/Article.aspx?articleId=823716&publicationSubCategoryId=72) KA

“Despite various initiatives in the field, mostly by the private sector, we still are not exactly there yet. We still need advancements in EV technology, the right infrastructure specifically charging stations, better batteries and faster-charging technology and most importantly, government support in terms of incentives not only for the manufacturers but for end-users as well,” says Rommel Juan on the Electric Vehicle Association of the Philippines (eVAP) website. So how far are we from reaching that electric dream? Juan adds via text to this writer: “I think with the advent of the ADB/DOE (Asian Development Bank/Department of Energy) e-trike project, we can expect charging stations to be more mainstream in the next two years. We believe that private companies should take the lead so that it can be competitive and market-driven.”
Competitive bidding fails; privates do a better job

Swanson 12 (Al, writer for United Press International, “GM’s bailout fuels automotive politics”, http://www.upi.com/Business_News/2012/06/10/Auto-Outlook-GMs-bailout-fuels-automotive-politics/UPI-89611339320600/) KA

"Romney accused Democrats of "distorting" his position. "If they needed help coming out of bankruptcy and government support, that was fine, but I was not in favor of the government writing billions of dollars in checks prior to them going into bankruptcy," Romney said. Romney also said he wants to end federal loans and guarantees to help private companies develop alternative energy. "The government is now picking winners and losers -- or in the case of this president -- it's picking losers and private sector does a much better job," Romney said in a Detroit News interview. 
Private companies solve for EV charging stations

Greenemeier 11 (Larry, writer for Scientific American, “Current Developments: Innovative Ideas on How to Make Electric Cars Cost-Efficient Take Shape”, http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=utilities-electric-vehicle-cost-efficient) KA

One idea is for private companies to install and own individual battery recharging stations and charge drivers on a per-use basis, said Brett Perlman, president of utility industry management consulting firm Vector Solutions. Perlman, who served as commissioner of the Public Utility Commission of Texas from 1999 to 2003, was one of several speakers November 15 at the "Electric Vehicles, Fact or Fiction?" forum in New York City, hosted by PA Consulting Group. Another approach would be for these vendors to create a network of recharging stations and charge drivers a monthly service fee for access (much like the mobile phone industry). Perlman thinks utility companies should play a more active role, however. "We need a private utility infrastructure and a public charging infrastructure, something that regulators are starting to look at, starting with those in California," he said.
Private companies invest billions – can innovate new tech

WIPO 10 (WIPO, World Intellectual Property Organization, “Mechanisms for Promoting Green Investment”, http://www.wipo.int/wipo_magazine/en/2010/05/article_0009.html) KA

In certain markets, such as the U.S. and China, private companies are beginning to recognize the commercial potential of investing in “green” technologies. In the first half of 2010, U.S. corporations invested US $5.1 billion in green technology companies - a 325 percent increase over investment levels for the same period in 2009. General Electric, for example, plans to invest an additional US $10 billion in green technology projects over the next five years. Investors in the expanding Chinese green technology market have also increased private investment, sinking some US$1.73 billion into initial public offerings (IPOs) of green technology-focused companies in the second quarter of 2010 alone4. 

***AT: Solvency*** 

DoT Investment Bad

DoT Investments are ineffective, Aviation proves

GAO 01 (Government Accountability Office, “Major Management Challenges and Program Risks” United States General Accounting Office Performance and Accountability Series http://www.gao.gov/pas/2001/d01253.pdf JGC)

In May 1998, we reported that (1) physical security  management and controls at facilities that house ATC  systems were ineffective; (2) systems security—for both  operational and future systems—were ineffective,  rendering systems vulnerable; and (3) FAA’s  management structure for implementing and enforcing  computer security policy was ineffective. More recently,  in December 1999, we reported that FAA was not  following its own personnel security practices and, thus,  had increased the risk that inappropriate contractor  employees might have gained access to its facilities,  information, or resources. For example, we found  instances in which required background investigations  had not been performed—including on 36 mainland  Chinese nationals who reviewed the computer source  code of eight mission-critical systems as part of FAA’s  effort to ensure Year 2000 readiness. By not following its Major Performance and  Accountability Challenges Page 18 GAO-01-253  DOT Challenges own policies, FAA increased the exposure of its systems  to intrusion and malicious attack.

DoT failed with aviation, will fail with transportation as well

GAO 01 (Government Accountability Office, “PERFORMANCE AND ACCOUNTABILITY Challenges Facing the Department of Transportation” United States General Accounting Office Testimony, http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d01443t.pdf JGC)

Over the past 19 years, FAA’s multibillion-dollar ATC modernization program has experienced cost overruns, delays, and performance shortfalls of large proportions. FAA is making progress in addressing some of the causes of these problems, but its reforms are not complete, and major projects continue to face challenges in all three areas.  To date, the Congress has appropriated over $32 billion for the program, and FAA estimates that the program will need an additional $13 billion through 2005. Because of its size, complexity, cost, and problem-plagued past, we first designated FAA’s ATC modernization program as a high-risk information technology initiative in 1995.  Since 1995, we have made over 30 recommendations to address the root causes of the program’s problems, which include an ineffective investment management structure8 and inadequate cost-estimating and cost-accounting practices.  While FAA has initiated activities in response to our recommendations in many areas, more must be done.  For example, FAA has begun to improve its cost estimates, but it has not yet fully instituted rigorous cost-estimating practices.  With a modernized ATC system, FAA will be in a better position to meet the growing demands for air service.  The congestion and record-level airline delays facing the nation make it critical that FAA meet its challenge in this area. In 1999, FAA did not meet any of the four performance goals it had established for improving aviation safety.  (See table 1.)  We have identified numerous shortcomings in FAA's safety and security programs.  For example, we recommended that FAA improve the effectiveness of its Safer Skies program—a joint government and industry initiative to identify and address the root causes of aviation accidents—by developing better evaluation procedures.  We also recommended that FAA clarify program guidance for and improve the usefulness of its Air Transportation Oversight System for targeting inspection resources more effectively

Department of Transportation is ineffective, 6 reasons

CMAP 08 (Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning, “Transportation Policy Brief -- March 2008” JGC)
Ineffective Investment Decisions  Lack of performance standards – Federal funds have become block grants with no standards  Congressional earmarking – “Since earmarks frequently are over only a fraction of the total cost of a project, State and local recipients of earmarks frequently must divert other available Federal, State and local funds to fully fund the project.”  Lack of requirements for investment analyses such as benefit –cost analysis  Inflexibilities in the current funding arrangement that prevent State and local transportation agencies from implementing the most effective mix of improvements  Distribution of highway funding exclusively through State highway agencies that my have different priorities than local transportation agencies  Federal regulations that limit tolling on Interstate Highways  Institutional arrangements that constrain effective intermodal planning, linkages between transportation and land-use decisions, and the effective use of operational strategies.
DoT bills are loaded with wasteful Spending and Earmarks

Peters 8 (Mary, The Secretary of Transportation,  TRUST FUND SOLVENCY MEDIA BRIEFING WASHINGTON, D.C., http://www.dot.gov/affairs/highwaytrustfund/secretarysremarks.htm JGC)

Since becoming Secretary, I have been advocating for fundamental reform of our approach to transportation in America.  Today, we have another reminder of why reform is so imperative.  Those of you who have covered this Department will clearly recall that for several years we have been warning of the dangers of transportation bills loaded with wasteful spending and unnecessary and unsupported earmarks – over 6,000 totaling $24 billion in the last transportation bill alone.  And we have long cautioned that unfocused spending and non-essential, special-interest programs would put the Highway Account of the Highway Trust Fund at serious risk.   Every family understands that constantly spending more than you earn is a recipe for insolvency.  Yet many in Congress have refused to apply that same common-sense thinking to the federal program that currently accounts for close to half of all highway and transit investments.   For over three years, we have been warning that our current levels of spending were not sustainable and that the Highway Account would likely go into the red before the current surface transportation legislation expires in 2009.   Time and again, President Bush warned Congress of the pending shortfall and submitted budgets with fiscally prudent steps to close the gap.  Many in this Department, myself included, repeated this message through countless speeches, Congressional hearings, and media interviews.  But when it came time to address the rapidly growing Trust Fund solvency issue, Congress chose to do nothing.  Instead, members continued to earmark, continued to divert transportation dollars to lighthouses and museums, and continued to spend like there was no tomorrow.  In fact, while the Administration was sounding the alarm and warning that a shortfall was imminent, Congress actually added billions more to the spending authorized by the last surface transportation bill.  The urgency of the situation was heightened earlier this summer when we began to see significant and sustained declines in vehicle miles traveled.  For the first time in history, VMT dropped more than 50 billion miles over eight months.     The less Americans drive, the less gas tax revenue is collected.  And with Americans seeking greater fuel economy and taking steps towards conservation, this trend is likely to continue even if highway travel begins growing again.  As a result, in recent days it has become increasingly clear that the tab has come due.  Put plainly, the Highway Account of the Highway Trust Fund will not have cash available to reimburse State highway expenditures – not at some point in the distant future, but as soon as this month.   Outlays are now expected to exceed receipts by more than $8 billion for fiscal year 2008.  In September alone, we expect the Highway Account will take in $2.7 billion but have reimbursement requests totaling $4.4 billion.   At current spending rates, we will start the new fiscal year on October 1 with a zero balance in the Trust Fund, and will continue to spend more than we take in.

No Solvency—ARRA Suppresses Innovation

ARRA projects like TIGGER rely heavily on old government mechanisms at the federal level, which suppresses innovation and makes the projects ineffective—multiple warrants

Muro, Rahman, and Liu 9 (Mark, Sarah, and Amy; Senior Fellows @ the Brookings Institution; Implementing ARRA: Innovations in Design in Metro America, Metropolitan Policy Program @ Brookings Program, July 2009, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2009/7/23%20american%20recovery%20reinvestment%20act/0723_american_recovery_reinvestment_act_brief.pdf) LA

America does not possess a single national economy. Instead, prosperity flows from a network of 366 diverse metropolitan economies. Which is why it is hugely important that creative urban and regional leaders across a number of U.S. regions are currently working to make the most of the unprecedented resources that have been made available by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). Varied in their efforts, these implementers, abandoning business as usual, are laboring to fashion high- impact, creative approaches to stimulus spending to stabilize and revitalize their metros. The success of their efforts will help drive America’s recovery from the current recession. But there is a problem: ARRA is an imperfect instrument for metropolitan stimulus and empowerment. Assembled in haste last winter in the face of deteriorating economic conditions, the sprawling recovery act unfortunately reflects many of the standard operating procedures and rigid delivery systems of five decades’ worth of “legacy” federal government. Because of the need to intervene quickly, the package relies heavily on existing federal-state-local spending mechanisms, subject to existing laws, formulas, and guidelines. ARRA also reflects existing federal policy’s generally neutral, or even hostile, stance toward creative metro-scale action. Rapid spend-down requirements threaten efforts to build for the long haul. The use of existing programs works against interdisciplinary solutions. Inflexible formulas and strict guidelines frustrate integrated problem-solving. Siloed money flows may preclude market-catalyzing partnerships. And likewise, ARRA’s many accountability provisions—with their heavy stress on curbing waste, fraud, and abuse—may discourage useful experiments and more meaningful performance assessment. 
***AT Picking Winners***

AT: Mech—Comp. Bidding—Ineffective  

Competitive bidding provides minimal cost reduction

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 

Critics of the current system have offered policy options to remedy the situation. Generally, these involve restructuring the industry to introduce competitive pressures. This may be accomplished by one of two means: a change in ownership via privatization or a change in service provision via competitive contracting or competitive bidding.1 Contracting of services under public oversight seems to be the industry's preferred solution because it combines the competitive pressures of privatization with the coordination, scale economies, and social goals of public monopoly provision. During the past three decades, a growing number of public agencies have relied on contracting to provide an ever-increasing portion of their services. While the theoretical and industry literature clearly support the use of contracting as a cost-saving device (Bajari & Tadelis 1999; APTA 1987), the empirical evidence thus far has been ambiguous. Initial accounting reports for individual transit rms provide mixed results (Price-Waterhouse 1992; Ernst & Young 1991, 1992; CoopersLybrand 1992). Case studies and time-series analysis of individual areas such as London (Gomez-Ibanez & Meyer 1993) and Indianapolis (Karlaftis et al. 1997) provide some evidence of cost-savings.2 However, a cross-sectional study using a subset of U.S. transit rms found no significant impact on costs (McCullough 1997). 

Commercial bidding hindered by procurement rules

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

As decay takes hold of one water network after another, it becomes clear that the old ways of doing things are inadequate to the task at hand. While great strides have been made in the technology undergirding public water systems, many cities have procurement policies that are mired in an earlier era. Discarding outdated and prohibitive local procurement policies that discriminate against the use of innovative, more cost-effective materials will help usher in a new era of municipal infrastructure management. By considering life-cycle costs and performance of materials in all public projects, local officials can rid themselves of what are often self-imposed restrictions on how they spend taxpayer money. The easiest way for cash-strapped municipalities to manage their physical assets is to open up the bidding process to ensure that all materials and technologies get the consideration they deserve. This is particularly true when it comes to the expensive business of replacing underground pipes. It is a major expenditure and one which, if not guided by sound asset management, will cost taxpayers and ratepayers dearly in the long run. Unfortunately, many municipalities, including some of the nation’s largest, have procurement policies that effectively shut the door on truly competitive bidding. Procurement rules that prevent informed decisions on how billions of taxpayer dollars are to be spent undermine public confidence in local governments’ ability to deliver essential services to residents. In the case of underground water networks, discriminatory procurement rules in many cities keep pipe made of PVC from even being considered in the bidding process. In some cases, the restrictive procurement rules can be attributed to bureaucratic inertia. Having used metallic pipes in their systems for many decades, municipal officials have simply neglected to update their bidding requirements to account for new technologies. But regardless of the reason, cities sticking to outdated procurement procedures are narrowing their options in addressing their water infrastructure challenges. Currently, only 45 of the 100 largest U.S. cities use PVC pipe in their water distribution networks.34 Cities whose procurement rules effectively The easiest way for cash-strapped municipalities to manage their physical assets is to open up the bidding process to ensure that all materials and technologies get the consideration they deserve. Cohen: Fixing America’s Crumbling Underground Water Infrastructure 11 exclude PVC pipes from the bidding process include Atlanta; Baltimore; Boston; Chicago; Cincinnati; Columbus, Ohio; Jackson, Mississippi; Los Angeles; Memphis; Miami; New York; Philadelphia; and Phoenix. These cities are facing the daunting financial challenges in upgrading their underground water systems with one arm tied behind their backs.
AT: Mech—Comp. Bidding—Corruption  

Even with competitive bidding, public works is filled with corruption

Vives and Benavides 9 (Antonio and Juan, Stanford University, USA and Universidad de los Andes, Colombia, “Public procurement methods to enhance private investments in infrastructure” http://www.epossociety.org/LEAD2009/Vives_Benavides.pdf) KGH

Unfortunately, public works procurement is well known for corruption opportunities. This concern has dominated the design of rules and regulations regarding public procurement. These emphasize the principles of selecting projects with economy, efficiency and transparency and fairness. One of the most common ways to achieve this is through competitive procurement. Nevertheless, even when these processes are in place, given the usually large size of the projects and the asymmetry of power between the parties, corruption and collusion are still prevalent (Kenny and Soriede 2008) and Soriede 2006). Furthermore, incentives for public servants in charge of selecting the projects tend to be rather asymmetric, on the negative side, with penalties for failing to apply the rules and little or no rewards for getting the best deal for the public agency. This tends to reduce the scope for innovation and for the search of better procurements methods.
Uniqueness

United States already invested in Green Tech

Perinotti 12 (Michael, Trader at T3 Alpha Fund, “PremierEquityReports.com: Premier Holding Corp. Working With Best Buy to Make the World a Greener Place” Energy Digital http://www.energydigital.com/press_releases/alternative-energy/premierequityreportscom-premier-holding-corp-working-with-best-buy-to-make-the-world-a-greener-place JGC)

About 8% of all energy consumed in the United States in 2010 was from renewable sources, and they account for about 10% of the nation's total electricity production according to the Energy Information Administration. Yet, the United States is the world's largest consumer of renewable energy using some 26% of the world's total production.  In 2011, the United States increased renewable energy investment by 57% to a staggering $51 billion, as developers sought to take advantage of three government incentive programs expiring by 2012. This ranks the U.S. 2nd in renewable energy investment behind China, $52 billion up 17% from the previous year. Also in 2011, 44% of all newly generated energy came from renewable power, up from just 34% in 2010. Total renewable energy investment worldwide increased to $257 billion in 2011. That is 600% more than the amount invested in 2004 and 94% more than in 2007, according to Olivia Pulsinelli from Houston Business Journal.  It is clear that with the rise in total renewable energy investment worldwide, there stands to be a tremendous opportunity for investors to cash in on blooming renewable energy companies. And, Michael Perinotti is issuing an immediate report on a promising company focusing on wind and solar energy sources, Premier Holding Corp. (OTCQB: PRHL) (OTCBB: PRHL).  PREMIER HOLDING CORP. ANALYSIS:  Premier Holding Corp. (OTCQB: PRHL) (OTCBB: PRHL), through its subsidiary, WEPOWER Ecolutions Inc. ("WEPOWER"), is a U.S. energy service company that offers renewable energy production and energy efficiency products and services to commercial middle market companies, Fortune 500 brands, developers, and management companies of large scale residential developments. WEPOWER's business is focused as an integrator of clean technology solutions in the U.S., with strategic expansion plans in Latin America, Asia and Europe. WEPOWER's core business expects to deliver green energy solutions, branded specifically as WEPOWER "ecolutions," which include a best-of-class alternative energy technology portfolio in wind turbines, solar power systems, green roofs, smart lighting controls, LED lighting, battery storage power plants, energy and power control management systems, fuel reduction solutions for transportation and other clean technologies specific to its market.  Recently, WEPOWER has teamed up with Best Buy (BBY) to test out their Falcon™ Vertical Axis Wind Turbines (VAWTs). The Falcon™ systems are designed with urban and sub-urban environments in mind. Their standard 18' and 30' towers conform to virtually every municipal height restriction making them perfectly suited to a wide range of applications. The VAWTs are vibration & noise free, aesthetically & architecturally pleasing, virtually maintenance free and are seamlessly integrated into any environment. Click here to see them in action at Best Buy (BBY) http://wepowereco.com/products/falcon/falcon-benefits.html  With Best Buy (BBY) leading the way, Michael Perinotti expects other large corporations and factories to soon follow suit. Not to mention if Best Buy (BBY) is pleased with their test, it is possible that we could see one installed in each of their 1,150 stores worldwide (including company subsidiaries) helping Premier Holdings Corp. (OTCQB: PRHL) (OTCBB: PRHL) make the world a greener place.

Picking Winners = Fail Investment

The Federal Government is bad at distributing money
Schow 12 (Ashe, Writer, “Pres. Obama’s College Plan Won’t Solve the Problem” Heritage Action for America, http://heritageaction.com/2012/02/pres-obama%E2%80%99s-college-plan-won%E2%80%99t-solve-the-problem/, JGC)

President Obama’s plan to lower college tuition costs is a lot like his plans to solve other problems: crowd out competition and force everyone into the higher-cost standard-bearer. Just look at  his corporate tax plan. Instead of competing with other countries by lowering our corporate tax rate (something that has broad, bipartisan agreement), the President wants to force global companies to pay that higher tax rate instead of the lower rate in the country they’re doing business. It’s backwards competition. He has also done this to our energy sector. Instead of – honestly and truly – opening up more drilling for oil and natural gas (cheap, domestic energy) he is keeping prices high to promote “clean” energy. In the “clean” energy market, he is trying to force Americans to buy expensive, inefficient technologies with his “clean” energy loan programs, consumer incentives and calls for a “clean” energy standard (or mandate). No real innovation, just the heavy hand of government selecting alternatives. He’s now taking this same principle to the higher education market. His plan disincentivizes low-cost college alternatives (like online colleges and classes) and continues the status quo of more federal aid – which allows colleges to increase tuition costs. The Heritage Foundation’s Stuart Butler explains: “[T]he extensive and expensive system of federal aid for college has actually exacerbated increases in the total cost of college. This is because colleges can boost tuition when such assistance enables students to offset part of their costs. To be sure, better-targeted student aid can help specific groups of students afford college, but increasing total aid, as the President proposes, will tend to increase—not decrease—the sticker price of college” One of the major factors for the cost increase is the rise in administrative costs. According to the Goldwater Institute: “Universities are suffering from “administrative bloat,” expanding the resources devoted to administration significantly faster than spending on instruction, research and service. “Between 1993 and 2007, the number of full-time administrators per 100 students at America’s leading universities grew by 39 percent, while the number of employees engaged in teaching, research or service only grew by 18 percent. Inflation-adjusted spending on administration per student increased by 61 percent during the same period, while instructional spending per student rose 39 percent.” It would seem hard to justify the need for all these administrators. Colleges, and the President, need to be honest with the American people and cut the bloated administrative payrolls. Of course, federal largess provides a disincentive to rein in the bloat. Aside from high administrative costs, the President’s plan doesn’t foster innovation. The flawed $1 billion ‘Race to the Top” competition is supposed to promote college affordability and increased Perkins loans that would be given to schools who raise prices less than others. As the Washington Post’s Matt Miller puts it, this plan may “reward colleges that have had smaller price increases than others.” It’s not about cutting costs, it’s about not increasing costs as much. Does that sound familiar? It should. It’s the President’s and the left’s idea of cutting spending. In Congress, they believe that if you spend more than you are now, but spend less than you wanted to, it somehow counts as a cut. Unfortunately, that absurd account is at times a bipartisan disease. To answer the fostering competition argument, the President will point to a $55 million fund for start-up institutions that are innovative. But as we know of the federal government, “innovation” actually means “who can lobby the best.” Heritage’s Stuart Butler explains: “The President wants $55 million to fund a competition for start-up funding for institutions that devise innovative ways to boost productivity. But the way to foster innovation in higher education is not for the federal government to try to become a venture capital fund. It has a dismal track record in picking winners and losers. For one thing, federal officials are far less likely to perceive truly innovative ventures than are private investors or foundations. For another, the recent Solyndra scandal underscores the tendency of political factors to distort federal investment decisions.” The government has done a poor job of picking winners and losers in the energy market, and now they want to apply these same “skills” to the higher education industry? We won’t be surprised to learn that the politically connected reap the benefits and the taxpayer loses out. The bottom line is this: government intrusion has led to higher tuition costs and thusly more student debt. Continuing this trend at a much higher rate will only exacerbate the problem. Instead, the government needs to allow the private sector to work and allow students and parents to choose the school that not only suits their needs, but also their budget. When colleges have to compete without government subsidies, you’ll see an end to the outrageous run up in tuition prices.

Government can't decide on correct projects
Wolfe 11 (Kathryn, CQ Staff, “Faster, Safer — Feasible? Nothing Is Certain About Plans to Upgrade Railways and Flight Paths” RollCall, http://www.rollcall.com/features/Outlook_Innovation/outlook/-204732-1.html, JGC)

The Obama administration wants to bet about $100 billion in federal tax revenue on a pair of high-tech transportation initiatives that could take decades to come to fruition, but could make dramatic improvements in the speed, safety and efficiency of goods and people moving around the country. One is a new network of high-speed passenger rail lines. The other is a new air traffic control system. The White House sees both as vital to U.S. economic competitiveness for the better part of the 21st century, but each effort will be enormously complicated and require shifts that are as much cultural as technical. A new satellite-based GPS system for regulating traffic in the skies would permit more planes to safely occupy the same slivers of airspace, which will be essential as airborne shipping fleets and commercial airlines try to keep enough aircraft aloft to accommodate the growing economy and increasing population. On the ground, the administration envisions a new generation of rail engines zipping many thousands of people every day between major regional economic centers — and doing so more quickly, cheaply and efficiently than short-haul jet flights. But the amount of federal money required is staggering by any measure — and it would have to be carved out during tough times for domestic discretionary spending. The air traffic control system, known as “NextGen,” is estimated to cost upward of $40 billion; the president is calling for spending $53 billion on his high-speed rail dream just in the next six years. In the case of the new air traffic control system, there are also questions about whether the Federal Aviation Administration is up to the task of achieving such a monumental technological upgrade. And the airline industry is sounding reluctant to make good on its end of the arrangement — spending billions of dollars to equip its planes to communicate with the new system — absent a more compelling case for how the change will help their bottom lines. There isn’t any cost-sharing envisioned between industry and the federal government as part of the president’s rail initiative, which essentially means the idea is not going any further as long as Republicans have some control of Congress. And the enormous potential costs have already prompted three states — Ohio, Florida and Wisconsin — to turn down the initial federal grants that were coming their way, because their new Republican governors fear their budgets will eventually be saddled with burdensome maintenance costs even if states are not asked to help pay to construction costs. Beyond questions about funding, the rail project is running headlong into the oldest and biggest criticism about federal investment in innovative technologies: The government has no business picking winners and losers — which in this case means rewarding only part of the country with a potential economic development bonanza, and by using billions in tax dollars from parts of the country that would remain just as reliant on the car as always. This ideological difference with the president has taken on a sharply partisan tone; critics of the high-speed system are deriding it as “Obamarail” — a conscious echo of the pejorative “Obamacare” that conservatives use to describe the health care overhaul.
Government forces winners, even if they don't work
Stine 09 (Deborah, Specialist in Science and Technology Policy, “Science and Technology Policymaking: A primer” Congressional Research Service http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a494852.pdf JGC)

As a result, some policymakers believe that in a knowledge-based economy, federal investment in R&D should be inspired not only with the goal of fundamental understanding, but also, on occasion, with the goal of use. In addition, in order for the nation to obtain the return on federal investment in R&D and the related societal and economic goals, some contend that federal investment should not stop at the point just before prototype and product technological development. 34  This, some believe, is particularly important as, in a global economy, foreign firms are as easily able to capture the results of federal investment in research as U.S. firms. 35 On the other hand, some policymakers express concerns that investing in R&D in a sector closely linked to industry—or, for that matter, at any stage of technology commercialization—may result in the federal government picking “winners and losers.” For example, although some believe that federal investment in information technology R&D has resulted in benefits for the country and helps by setting industry standards, others believe that federal investment in information technology R&D is inappropriate because it is the federal government, not industry, who is determining the direction for research and determining technological “winners and losers.” 36 In terms of technology for policy, differing views regarding policy issues are not that dissimilar as those for policy for technology. Differing perspectives in technology for policy focus on the degree to which it is appropriate for the federal government to focus on a particular technology. Some believe it is important to undertake policies to encourage implementation of a technology. Others believe that such policy actions might inappropriately influence the market by supporting one technological option more than another. For example, some may question which is better, a hybrid electric vehicle, a plug-in electric vehicle, a fuel cell vehicle, or enhancing current vehicles? 37  Although there may be a common policy goal of reducing fossil fuel consumption, undertaking policies that may favor one of these technologies versus another creates “winners and losers,” which some policymakers believe is inappropriate. Others, however, believe that unless the government does select a technology, there are insufficient incentives for companies to invest in technologies that would potentially reduce fossil fuel consumption. 
Federal government cannot stimulate clean technology

Kopetsky 08 (Brad A Kopetsky is a Associate with Barack Ferrazzano Kirschbaum Perlman & Nagelberg LLP) “WHY GERMAN REGULATIONS NEED TO CONQUER THE DIVIDED U.S. RENEWABLE-ENERGY FRAMEWORK TO SAVE CLEAN TECH” http://hosted.law.wisc.edu/lawreview/issues/2008_5/3_-_kopetsky.pdf md

Fortunately, venture capital has recently started to play a larger role in clean tech. 45 U.S. venture capital investments in energy technologies nearly tripled from just over $1 billion in 2005 to $2.7 billion in 2007, 46 and over the last eight years have increased from less than 1 percent of total venture capital to nearly 10 percent. 47 In fact, the majority of disclosed financing deals in clean tech are now made by professional venture capital firms. 48 This type of growth must be sustained to further commercialize clean tech. The technology is not yet commercially viable on a broad scale, and additional investment is required to make a breakthrough. Government funding alone will likely not stimulate the necessary innovation, as renewable-energy programs are more attractive when implemented without public funding. 49 Today economists, business leaders, and policy makers widely agree that “a vibrant venture capital industry is a cornerstone of America’s leadership in the commercialization of technological innovation.” 50 As such, venture capital serves not only as a useful proxy for overall capital formation in clean tech, but also as a barometer of innovation itself.

U.S. doesn’t invesnt money enough to catalyze clean tech.

Kopetsky 08 (Brad A Kopetsky is a Associate with Barack Ferrazzano Kirschbaum Perlman & Nagelberg LLP) “WHY GERMAN REGULATIONS NEED TO CONQUER THE DIVIDED U.S. RENEWABLE-ENERGY FRAMEWORK TO SAVE CLEAN TECH” http://hosted.law.wisc.edu/lawreview/issues/2008_5/3_-_kopetsky.pdf md

Despite the deep need for further commercialization of clean-tech innovation in the United States, ample evidence shows the requisite capital formation is currently underwhelming. 51 In dollar terms, U.S. clean-tech investments appear healthy relative to other nations. 52 However, these measurements are skewed, as the ratio of venture capital to gross domestic product has historically been much higher in the United States than in other countries. 53 The United States is also a late entrant to the clean-tech space, further skewing measurements since clean tech is more mature in other countries. 54 Lastly, while the $2.7 billion flowing into U.S. clean tech in 2007 may appear impressive, it is less inspiring when juxtaposed with the staggering $148.4 billion in total global renewable-energy investment that year. 55
Federal government can’t solve clean technology – low priority

Kopetsky 08 (Brad A Kopetsky is a Associate with Barack Ferrazzano Kirschbaum Perlman & Nagelberg LLP) “WHY GERMAN REGULATIONS NEED TO CONQUER THE DIVIDED U.S. RENEWABLE-ENERGY FRAMEWORK TO SAVE CLEAN TECH” http://hosted.law.wisc.edu/lawreview/issues/2008_5/3_-_kopetsky.pdf md

In truth, clean tech is a relatively low priority for the U.S. investment community when compared to other countries. Investments in clean tech are approximately 9 percent of total U.S. venture capital— the highest ever and up from just 1 percent a handful of years ago. 56 However, investments in clean tech represented 10 percent of all European venture funds for the 2003 to 2006 period—a period when such investment was receiving virtually no attention in the United States. 57 Further, clean tech drew 19 percent of total Chinese venture capital in 2006, 58 with approximately 40 percent growth in 2007. Clearly, investors in other nations see clean tech as a much higher priority than their U.S. counterparts. 60 Not only does U.S. interest in clean-tech investing pale in comparison to foreign levels, it suffers in domestic comparisons as well. Historically the biotech, semiconductor, communications, medical, Internet, and software industries have all commanded commitments far in excess of the 9 percent of venture capital that clean tech has attracted. 61 For example, software, communications, and healthcare companies each drew up to 21 percent of total capital in the 1990s. 62 Further, when the Internet emerged as the “it” investment of the late nineties, it drew more than 40 percent of all venture capital. 63 These figures indicate something is precluding investors from embracing clean-tech innovation with the same enthusiasm that accompanied past revolutions. 64

No framework in place for federal government to develop clean technology

Kopetsky 08 (Brad A Kopetsky is a Associate with Barack Ferrazzano Kirschbaum Perlman & Nagelberg LLP) “WHY GERMAN REGULATIONS NEED TO CONQUER THE DIVIDED U.S. RENEWABLE-ENERGY FRAMEWORK TO SAVE CLEAN TECH” http://hosted.law.wisc.edu/lawreview/issues/2008_5/3_-_kopetsky.pdf md

One factor precluding clean-tech development is the current federal renewable-energy framework. Clean techies and investment professionals do not exist in a vacuum, left to solve the nation’s problems on their own. Rather, the federal government has taken various measures in this regard as well. 65 The following Sections provide an overview of selected federal responses to the energy crisis, followed by a critical analysis of the uninspiring approach taken to stimulate clean-tech innovation.
Federal investments go to waste because of lack of Congressional interest

Kopetsky 08 (Brad A Kopetsky is a Associate with Barack Ferrazzano Kirschbaum Perlman & Nagelberg LLP) “WHY GERMAN REGULATIONS NEED TO CONQUER THE DIVIDED U.S. RENEWABLE-ENERGY FRAMEWORK TO SAVE CLEAN TECH” http://hosted.law.wisc.edu/lawreview/issues/2008_5/3_-_kopetsky.pdf md

Another provision in the Act established a Renewable Energy Production Incentive (“production incentive”) to provide renewable energy generators with incentive payments for electricity produced. 76 Qualifying producers are eligible for incentives of 1.5 cents per kilowatt-hour in their first ten years of operation. 77 These incentives have been successful in the past, leading to substantial growth in the targeted industries. 78 However, Congress let them lapse many times, causing sharp declines in investment and a lag in U.S. clean-tech development. 79 Finally, the Act also put flat subsidies 80 and research grants in place. 81 Flat subsidies granted by the Act include a 30 percent rebate on solar-energy equipment purchases 82 and a 25 percent rebate to consumers for the installation of renewable-energy systems at home. 83 Research funds are allocated to provisions such as Title IX of the Act, which seeks to stimulate research in diversity of the energy supply, reduce dependence on foreign supply, improve energy security, and reduce environmental impact. 84 The Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy also issues various forms of financial assistance for research through a competitive process. 85
Flaws in federal financing prevent make clean tech investment ineffective– 2 warrents

Kopetsky 08 (Brad A Kopetsky is a Associate with Barack Ferrazzano Kirschbaum Perlman & Nagelberg LLP) “WHY GERMAN REGULATIONS NEED TO CONQUER THE DIVIDED U.S. RENEWABLE-ENERGY FRAMEWORK TO SAVE CLEAN TECH” http://hosted.law.wisc.edu/lawreview/issues/2008_5/3_-_kopetsky.pdf md

While the federal government’s approach toward renewable energy provides some incentive for investors, it is also a large factor in discouraging clean-tech development. The government generally relied on uninspiring means of financing and the stale tax-and-spend solutions of flat subsidies and research grants. 86 The approach failed to include any cohesive, national incentive for innovation or investment. 87 Two notable flaws exist in the Clean Renewable Energy Bond and guaranteed loan provisions of the 2005 Energy Act. First, the $800 million earmarked for tax-credit bonds is only for state and local governments or cooperative companies. 88 These entities tend to purchase capital equipment—helping establish a clean-tech market and attract investment—but they are not innovators. 89 As a result, the bonds create no direct stimulus to innovate. Second, the lengthy payback period for federally guaranteed loans 90 raises motivational concerns, as it fosters no sense of urgency in the debtor. 91 Consequently, projects may limp along over unnecessarily long development cycles. 92 While these provisions are unlikely to significantly hurt clean-tech capital formation, they also offer little in the way of help. 93

Direct grants ensures plan failure

Kopetsky 08 (Brad A Kopetsky is a Associate with Barack Ferrazzano Kirschbaum Perlman & Nagelberg LLP) “WHY GERMAN REGULATIONS NEED TO CONQUER THE DIVIDED U.S. RENEWABLE-ENERGY FRAMEWORK TO SAVE CLEAN TECH” http://hosted.law.wisc.edu/lawreview/issues/2008_5/3_-_kopetsky.pdf md

A common flaw of direct subsidies is that they create no sustainable demand, and instead create interest only to the maximum subsidized level. 98 In granting a flat subsidy for clean-tech equipment there is no continuing motivation for future innovation. 99 This flaw is evidenced in the significant lags in clean-tech development caused by the uncertainty and risk of past subsidy expirations. 100 Another flaw of flat subsidies is that politically made energy policy rarely follows economic theory. 101 Thus, past flat subsidies have often compounded existing distortions rather than reduce them. 102 Subsidies frequently promote a broad goal through overly narrow means, not accounting for unintended consequences. 103 Notably, the research grants and production tax credits in the 2005 Energy Act are for a narrow selection of industries 104 with no guarantee they will be the best means to promote the Act’s goals. A better approach is to encourage a broad scope of activities and let the market decide—through investment decisions and natural selection—which will work and which will not. 105 A final flaw of flat subsidies is that they inject no commercial expertise into the development process. 106 With a subsidy there is little incentive to monitor an investment directly, and those that do are subject to political pressure. 107 Subsidies also leave innovators to struggle without guidance because subsidies fail to provide the noncapital inputs that other funding arrangements can provide. 108 Most frightening in this vein, flat-subsidy programs may altogether conflict with innovation under other forms of investment. Since there is less oversight with a subsidy, innovators may be drawn to those funds rather than to other forms of financing that are more conducive to innovation. 109 Without expert assistance, the innovator is more likely to fail, stifling innovation both through the technology’s failure and the dilution of subsequent investment opportunities. 110


Investment in renewable energy not feasible – market failures

Gillingham and Sweeney 10 (Kenneth Gillingham; Stanford University, Precourt Energy Efficiency Center, Department of Management Science and Engineering; James Sweeney; Stanford University, Precourt Energy Efficiency Center, Department of Management Science and Engineering) “Market Failure and the Structure of Externalities” http://www.yale.edu/gillingham/Market%20Failure%20and%20the%20Structure%20of%20Externalities.pdf md

For renewable energy, the most important market failures, with the strongest empirical evidence, appear to be environmental externalities, innovation market failures, national security market failures, and regulatory failures. Only a few of the market failures identified in this paper are unique to renewable energy. Environmental externalities due to fossil fuel use are the most important of these, but if policy action is already underway to correct for externalities from fossil fuel emissions, then we must look to other market failures for motivation for renewable energy policy. Since these other market failures often apply to other parts of the economy, addressing them may entail policy actions that extend much beyond renewable energy. Political feasibility is a final consideration with important ramifications for renewable energy policy. In some cases, the first-best policy approach may not be politically feasible. A secondbest approach may involve multiple instruments, even in cases when the first-best approach only involved a single instrument. For example, rather than a single tax to internalize environmental externalities, the same price differential can be achieved by combining a smaller tax (or no tax) on fossil fuels with a subsidy for renewable energy. Similarly, a cap-and-trade system may not be politically feasible due to uncertainty about how high the costs of abatement might be, so a more feasible option might be to use two instruments in a hybrid cap-and-trade and tax system, commonly known as a cap-and-trade with a “safety valve” (Jacoby and Ellerman, 2004; McKibbin and Wilcoxen, 2002; Pizer, 2002).

Plan cant solve – requires several policy instruments to address market failure

Gillingham and Sweeney 10 (Kenneth Gillingham; Stanford University, Precourt Energy Efficiency Center, Department of Management Science and Engineering; James Sweeney; Stanford University, Precourt Energy Efficiency Center, Department of Management Science and Engineering) “Market Failure and the Structure of Externalities” http://www.yale.edu/gillingham/Market%20Failure%20and%20the%20Structure%20of%20Externalities.pdf md

The structure and nature of each market failure has important ramifications for the appropriate policy actions to correct for the market failure and move closer to an optimal transition to renewable energy. We distinguish between atemporal market failures and intertemporal (i.e., stock-based) market failures. In either case, the economically efficient policy action matches the temporal pattern of the market failure. In some cases this implies a temporary policy (e.g., LBD spillovers) and in other cases a permanent policy (e.g., R&D spillovers). Renewable energy policy is likely to require several different policy instruments to address the different market failures. In some cases, when the market failures are closely related, a single policy instrument can address, or partly address, more than one market failure. For instance, provision of information about low-cost or low-effort opportunities to save energy and help preserve the environment may reduce the informational market failure, and also influence consumers to partly internalize the environmental externalities (Bennear and Stavins, 2007). 

Picking Winners = Corruption

Picking Winners results in corruption
Blakemen 12 (Bradley, Assistant to the President for Appointments, “Government Is No Solution for Bad Economy” NewsMax http://www.newsmax.com/BradleyBlakeman/solyndra-obama-ener1-economy/2012/04/02/id/434591 JGC)

The greatness of America rests not in our government, it rests in our people. We should not be growing government in trying times; we should be unleashing the creativity and entrepreneurial spirit of our businessmen and women, our scientists, our students, and our inventors.  Growing government to somehow make up for the lost productivity of the private sector makes no sense. Now is the time for government to be cutting costs and reducing spending. Our lawmakers should be cutting taxes and providing incentives to the marketplace for investment and ingenuity.  The president should call for a 10 percent across-the-board cut in bureaucracy spending including the military. If a cabinet member refuses to find the cuts, then they should be removed. There is no good excuse for the government not to be responsible in good times, in bad times and all times.  Likewise, businesses that have been mismanaged should fail. Businesses that need to reorganize under bankruptcy laws, should do so. Government bailouts are not the answer. Our laws are for everyone, the corporation, and the individual. The big. The small — and everything in between.  Our government should not be in the business of picking winners and losers by providing taxpayer funds to finance greedy, corrupt or incompetent businesses and practices.  The Obama administration’s “investment” of public monies in failed businesses like Solyndra, Ener1, and others are yet further examples of misguided and incompetent leadership.  People and corporations must be held accountable for their behavior, including but not limited to their business decisions. There must be more than a sense of responsibility. It must be real and it must be accounted for. There must be consequences.   For those who have violated the public trust, they should be brought to justice and for those who have acted incompetently, they should be removed.  The marketplace is resilient. We will come back stronger economically if Wall Street and Main Street operate on the same rules and principles.   Now is the time for sacrifice, but out of sacrifice we will be a stronger nation. We have all lost something of value in these times of economic downturn. But, there is nothing more valuable than our collective spirit and that is still intact and unwavering.  The American people can solve any problem and overcome any diversity. My message to my government is simple: Let my people go! Get out of our way and lighten our load and we will come back stronger than ever.  The formula for a full and robust economic recovery lies in leadership, and policies that restore confidence and surety to the marketplace as well as to the households of Americans.  We are all in this together and the only pathway back to economic prosperity is a United States. Pitting American against each other is never the answer.   In this election year, Obama will plead that he inherited a mess and that our problems — from joblessness to energy, to debt are not his fault. He will blame the rich for not paying enough of their “fair share” and Republicans for rejecting to cooperate with his agenda.  Republicans, in order to beat an incumbent president, must set forth a contrast between what Barack Obama promised and what he delivered. More importantly however, they must articulate a set of policies that will solve the problems of joblessness, debt, and high-energy prices while restoring confidence and security to the overall economy.  In the end, the American people will demand accountability. It is not about blaming. It is about results.  The question 2012 will turn on is a very simple one: Am I better off today than I was four years ago?  It is common sense that any household could not survive if it were run the way our government runs itself. Now is the time to get back to basics and govern by example instead of by exception.

Picking Winner results in corruption
Johnson 11 (Gary, “Government Picking Winners and Losers = Corruption” Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/gary-johnson/solyndra-corruption_b_1022089.html JGC)

When government tries to pick winners and losers, the inevitable consequence is corruption. Yes, corruption. If not in a legal sense, certainly in a moral sense.  Right now, subpoenas are flying, hearings are being held, and accusations are flooding the airwaves over the Solyndra deal. That may be appropriate. Something obviously smells rotten when $500 million in loan guarantees go to a single business with clear political connections. That would be scandalous under any circumstances, but when a bankrupt government underwrites a bankrupt business with dollars it doesn't really have, it is really scandalous.  But this one deal is not the issue. If someone broke the law, they should be punished. If people in government bent the rules, they should be fired. But Congress shouldn't be spending its time and our money trying to prove that, when the government is passing out goodies to the tune of $500 million, corruption happens. Anyone with a brain knows that to be the case, and we don't need a bunch of hearings and subpoenas to document the obvious.  And for my Republican friends in Washington who see the Solyndra disaster as a gift from partisan gotcha heaven, I would hasten to submit that this is not a partisan issue. Who among us can say that Republicans, when in power, have not passed out advantages to their friends -- whether they be industry-specific tax breaks, loan guarantees of their own, or any of the other dozens of federal benefits Washington has been selling for decades?  I've been trying to figure out what the "Occupy" protesters are protesting, so this week, while in New York, I took the time to visit the protesters and just talk to them. What I found is pretty straightforward: They are angry about a system that is being gamed for the benefit of a connected few. I also concluded that it is a mistake to dismiss these protests, as the Establishment is trying to do, as a bunch of malcontents.  The fact is, Americans are angry, and Wall Street may be as good a target as any. Why shouldn't we be protesting the fact that our tax dollars were used to bail out AIG and General Motors and a bunch of banks, while the rest of us -- who aren't too big to fail -- are left to sink or swim in an economy the politicians have strangled with deficit spending, over-regulation and punitive taxation?  At the end of the day, it is about the corruption that will always happen when government tries to bolster one industry, penalize another, or "stimulate" one sort of economic activity over another. If politicians are allowed to pick winners and losers, a corrupt system is unavoidable. Once government gets in the business of making decisions that should be left to the marketplace, it is off to the races for the special interests politicians love to decry but can't live without.  As I travel the country and talk to folks of all walks of life, it is clear that what Americans are demanding -- whether they are occupying Wall Street or not -- is that Washington stop helping us to death, and simply allow a level playing field for all to succeed or fail without the burden of a government that does too much and spends too much.  Scrap a tax code that has institutionalized preferential treatment to a degree that is irrevocable absent nuking the whole system and starting over. Stop passing out loan guarantees or "stimulus" monies that are nothing more than gargantuan favors for those the politicians smile upon. Just get out of the way and let America be America.  There is something really wrong when the President of the United States describes a $500 million loan guarantee that went horribly wrong as a bad bet. The issue isn't that it was a bad bet. The issue is that it is absurd that a bankrupt government is placing any bets. Period.  Solyndra was bad. But if the company had not gone belly-up, would it have been any less obscene? Would it have been OK if they had succeeded -- at the expense of all the rest of us suckers whose tax dollars and debt underwrote their success just because a few politicians deemed them worthy of our largesse?  The system is corrupt. There is no other way to describe it, and it's time we faced that simple truth. And maybe instead of dismissing or trying to manipulate the Occupiers to partisan advantage, we should all just go join them. All we need to agree about is that the status quo sucks.
Picking Winners leads to corruption, Solyndra proves
Andrea 11 (Henry, Weekly writer for Washington Times, “Obama's Solyndra fiasco” The Washington Times Communites, http://communities.washingtontimes.com/neighborhood/conscience-conservative/2011/nov/5/obamas-solyndra-fiasco/ JGC)

President Obama’s latest failed stimulus story has expanded significantly, as White House documents are now being subpoenaed by Congress over the $535 million taxpayer-funded loan given to now-bankrupt and FBI-raided Solyndra.  The Solyndra loan was a disgusting and unethical smokescreen designed to propagandize the American public into thinking Obama was serious about job creation. The degree of crony capitalism behind the loan has not been sufficiently explored by the mainstream media.  The cronyism started in the months prior to the approval of the Solyndra loan by the Department of Energy in March of 2009, when billionaire and Obama bundler, George Kaiser, held numerous meetings with the White House about the pending loan.  George Kaiser holds the biggest stake in the now defunct Solyndra.  White House logs revealed that Solyndra executives and investors held four separate visits the week before the company received its cut of your stimulus cash. Those meetings all took place while a White House budget analyst warned in an email that, “this deal is not ready for prime time.”  Other emails obtained by The Washington Post show that officials from the Office of Management and Budget felt that the White House put them under the gun to approve the Solyndra deal. The OMB officials urged Obama to give them more time to thoroughly review the deal. “We would prefer to have sufficient time to do our due diligence reviews,” the emails read.  Steve Spinner, a major Obama 2008 fundraiser and now an advisor for the Department of Energy, wrote in an email about the final decision, “how f*cking hard is this?” He urged them to approve the loan.  Spinner is married to a partner at the law firm of Wilson Sonsini, which represented Solyndra in its loan application.   After being put under the gun, the Department of Energy announced on March 29, 2009, that it had approved a loan to Solyndra for $535 million. This loan guarantee made Solyndra the poster child of the “green stimulus.”    On May 26, 2010, Obama visited Solyndra, boasted about the loan and said, “the true engine of economic growth will always be companies like Solyndra.” He praised Solyndra as a Recovery Act (stimulus) success story.  In fact, Obama was so impressed with the failed solar company that the administration wanted to give it another $469 million on top of the $535 million to make it an even billion dollars in taxpayer cash.  However, it all went south after Obama’s visit.  In January, 2011, Solyndra executives confided to the Obama Administration that they were on the brink of liquidation. The administration immediately helped by refinancing the $535 million federal loan, allowing the government to release another $67 million to Solyndra.  The Energy Department pushed to restructure Solyndra, despite preliminary warnings from OMB that this could cost taxpayers $168 million more than liquidation. Should Solyndra be liquidated, $385 million owed to the United States would be subordinated to the $75 million invested this year by investors, including, of course, George Kaiser.    However, the refinancing failed and on September 6, 2011, Solyndra filed for bankruptcy. The immediate result was the layoff of 1,100 workers.  Adding fuel to the fire, Solyndra executives cashed in big-time just days before filing for bankruptcy. Bill Stover, the company’s CFO who pleaded the Fifth before Congress at a September hearing, was awarded at least $120,000 in bonuses on top of his $367,000 salary. Karen Alter, senior vice president of marketing, received two $55,000 bonuses on April 15 and July 8 of this year, on top of her $250,000 annual salary. Ben Bierman, executive vice president of operations and engineering, received $120,000 in bonuses this year on top of his $276,000 salary.  The scandal took another turn when, on September 8, 2011, the FBI raided Solyndra's headquarters.  Currently, Congress, the Department of Energy, and the FBI are investigating the Solyndra loan. Just this week, the Energy and Commerce Committee’s investigative subcommittee authorized a subpoena of all White House documents on Solyndra. The subpoena of the documents could include details of the president’s own travel and communications.  Energy Secretary, Steven Chu, is set to testify before Congress on November 17, where we will hopefully learn more details of the crony loan guarantee.  So where does Obama currently stand on Solyndra?  Last month, Obama had the audacity to say that he does not regret giving Solyndra the loan, calling it a “good bet.”  If Obama considers crony capitalism a “good bet,” where is the line in the sand drawn, Mr. President?  Solyndra is unravelling to be one of the biggest Washington scandals since Watergate.  Barack Obama was warned by dozens of White House officials that the Solyndra loan guarantee would be a disaster. Today, we are witnessing that disaster.  This scandal should be a key issue of the 2012 presidential election. So why haven’t any of the 2012 Republican candidates brought this up in the debates? This is a damning story that the candidates are failing to exploit.  What should frighten you even more is that are many more companies like Solyndra out there. Obama approved more than a billion dollars in loans in the past year alone to green companies. Many have already admitted they are on the brink of bankruptcy.  The mainstream media and the Republican presidential candidates must subject Obama’s crony capitalism to harsh scrutiny. We cannot let Barack Obama continue to give backdoor deals to his friends and burn the American taxpayer in the process. 2012 cannot come soon enough.
Government inconsistent with picking Winners
McCullagh 11 (Declan, Chief political correspondent, “Talking tech with Peter Thiel, investor and philanthropist (Q&A)” CNET, http://news.cnet.com/8301-31921_3-20114584-281/talking-tech-with-peter-thiel-investor-and-philanthropist-q-a/ JGC)

Peter Thiel believes technology will make the world a much better place. He's simply frustrated at how long it's taking. The billionaire entrepreneur is best known for co-founding PayPal, and, more recently, for his very early investment in Facebook. He founded Clarium Capital Management, a hedge fund, created the philanthropic Thiel Foundation, and co-produced the irreverent 2005 comedy Thank You for Smoking. In May, the Thiel Foundation announced the first 24 recipients of a fellowship that awards $100,000 each to youth under 20 years old--essentially encouraging them to drop out of college to become entrepreneurs. The Founders Fund, where Thiel is a managing partner, has invested in aerospace, robotics, and biotechnology, in addition to consumer Internet companies including Slide and Spotify. Thiel's unorthodox take on philanthropy, and keen interest in the pace of technological change, led him to organize a "Breakthrough Philanthropy" event last year at San Francisco's Palace of Fine Arts. Just as entrepreneurs pitch venture capitalists, tech-oriented nonprofits were given a few minutes each to tell the audience why ideas like artificial intelligence, nanotechnology, life extension, and seasteading deserved their financial support. CNET interviewed Thiel early last month in his offices in San Francisco's Presidio to talk about the pace of technological change, a possible Facebook IPO (he's on the company's board), and the state of tech startups today. Below is the transcribed interview, lightly edited for clarity. Q: The stimulus legislation spent something like $120 billion on clean-energy tech. Google's previous director of climate change, an assistant secretary of energy under Clinton, called for a new government agency to fund clean-tech companies. Good ideas or corporate welfare?  Thiel: I think it's a bad idea. There's a looking-backward and looking-forward question. Looking backward over the last decade, the question is how badly clean tech has worked out. I think the Solyndra failure is--you normally can't read too much into one company failing. It certainly is dramatic. The amount was large. It was fast. The expectations changed pretty quickly. The worry is that we'd like to see some real successes too. There's a question of whether there's something wrong with government picking winners, or picking winners and losers, but there's definitely something wrong with the government only picking losers. The question about clean tech is not whether the government is picking winners, but whether the government is only picking losers. That's the worry people have. There would be no issue with Solyndra if we had just a few things that were just working that you could point to. Even in the tens of billions of dollars, if you could get a few winners that would be worth it. It is not clear what they are. It is certainly not clear where they are on the Silicon Valley venture capital side. I think the people who invested in clean technology have a lot of incentives to talk about the winners. There has been a deafening silence. It's striking how little one hears about clean tech on the venture capital side over the last year or so. I wouldn't say they are always the smart money. They tend to be the less dumb money. And so that seems to me to be a useful indicator. There's a question about what's gone wrong with clean tech and a question about what goes wrong. It was incredibly conflated with investment and ideology. It's sort of like social entrepreneurship, where people try to do well by doing good and end up doing neither. There's a strong argument that we needed to develop alternatives to oil. There may be a climate change argument. But that becomes a very dangerous point when you start thinking that you don't need to pay attention to the technology because the government will bail you out.
Picking Winners Fails – Solyndra

Politicians prolong failed programs to seize money - Solyndra

Dehaven 6/26 (Tad DeHaven is a budget analyst on federal and state budget issues for the Cato Institute. 6/26/12) “Political Support for Energy’s Loan Guarantees” http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/political-support-energy%E2%80%99s-loan-guarantees md
One reason is it serves three powerful constituencies: lawmakers, bankers, and the companies that receive the subsidized loans. Politicians are able to use loan programs to reward interest groups while hiding the costs. Congress can approve billions of dollars in loan guarantees with little or no impact to the appropriations or deficit because they are almost entirely off-budget. Moreover, unlike the Solyndra case, most failures take years to occur, allowing politicians to collect the rewards of granting a loan to a special interest while skirting political blame years later when or if the project defaults. It’s like buying a house on credit without having a trace of the transaction on your credit report. These include established utility firms, large multinational manufacturers, and a global real estate investment fund. In addition, the data shows that nearly 90 percent of the loans guaranteed by the federal government since 2009 went to subsidize lower-risk power plants, which in many cases were backed by big companies with vast resources. This includes loans such as the $90 million guarantee granted to Cogentrix, a subsidiary of Goldman Sachs. Currently, Goldman Sachs ranks number 80 on the list of America’s Fortune 500 companies.

Picking winners bad - Coorporate welfare causes political corruption 

Dehaven 6/26 (Tad DeHaven is a budget analyst on federal and state budget issues for the Cato Institute. 6/26/12) “Political Support for Energy’s Loan Guarantees” http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/political-support-energy%E2%80%99s-loan-guarantees md
President Obama’s green energy programs illustrate how corporate welfare creates corrupting relationships between businesses and politicians. The Washington Post found that “$3.9 billion in federal [energy] grants and financing flowed to 21 companies backed by firms with connections to five Obama administration staffers and advisers.” It also noted that the “main players in the Solyndra saga were interconnected in many ways, as investors enjoyed access to the White House and the Energy Department.” According to the New York Times, Solyndra “spent nearly $1.8 million on Washington lobbyists, employing six firms with ties to members of Congress and officials of the Obama White House.” American businesses, of course, have a right to lobby the federal government. But given that reality, Congress throws fuel onto the corruption fire by creating business subsidy programs. When subsidy money flows out the door from Washington to businesses at the same time that money flows back from businesses to Washington for lobbying, it’s no surprise that we get influence-peddling. Corporate welfare undermines honest and transparent governance, and Americans are sick and tired of the inevitable scandals.

Picking winners bad – wrong decisions

MacEwan 2k (Arthur MacEwan is a professor emeritus at the University of Massachusetts-Boston and a Dollars & Sense Associate) “Neo Liberalism Or Democracy?: Economic Strategy, Markets, And Alternatives For The 21st Century” http://books.google.com/books?id=w9CH8Aj9StkC&pg=PA61&lpg=PA61&dq=%22allege+the+government+is+picking+winners%22&source=bl&ots=HrbWWwRh7-&sig=57PaINSR60ZbEoMbTRMq_v3drp8&hl=en&sa=X&ei=TljzT4fiLoierAHO4My7Aw&ved=0CE8Q6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=%22allege%20the%20government%20is%20picking%20winners%22&f=false md

Once it is recongnized that economic :arguments cannot provide sufficient support for the deregulation of international commerce, defenders of liberalism raise political arguments. Government, it is alleged , cannot pick winners. That is, if government attempts to promote economic development by picking certain industries that have high location-specific technological externalities, it will generally make the wrong selections. Supposedly the basis for this allegation is that governments by their very nature arc bureaucratically inept and dominated by special interests, and they arc therefore incapable of 'picking winners'. This is, on a moment's reflection, a rather silly argument. Several governments have been very successful at picking winners when they have set out to do so, as some of the East Asian stories demonstrate quite clearly. In other cases, those of the early developing countries. broad protections for industry induced development. True, there are many cases where a combination of bureaucratic ineptitude and special interests have generated waste and inefficiency, and the result has sometimes been an abysmal development record. Cases of failure, however, provide no more basis for the conclusion that government necessarily cannot pick winners than the cases of success provide for the equally silly claim that government can always pick winners.

Private > Public 
Private Investment is better with Public

David, Hall, and Toole 99 (Paul, Bronwyn, and Andrew, “IS PUBLIC R&D A COMPLEMENT OR SUBSTITUTE FOR PRIVATE R&D? A REVIEW OF THE ECONOMETRIC EVIDENCE” NBER Working Paper Series, http://www.nber.org/papers/w7373.pdf?new_window=1 JGC)

Although most people believe that government R&D activities contribute to innovation and productivity, many economists and policymakers have grown frustrated with the paucity of systematic statistical evidence documenting a direct contribution from public R&D. The burden of econometric findings concerning the productivity growth effects of R&D seems to be that there is a significantly positive and relatively high rate of return to R&D investments at both the private and social levels. Yet, quite generally, privately funded R&D in manufacturing industries is found to yield a substantial premium over the rates of return from “own productivity improvements” derived from R&D performed with government funding. In a recent survey, Griliches (1995: p.82) suggests that the especially pronounced differential over the returns on tangible capital investments observed at the private level may reflect individual firms’ perceptions of especially high private risk in the case of R&D. The latter would, of course, lead to the imposition of higher hurdle rates of return for firms’ individual funding decisions; whereas, by comparison, government-funded industrial R&D projects would be seen as carrying less (private) risk, especially as much of it is devoted to “product innovation” for “output” that eventually is to be sold back to the government procurement agency under the terms of “cost plus” contracts. In such circumstances there is little basis for expecting that the R&D it performed with public monies would have a substantial direct impact on the contracting firm’s own productivity.
AT: FG Good – Federal Funding Ineffective

Federal Funding is ineffective
Shatz et. al 11 (Howard J., RAND Corpoeration, “Highway infrastructure and the economy”: Implications for Federal Policy”) 
States and localities have always provided the majority of money for highways and roads in the United States. Federal funding grew dramatically in the early years of the interstate highway system, starting with the passage of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956, but state and local inancing has grown somewhat more rapidly since the early 1980s. For most of the years since 1956, the federal share of total government spending on highways and roads in the United States has hovered between 25 percent and 30 percent. Federal funds are typically disbursed to states according to formulas. he creation of these formulas often results from a great deal of political bargaining, because slightly diferent formulas can have large efects on the amount of money a state receives. he processes by which federal funds are disbursed suggest one of the main weaknesses of national transportation policy and are symptomatic of how federal highway investments may be only loosely linked to ensuring large economic beneits. Programs and formulas have become complex and change substantially from one transportation bill to the next. Although programs proliferated to create balanced attention to many competing interests, the current mix of programs constitutes “stovepipes” that stymie innovation and prevent rational, integrated, comprehensive planning. that is, although a region may need a mix of maintenance, public transit, and highway investments, these federal programs are funded separately using diferent formulas, and decisionmaking is dominated by cleverly navigating the funding structures rather than by adhering to logical regional or metropolitan plans. he proliferation of programs and the stovepiping make it diicult to fashion investments that clearly meet any federal transportation goals, let alone increasing national economic performance. 
The System needs to be changed before it can be effective
Mabey and McNally 99(Nick and Richard, Published by OECD “Foreign Direct Investment and the Environment: Pollution Havens to Sustainable Development” WWF-UK)
Χ Economic theories of sustainability imply that economic growth and the proliferation of FDI will exacerbate existing unsustainable patterns of development unless matched by more efficient use of natural resources. FDI must operates inside absolute sustainability constraints based on the need to preserve vital ecosystem functions. Χ Given the inherent uncertainties and possible irreversibilities in making decisions about the environment, a precautionary approach to setting sustainability limits is necessary. Without limits in place even economically efficient use of resources is likely result in over-exploitation and overpollution of the environment. Χ When increased flows of trade and the investment exacerbate the existing inefficient use of scarce natural resources, economic benefits will be coupled with environmental and social costs; particularly to the most disadvantaged. Therefore the long term welfare implications of increased investment will be mixed in many environmentally sensitive sectors. Χ The transition to sustainability requires policy changes that often go against immediate economic incentives for higher resource exploitation and pollution. Institutional responses will always lag behind economic pressures, especially in highly competitive global markets. As the source of many of these economic pressures, developed countries have a responsibility to: reduce unsustainable consumption levels; provide resources to support environmental governance in developing countries; and to ensure their companies operate responsibly abroad.
Government incentives are open for abuse, they don't work
Cline 95 (Andrew, writer for the Foundation of Economic Education, A Solution to the Incentives War? Government Incentives for Businesses Fail to Create Net Benefits for the General Public, The Freeman, 45(11) )
North Carolina Governor Jim Hunt has spent $12 million in public money to lure 12,000 jobs into the state since his Industrial Recruitment Competitive Fund was created in 1992. That’s about $1,000 per job. And the legislature has given him $2 million more for the next fiscal year.  While the governor is trying to draw businesses away from other states, North Carolina’s cities are trying to draw businesses away from one another and from neighboring states. For the past few years, tiny towns such as Sparta have been joining forces with counties to draw companies from Virginia, South Carolina, and Tennessee. Large cities such as Charlotte and Winston-Salem have been trying to draw the larger corporations that the smaller towns cannot get.  The theory set forth by government officials to justify their spending is this: public incentives attract large companies which hire large numbers of workers, thus creating jobs for large numbers of state residents. Because jobs are created, such incentives are in the public interest, and hence the use of public money is justified. But in practice, these incentives don’t live up to their promise of serving the public.  For example, North Carolina gave Quaker Oats Co. $98,000 to build a new 98-worker plant in Asheville, fulfilling the state’s $1,000-per-job rule. Apparently unnoticed in the transaction was that closing the old plant, also located in North Carolina, would eliminate 70 jobs. So the state paid $98,000 to create only 28 new jobs—a total of $3,500 per job. In other cases, companies have promised the state certain numbers of jobs, but after taking the state money have failed to deliver.  For some companies, subsidized incentives have literally no bearing on location decisions, but they grab for some of the free cash anyway. Hoping for a payoff, a mill told North Carolina officials that the company’s expansion project would be valued at $100,000. But when the company finally moved to Virginia—because North Carolina utility rates were too high—it revealed the value of the expansion was only $80,000. Officials of a furniture company made state economic developers aware of the generous offers they received from other states and hinted that the company would not locate in North Carolina unless the state topped the other offers. The state did not, but the company’s new distribution center sits in North Carolina anyway, in Rocky Mount. There is also academic evidence to support these anecdotes. A 1994 study by two professors at University of North Carolina at Charlotte found that, among North Carolina manufacturers, the first three factors in making location decisions were local public schools, local work attitudes, and labor availability. Government-subsidized incentives ranked 22nd.  Not only are incentive packages somewhat ineffective and open to rife abuses, but they are terribly unjust. A city taxes businesses. It then uses some of that tax money to lure outside companies. Every business in the city thus contributes to its own potential harm by subsidizing its competition. Incentives-crazed politicians don’t seem to realize that businesses compete for more than customers. They compete for a limited pool of qualified employees, land, shopping mall space, and so on.  Government incentives also discriminate against small businesses and recent start-ups by offering money only to companies that can create large numbers of jobs. Small and newly created companies are automatically left out of the running for the funds. How can a mom-and-pop hardware store be said to benefit when part of its tax money subsidizes the relocation next door of an aircraft carrier-sized home improvement megastore that was given $50,000 in state money for bringing 50 jobs into mom and pop’s neighborhood?  Another important issue no one seems to have noticed is this: North Carolina has a serious labor shortage. There simply are not enough qualified workers in the state to fill all of the good jobs. How then is it in the public interest to bring in more unfilled jobs?  Unfortunately, the government rhetoric has been effective; it has convinced many citizens that “more jobs are good, fewer jobs are bad.” Furthermore, most citizens don’t even consider the problems inherent in taxing the eastern Carolina residents of Wilmington to pay for new jobs in Asheville eight hours west by Interstate.  The most effective and just way for government to promote economic development is to maintain a pro-growth business climate by keeping taxes low and treating entrepreneurs as valued rather than despised citizens. Giving tax money to individual companies creates a tilted playing field that benefits large corporations at the expense of smaller entrepreneurs, who create most of America’s jobs.
Rebates for Alternative Cars not effective
CBS News 9 (CBS News, “Hybrid rebates ineffective, study finds” http://www.cbc.ca/news/story/2009/08/04/hybrid-study.html)
Despite the millions of dollars being thrown toward them, government programs that provide rebates to hybrid vehicle buyers are not worth the investment, a University of British Columbia study has found.  "If the intention of rebate programs is to replace gas guzzlers with hybrids, they are failing," said Ambarish Chandra, a professor in the school's business faculty and study co-author.  Encouraging the purchase of hybrids over conventional compact fuel-efficient cars isn't having much of an environmental impact in absolute terms, he said.  "People are choosing hybrids over similarly priced small- and medium-sized conventional cars, which are not far behind hybrids for fuel efficiency and emissions," Chandra said. "The reductions in carbon emissions are therefore not great."  And there's slim evidence that the rebates are the main incentive for hybrid buyers.  "Our estimates indicate that two-thirds of people who buy hybrids were going to buy them anyway," said Chandra. "So for the majority, rebates are not changing behaviour — they are subsidizing planned purchases."  And the higher the rebate, the more inefficient it becomes. "When B.C.'s rebate jumped from $1,000 to $2,000 in 2005, the actual cost of reducing carbon emissions more than doubled," he said.  Every $1,000 increase in a provincial subsidy led to about a 31 to 38 per cent increase in the market share for hybrids, the study found.  Thirteen U.S. states and five provinces currently have some sort of rebate program, and a federal incentive was in effect in 2007-08.  On average, rebate programs in Canada spend about $195 from government coffers for every tonne of carbon that is reduced as a result. Governments might be better off economically and environmentally by investing in green technology and carbon offset credits, which cost anywhere from $3 to $40 per tonne.  Hybrids no panacea Hybrid rebates help governments to appear environmentally progressive, Chandra said. But some programs are basically just bailouts for specific industries, he said.  Last month, Ontario increased the maximum rebate for purchasing a plug-in hybrid vehicle to $10,000.  "The criteria for Ontario's recent rebate increase seem designed to benefit domestic manufacturers, especially General Motors," he said. "The biggest rebates will be given to purchasers of the Chevy Volt, rather than other hybrids like the Toyota Prius."  The study analyzed Canadian vehicle sales data from 1989 to 2006 to compile the results.
Federal Stimulus does not solve
Miara 12 ( Jim, journalist for Urbanland, Why has Economic Stimulus Failed to Invigorate?, http://urbanland.uli.org/Articles/2011/Nov/MiaraEconomic)
What is happening on the ground in the real world, particularly at the building community’s end of it? Has the stimulus money authorized to date energized real estate development and public works projects or jump-started the fledgling alternative-energy market? Has it been enough? Will more stimulus help? Will the failure to provide additional stimulus support undermine whatever progress has been made?   “The stimulus packages have done almost nothing for the architecture profession because they have done nothing for the real estate world,” says Jeffrey Heller, president of San Francisco–based Heller Manus Architects and assistant chairman of Urban Land Iinstitute’s (ULI) Public Development and Infrastructure Council. “They may have helped some large firms, but they have done nothing for small- to mid-size firms like mine.” Heller emphasizes that he is not against the government infusing cash into the economy; he just wants it to be targeted more intelligently. And that is the conundrum: how much money is needed and where will it do the most good?  The Debate  Democrats say an infusion of government cash will revive—or at least halt the further decline of—the ailing economy by replacing money not being spent by businesses or consumers. A primary goal of a stimulus initiative, they insist, is to create jobs, which has the dual effect of mitigating immediate financial crises for unemployed workers while at the same time producing taxpayers. Republicans, on the other hand, say an economic stimulus is simply another ill-considered government plan to spend money it does not have on programs that are short term and will not solve the economy’s fundamental structural problems.   Economists also offer differing opinions on the wisdom of increasing government spending to stimulate the economy, although most agree the government has to intervene in some manner. Nobel Prize–winning economist Paul Krugman, for example, insists that given the extraordinary weakness of the economy and continuing high unemployment rates, a massive government infusion of cash on the scale of World War II expenditures is required if decades-long economic malaise is to be avoided. Current spending levels, he suggests, are like trying to regulate the temperature in an overheated ballroom with a window air-conditioning unit.    The stimulus packages have done almost nothing for the architecture profession because they have done nothing for the real estate world," says Jeffrey Heller, president of San Francisco-based Heller Manus Architects and assistant chairman of ULI's Public Development and Infrastructure Council. In February 2009, less than one month after taking office and with the economy in free fall, Obama and the Democrats in Congress passed a $787 billion stimulus bill. By the end of that year, most analysts agreed that the infusion of cash saved the financial system and helped slow the descent. While the economy still faced a long road to recovery, a far greater crisis had been averted.   Congressional Republicans, spurred on by energy on the right flank of their party, questioned whether pouring borrowed government money into a free-market economy is the right approach. They pointed to unemployment rates close to 10 percent as evidence that fiscal stimulus was not working and suggested strongly that increasing government debt could be doing more harm than good. When Obama in 2010 pushed a series of jobs bills, Republicans and conservative Democrats either blocked the legislation or reduced the amount requested in the proposals. 
Measures will always be ineffective
YacoBucci 9 (Brent, Specialist in Energy and Environmental Policy, Alternative Fuels and Advanced Technology Vehicles: Issues in Congress, Congressional Research Service)
The alternative fuel vehicle provisions of EPA 1992 have been criticized as ineffective because, while EPA 1992 requires the purchase of vehicles capable of operating on alternative fuels, it did not mandate the use of alternative fuels. In most cases, the vehicles purchased to meet the requirement are dual-fuel vehicles (i.e., they can operate on either a conventional fuel or an alternative fuel). Those vehicles are primarily fueled using gasoline, because gasoline tends to be less expensive and more widely available than alternative fuels because the infrastructure to provide alternative fuels is limited compared with the existing infrastructure for gasoline and diesel fuel. In addition, despite the vehicle purchase mandate, in previous years many agencies failed to meet their statutory obligation. As a result, in 2002 the Center for Biological Diversity filed a lawsuit with the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California. In July 2002, the court ruled that several federal agencies failed to meet their quotas and ordered those agencies to prepare  reports on their compliance with EPAct, which those agencies have completed. 31  Since that time, most agencies have complied with the requirement; in FY2007, the most recent year data are available, all covered federal fleets met the requirement. 32 The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Section 701) modified the requirements for EPAct 1992 compliance. All dual-fuel vehicles purchased to meet the EPAct quotas are required to operate on alternative fuels, unless an agency is granted a waiver by the Secretary of Energy. However, it is unclear whether this requirement will significantly affect federal agency alternative fuel use. The Secretary of Energy is required under the law to conduct a study of the effectiveness of the EPAct requirements. Further, Section 703 of EPAct 2005 allows state and fuel provider fleets to petition the Department of Energy (DOE) to waive the vehicle purchase requirement if the fleet certifies other fuel-saving measures (e.g., using higher-efficiency conventional vehicles or hybrids). 
Federal Incentives ineffective, multiple reasons
Hinman 9 (Jeffery, J.D. University of Oregon, “The Green Economic Recovery: Wind Energy Tax Policy After Financial Crisis and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Tax Act of 2009” J. ENVTL. LAW AND LITIGATION 24(35)
Policymakers in the late 1970s and early 1980s provided a mix of tax credits tied to investment,  regulatory protection for renewable projects, price controls, and market guarantees.  This policy mix encouraged a flurry of investment in wind energy in California, but its success was marred by inefficiencies that could have been curbed with more careful policy planning. Because the combination of state and federal tax credits were so generous and were tied to investment but not results, they encouraged abusive tax planning rather than wise business planning.  The abuse of tax credits might have been limited if the government had created standards and required oversight of wind projects in order to qualify for the credits.  PURPA, in combination with high fossil fuel prices, created a temporary market for wind energy, but it failed to sustain that market when traditional energy costs were low.  Government tax incentives dried up before the industry had evolved to a point where it was profitable without government support, cutting off the flow of investors. 
Americans don't trust Federal Funding, won't pass
Wilson 12 (Bill, Editorial Director, “Mistrusting relationship If feds are involved, Americans will not support tax hike” Roads & Bridges, 50(1) P. 14-21)
Whom can you trust? The American public has few to turn to with their money, and politicians seem to be at the bottom of the list. A recent poll covering transportation issues conducted by the Reason Foundation, a first of its kind, shows when it comes to road and bridge funding, trust is a big issue. When respondents were asked if they favored or opposed an increase in the federal gas tax, 77% said no to it, while 56% indicated they strongly opposed such a move. Conversely, 65% believed the government spends transportation money ineffectively. "The problem this shows is a lack of trust," Adrian Moore, vice president of policy for the Reason Foundation, told Roads and Bridges, "and if there is ever going to be more investment in our transportation infrastructure it is going to have to be in situations where that trust problem has to be solved." Moore served on the SAFETEA-LU Finance commission, which made recommendations to Congress on long-term funding approaches tor the federal highway program. The commission actually favored a mileage-based user fee, which has received public criticism because of privacy, issues. The Reason-Rupe poll did not ask respondents their feelings about such a funding mechanism, and Moore believed it would not get a whole lot of support. "I think it is still going to be pretty negative," he said. "So, basically less than 50% of the people would support the idea." Tolling received a much more favorable response. According to the poll, 58% said they think new roads and highways should be funded by tolls instead of tax increases, while 59% indicated they would pay to use a toll road if it saved them "significant" time. In addition, 57% supported converting I IOV lanes into HOT lanes. However, when it came to variably priced tolls, the favorable opinion faded. Only 39% of Americans gave the green light to such a move, while 50% opposed it. In general, most were not in favor of spending a lot on tolls, either. When asked how much they would be willing to pay per trip, 27% said nothing and 32% said up to $1. lust 16% would pay up to $2. If the public did have to absorb a tax increase for infrastructure improvement, Moore believed it would be more tolerated at the local level. "People know exactly where the money is going; they can see what is being built with it," he said. Americans also do not have a problem with handing their money over to private investors. The Reason-Rupe poll showed more than half (55%) supported using public-private partnerships to build critical infrastructure projects. "[ think just the fact that it is hard economic times people in general know the government does not have the money to build much new, so if new roads are going to get built it is going to have to be with some private investment," said Moore. "People recognize that this is a way of bringing in new money." Public transportation did not receive much support in tile survey, as 63% said they never else it. When it comes to choosing transit or roads for federal money, 62% believed it should go to tile latter. The Reason Foundation plans on conducting a similar poll in tile future, one that will include questions on mileage-based fees. Moore also would like to ask more questions directed toward the trust issue.
Government funding has never been efficient
Poole 99 ( Writer for Society “Public Transit is Largely Ineffective” SOCIAL SCIENCE AND THE CITIZEN, 36(2)  p.3)
Despite $180 billion in government funds over the past 10 years, public transit has failed to relieve congestion, aid the poor, or maintain basic fiscal responsibility, according to a pair of studies released in September 1998 by the Reason Public Policy Institute (RPPI). The studies. Myths of Light Rail Transit, and Urban Transit Myths, argue that a rash of myths and misconceptions have concealed these failures from the public and aggravated the problems by diverting funding from more effective transportation priorities. "If any other 'investment' in your portfolio received this kind of return, you would dump the shares faster than you could say 'Titanic.' Unfortunately, many policymakers have been sold on grandiose myths that have no basis in fact, and, as a result, urban transportation problems have only worsened," noted transportation expert Robert W. Poole, Jr., president of the Reason Foundation. According to the RPPI studies, one of the most dangerous of these myths is that rail transit reduces traffic congestion. In Myths of Light Rail Transit, author and transportation expert James V. DeLong argues that the sheer diversity in individual transportation needs, coupled with the flexibility of automobile use, makes public transit impractical in most cases. As a result, light-rail systems are used by only 5 percent of commuters once they are built. The author of Urban Transit Myths, environmentalist and transportation expert Randal O'Toole, points out that this is because people don't fit into a single transit mold. While public transit is most often designed to provide transportation services to and from work, 39 percent of morning rush hour traffic and a surprising 60 percent of afternoon rush hour traffic is not even work related. Additionally, while most transit systems are built between a central district and suburbs, only 19 percent of commuters live in the suburbs and work at a central city job. "What you have here is a case of trying to solve a problem with the wrong cure. People don't ride transit because, very often, they can't. It either won't take them where they need to go or, if it does, it takes far too long to get there," argued O'Toole. The studies also challenge the myth that light rail benefits the poor. DeLong argues that, while rail projects are geared toward the suburban middle class, the poor, who need transit the most, suffer as these funds are stripped away from the inner city bus systems and funneled into suburban rail projects. In 1996, a federal judge challenged such a practice when he ruled that the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority was discriminating against the poor by diverting monies away from buses and toward rail. The studies also put chilling price tags on rail transit, which is plagued with astronomical subsidies. DeLong, citing a 1990 Department of Transportation study, reveals that the average cost per one-way passenger on recently built light-rail systems was $9.44. Figures for Los Angeles are even more discouraging, with subsidies reaching as high as $40.09 per commuter rail trip and $ 11.90 for light rail, as compared to an average bus subsidy of $ 1.79 per passenger. Recognizing this disparity, DeLong criticized the practice of transit of finials simultaneously pleading for more money while squandering billions on poorly performing rail. "For a tiny percentage of the money you are willing to fritter away on rail transit, you could gold-plate every bus, red-carpet every bus stop, and provide airline-style service en route." In addition to dispelling more than a dozen myths, the authors of the studies criticize the argument that urban progress depended upon moving people away from their cars and toward "morally superior" transit, like rail. According to O'Toole, "arguing that we should build more transit because roads are congested is like telling Ford to start building Edsels because Tauruses sell so fast." Rather than trying to increase ridership with billions in subsidies and high-density "prescriptive zoning," which is designed to rebuild cities around transit hubs, the RPPI studies urge policymakers to utilize innovative transportation solutions such as congestion pricing, competitive contracting of bus routes, and legalized jitney service. Through such efforts, the government can ensure quality, dynamic transportation choices for all people. "Exposing these myths does no imply that we should abandon mass transportation, which plays an important role in meeting our transportation needs. Instead, we are talking about the difference between good policy that achieves its goals and bad policy that is camouflaged by myths and outright falsehoods," concluded Poole.
Companies won't take government incentives
Michaels 01 (Patrick, Sneior fellow n enivornmental studies, “Don't Subsideize My Car” CATO Institue, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/dont-subsidize-car)
With most subsidies, the government pays someone to produce something that no one wants to buy. But what happens when the government pays people to buy something that no one wants to produce?  That may be the case with the president’s proposal to provide tax incentives for the purchase of hybrid gas-electric vehicles. These sophisticated machines employ a computer-managed combination of gasoline and electric engines in a fashion that results in impressive fuel efficiency. They charge their batteries when slowing or braking, so they never need to be (in fact, they can’t be) plugged in.  There are currently two on the “market” (more on that later): Toyota’s four-passenger Prius, a fairly conventional car, and Honda’s two-seater Insight, a futuristic machine from which you expect George Jetson to emerge. Rather than cite somewhat misleading EPA figures, the real fuel economies observed by owners of these vehicles appears to average around 46 miles per gallon for the Prius and 62 mpg for the Insight. Those are big numbers. I’m averaging 68.8 mpg over the 14,000 lifetime miles on my Insight, and I enjoy it immensely.  So where are these cars? I doubt most people can recall seeing one, even though the Insight’s profile is as striking as an old Citroen. You haven’t seen them because there aren’t many being produced. They’re hemorrhaging money for both Toyota and Honda. My best guess is that Honda has already lost about $80 million on the 8,000 Insights it has shipped to the U.S. over the 18 months of its availability. Last spring, the Washington Post estimated Toyota is losing even more—$17,000 per copy—on each Prius.  Obviously, these cars can’t achieve profitability under any reasonable sales projections. If they could, the advertising spots would be as frequent as Chevy’s “Heartbeat of America.” But they are not. In fact, I’ll bet most readers can’t recall ever having seen the plugs for the Prius (aging hippies drive it in through a tropical rainforest while a chimpanzee applauds) or the Insight (comes out of a car wash— it’s a “clean” vehicle, get it?).  News stories about the popularity of these vehicles simply aren’t true. There’s a waiting list for the Prius, but that’s because Toyota will only ship 12,000. This allows Toyota to keep the out-the-door price around $22,000, no haggling please. But Toyota overestimated demand in Canada, where Priuses are sitting on lots. Meanwhile, a phenomenal one-third of Insights remain unsold, despite the fact that April was the biggest sales month in the line’s history (573 vehicles). A persuasive customer can drive one away today from an East Coast dealer today for around $16,000—$5,000 under sticker.  The proposed federal subsidy to the owners of these vehicles is probably the last thing Toyota or Honda wants. In fact, it may have the perverse effect of stopping production of these cars altogether. How come? Because the more cars Honda and Toyota sell, the more money they lose. A $1,500 subsidy to consumers simply reduces Toyota’s loss on every Prius from $17,000 to $15,500. Even if that figure is overestimated (Toyota and Honda have been circumspect about how much money they’re losing), $1,500 isn’t going to help.  Ironically, there is a potentially profitable hybrid vehicle: the behemoth American SUV, whose profit margins are so fat that a few thousand dollars in additional technology, subsidized by Uncle Sam, might still benefit the shareholders. Daimler-Chrysler has such a plan—a hybrid Dodge Durango with fuel economy boosted from 15 to 18 mpg. Yes this will save a little gas. And 100,000 of them, perhaps turning a small profit, will save about the same amount of fuel that 10,000 Insights would, losing Honda a hundred million."But what an irony. In an attempt to gain the support of environmentalists, President Bush proposes hybrid-car subsidies that increase sales of SUVs while knocking the Prius and the Insight into the ditch.  This newest example of well-intentioned subsidies gone wrong won’t win President Bush any support with the greens. The last thing they want to see is Americans hopping in their subsidized, hybrid SUVs to drive to the 7-11 for a little Velveeta. 
Government funded State Programs Fail
Johnson 12 (Fawn, Correspondent on National Journal, “Reforming the Buddy System” Transportation Experts Blog, http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/)
For nearly 100 years, federal and state governments have worked together on implementing infrastructure projects, with states creating and maintaining them and the federal government setting standards and providing funding. And, as with so much else infrastructure-related, that partnership has become bloated, inefficient and unsustainable.  OK, that may be a bit of an overstatement, but the Government Accountability Office did find in a surprisingly lucid late-April review, requested by conferee Rep. Peter DeFazio, D-Ore., that the current federal-state partnership on infrastructure projects comes with a handful of risks, including "cases where [Federal Highway Authority] was lax in its oversight by trusting but not verifying state activities and cases where FHWA demonstrated reluctance to take corrective action to bring states back into compliance, which can result in ineffective, wasteful, and potentially improper use of federal funds."  The GAO's recommendations are somewhat ideologically split. On one hand, the GAO advocates for the implementation of a performance-based highway program--as is outlined in the Senate transportation bill--an expansion of government some conservatives might take issue with. But such a program will only add to an already resource-strapped FHWA, so the GAO also recommends devolving some responsibilities for managing and funding projects to states, a move some conservatives might back.  How should the federal-state partnership on infrastructure projects be structured? Is a performance-based system all that's needed? Or do states need much more oversight? Can they get by with less? Is it time for some grand reform of the federal-state relationship or will tweaks suffice?
Government Incentives are  empirically bad
Guenther 12 (Gary, Analyst in Public Finance, “Section 179 and Bonus Depreciation Expensing Allowances: Current Law, Legislative Proposals in the 112 th e Congress, and Economic Effects” Congressional Research Service, http://www.nationalaglawcenter.org/assets/crs/RL31852.pdf)
Since 2002, the allowances have served as one of several tax incentives for stimulating growth in the U.S. economy. This raises the question of their effectiveness. Though there are no studies that address the economic effects of the enhanced Section 179 allowances that were enacted in the previous eight years, several studies have examined the economic effects of the 30% and 50% bonus depreciation allowances that were available from 2002 to 2004. The two allowances applied to nearly the same property. Basically, the studies concluded that accelerated depreciation in general is a relatively ineffective tool for stimulating the economy. Take-up rates for those allowances were lower than expected, and only 10% of the firms taking them said that the allowances played a decisive role in their investment decisions. Available evidence, as incomplete as it is, indicates that the expensing allowances probably have no more than a minor effect on the level, composition, and allocation among industries of business investment; the distribution of the federal tax burden among income groups; and the cost of tax compliance for smaller firms. On the one hand, an expensing allowance has the potential to spur increased small business investment in favored assets in the short run by reducing the user cost of capital and increasing the cash flow of investing firms. It also has the advantage of simplifying tax accounting for depreciation for firms that take the expensing allowance. On the other hand, an expensing allowance could interfere with the allocation of economic resources by diverting capital flows away from investments with more productive outcomes.  
***AT: Commercialization*** 
1NC – Commercialization Frontline

1. Current programs are increasing clean transit
Gallagher et al. 7 (Kelly, Gustavo Collantes, John Holdren, Henry Lee, Robert Frosch, Harvard “Energy Technology Innovation Policy” pg 5) IGM
The current CAFE program also promotes the deployment of vehicles capable of operating on alternative fuels. The fuel economy of such vehicles receives a bonus credit compared to petroleum-fueled vehicles, thus providing automakers with incentives to deploy them as a means to reduce their corporate average fuel economy. These provisions induced domestic manufacturers to commercialize significant volumes of flex-fuel vehicles. Chart 1. Trends in new light-duty vehicle fuel economy 5 Gasoline and diesel prices have been volatile, leading to weak incentives among vehicle purchasers and drivers to change their behavior. The number of miles driven by Americans continues to increase faster than the increase in the number of cars on the road, and much faster than the rate of population growth. Alternative fuels, while growing rapidly, are still a small fraction of total motor vehicle fuel consumption, with ethanol production capacity in 2006 of 4.8 billion gallons out of a total of 140 billion gallons of gasoline consumption. There are approximately 6 million flexible-fuel vehicles out of a total 232 million passenger cars in the United States.
2. Government incentives towards EV production hurt private industry developments

Loris and Kreutzer 11 (Ph.D’s energy economics, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/01/economic-realities-of-the-electric-car) IGM

High gasoline prices and America’s alleged addiction to oil give rise to policy ideas to reduce America’s oil use, particularly in the transportation sector. Along with fuel efficiency standards and alternative fuel consumption mandates and production tax credits, the government has in place incentives to make and purchase electric cars, including hybrid electric vehicles (HEVs), plug-in hybrid electric vehicles (PHEVs), and battery electric vehicles (BEVs). But the economic reality is that PHEVs are not ready for primetime, and the best indicator for when they will be is when the government stops using taxpayer dollars to subsidize their production and consumption. Congress should not provide any additional taxpayer-funded incentives for electric vehicles and should repeal the ones already in place. Private industry should be allowed to improve these products to meet the demands of the market.
3. Government can’t influence EV markets

Loris and Kreutzer 11 (Nicholas, Economic policies, David, Ph.D Energy economics, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/01/economic-realities-of-the-electric-car) IGM
Despite the government’s best attempt to promote electric vehicles; the market has been reluctant to respond. In the United States, sales of HEVs and PHEVs accounted for only 2.8 percent of vehicles sold in 2009, and that number is expected to drop to 2.5 percent for 2010—less than 300,000 units.[1] This includes the Administration’s purchase of nearly one-fourth of Ford and General Motors hybrid vehicles since President Obama took office.
4. Government influence in EV industry empirically fails to appeal to consumers 
Feulner 9 (Edwin, PhD, pres. of heritage foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/commentary/2009/04/ceobama-the-car-czar) IGM
"The United States of America will lead the world in building the next generation of clean cars," Obama announced on March 30. Yet the president's own automotive task force wrote recently that GM's electric car -- finally approaching the streets after years of design work and billions of dollars spent on research and development -- remains "too expensive to be commercially successful in the short-term." Worse, Obama's team adds, "GM earns a large share of its profits from high-margin trucks and SUVs, which are vulnerable to a continuing shift in consumer preference to smaller vehicles." So it seems the government will demand that GM manufacture compact cars. But -- and this is the multi-billion dollar question -- is there really a consumer preference for smaller vehicles? Apparently not. Edmunds.com reports that in 2008, sales of fuel-efficient hybrids dropped 10.3 percent. Small cars are languishing on dealer lots, The Wall Street Journal notes. That's astounding, since throughout 2008 the price of gasoline reached levels most Americans had never dreamed it could. Yet as soon as gas prices tumbled, so did hybrid sales. Meanwhile, in November GM had workers at its auto plant in Texas -- the only one where its big SUVs are made -- working overtime to produce the vehicles that people were actually buying. Half the cars sold in the U.S. in December were SUVs. Consumers are fickle. They haven't wanted enough of the cars GM has made in recent years, so the company's market share has eroded. There's no reason to expect Americans will be eager to buy the cars a government committee orders it to build.
5. Government aid kills business initiative 
Bowden 11 (Thomas, Ayn Rand Center for Individual Rights, http://www.businessweek.com/debateroom/archives/2011/09/dear_government_us_business_doesnt_need_you.html) IGM
Why does anyone think that business needs government help? If assistance from a large central government were really necessary for economic growth and job creation, the U.S. could never have blossomed from an agrarian economy into an industrial giant. Yet that 19th century growth miracle (the population alone soared from 5 million to 76 million) happened without "help" from Washington. Many people think business needs Uncle Sam’s help to get out of the current economic mess. But wait, that mess was caused by government intervention in the first place. The solution, therefore, cannot be more of the same poison that sickened the economy—whether it comes in the form of runaway spending, mortgage promotion, import quotas, tax favors, or other forms of "welfare for business." Take job creation, for example. President Barack Obama, Congress, and state governments all claim to have solutions for high unemployment. But high jobless rates are easily traceable to government programs that hamstring investment, product development, manufacturing, global free trade, and everything else that makes for a healthy economy. Jobs are created by private businesses when they expand production, launch new products, and develop new markets. Government’s proper task is to protect the rights of these job creators (and the people who fill the jobs). That means enforcing laws against embezzlement, fraud, breach of contract, and all the other crimes and civil wrongs that violate the right to free, voluntary trade. After that, government’s No. 1 priority is to butt out. Our lawmakers need to be pondering how to roll back the programs that stifle job creation. From Federal Reserve-driven currency manipulation that fogs up the economic prediction windshield to costly and demoralizing regulations such as Sarbanes-Oxley that treat businesspeople as guilty until certified innocent and on to runaway "stimulus" spending that sucks capital out of the private sector, government "help" actually kills business initiative.
6. Major market hurdles – consumers won’t adopt EVs

Deaton 6/5 (Jamie, Managing Editor of the U.S. News Best Cars, http://auto.howstuffworks.com/challenges-facing-the-electric-car-industry.htm) IGM
It's tough to get a new business off the ground. It's even tougher when you're trying to launch a new industry based on a new product that could alter the ways millions of people get around. Just ask any electric carmaker. The electric car industry is poised to launch a number of new products over the next two years -- everything from compact cars, like the Mitsubishi i-MiEV, to work vans, like the Ford Transit Connect Electric. But, the success of electric cars is far from assured. The electric car industry, like any new industry, is facing a number of challenges. Unfortunately, those challenges are tangled in a giant ball -- a ball that'll be tough to unravel. The major challenge is costs. Battery technology is expensive, and because batteries in electric cars need to be able to hold massive amounts of charge to make the cars practical for most drivers, they have to be built using expensive materials, most of which are tough to procure. Because electric cars cost a lot to build, they also cost more than comparable gasoline cars to buy. That makes consumers reluctant to adopt them. It's a free-range-chicken-and-organic-egg problem. Electric cars could be less expensive if electric car makers could ramp up production volume and use economies of scale. But, for that to happen, lots of consumers need to buy electric cars -- something that likely won't happen without prices coming down.
7. EV market changes aren’t enough – the path of least resistance is still combustion engines 

Balch 4/10 (Oliver, editor, http://analysis.evupdate.com/commercialization-evs/commercialisation-sticker-price-not-only-barrier-ev-adoption-surveys-find) IGM
But is price really the biggest road block to electric vehicle adoption? In addition to a high initial investment, owning an EV requires the installation of a home charging station and possibly the retention of gas-powered transportation for long trips where charging stations are scarce or uncertain. These could be seen as major inconveniences to potential EV owners, requiring extra effort that they’re just not willing to make. And it does not help that a $1,000 tax credit for the purchase and installation of a home charging station was eliminated after the federal subsidy ran out at the end of 2011. Ford Motor Company recently surveyed 2,576 US drivers about their transportation choices, and exposed some interesting contradictions in the minds of American drivers. For example, 76 percent of drivers surveyed believed an all-electric vehicle would fit their family’s needs, but over half are not comfortable having a car with limited driving range as their primary vehicle; 44 percent of respondents said that fuel economy is the most important factor in purchasing a vehicle; 28 percent would consider buying or leasing a hybrid as their primary vehicle; but just 6 percent would consider an all-electric vehicle. These results would seem to indicate that range-anxiety - the fear that an electric vehicle will run out of power before the final destination has been reached - is a major deterrent to those who are otherwise attracted to the EV’s money- and emissions-saving qualities.
Ext. Squo Solves
Status quo solves all tech problems within 5 years

Brown 3/15 (Dave, http://www.businessinsider.com/us-automotive-industry-to-become-electric-vehicle-pioneer-by-2022-2012-3#) IGM
United States President Barack Obama recently launched EV Everywhere, the second Clean Energy Grand Challenge. The ambitious program is designed to collaboratively engage entrepreneurs, engineers, and scientists in developing more affordable and convenient electric vehicles within the next ten years. The aggressive aim for this initiative is for the United States’ automotive industry to become a pioneer in the electric vehicle industry by manufacturing an affordable five-passenger electric vehicle by 2022. The electric vehicle is expected to meet the distance range requirements of average American consumers, with fast-charging ability and a payback time of less than five years.
Ext. Demand Low
Demand low - Costs

Loris and Kreutzer 11 (Ph.D’s energy economics, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/01/economic-realities-of-the-electric-car) IGM

The primary reason for low electric vehicle demand is cost. Consumers must pay a premium for electric vehicles with the expectation that the savings in fuel costs will negate the higher sticker price and the electric vehicle purchase will eventually be a money-saver. But consumers are reluctant to pay that premium.[4] Due to many technological improvements, batteries are now lighter and have greater storage capacity, but still they only have a life expectancy of 124,000 miles and a replacement cost as high as $15,000. The battery in an electric car must overcome many more technological hurdles before consumers accept electric power as a superior alternative to the internal combustion engine. Battery manufacturers must find an acceptable combination of capacity, performance, durability, size, weight, and cost before the typical consumer will spring for the home recharging station.
Demand low

ALD 5/16 (http://www.automotiveindustrydigest.com/2012/05/16/electric-vehicle-demand-falls-flat-with-company-car-drivers/) IGM
MORE than six out of 10 company drivers would not change their traditionally fuelled vehicle for electric power, according to a new survey. Vehicle leasing and fleet management company ALD Automotive surveyed 1,000 business drivers and less than a third (32%) said that they would consider changing to an electric vehicle. Of those that were positive about the new technology reduced carbon dioxide emissions were cited as being the major factor (73%), with the perceived lower running costs being seen as the other key factor (69%). Only 6% would switch to an electric vehicle immediately.
Consumers won’t make shift

Park and Dowling 3/10 (Barry - Deputy motoring editor, Joshua - Motoring Journalist “Electric cars running on empty” pg. 4) IGM

According to Ed Daniels, the executive vice-president of projects and technology for international oil giant Shell, conventionally engined cars will still have a big role to play - even as far out as 2050. "There's the fundamentals of supply and demand - is the world finding enough [new] oil to replace its production and to grow in line with population growth?" Daniels says. "Broadly ... yes, because if you look at the fuel [production] majors and the national companies, they tend to be finding enough product." Daniels says alternatives to oil-sourced fuels will have a say in how we use transport in the future, although not in the numbers we might speculate. "My view would be in 20 or 30 years' time you'll still be seeing 80-plus per cent of the vehicles in the world with traditional hydrocarbon engines because it is very efficient and the supply chains are very well established," he says. "The technology is not quite arrived yet that plug-in electric vehicles or even hybrid vehicles can completely overtake the whole existing infrastructure. "Will there be subtle changes, and will electric vehicles and gas vehicles turn up? Yes. Will they be a majority in the next 30 years? Definitely not." Daniels' view is similar to that expressed by luxury car maker Mercedes-Benz, which believes buyers will not embrace electric cars in sufficient numbers, even as the cost to make them comes down. "Every [car maker] has an EV available but still the numbers [are] small," Mercedes-Benz head of development Dr Thomas Weber says. "These low numbers are not only linked to high costs or expensive product rises; [they are] also linked to the missing infrastructure question - where can you really charge your battery?"

Ext. Picking Winners
1. Federal energy investments are inefficient and leads us down the wrong path to solutions

Edwards 9 (Chris, Cato Institute budget expert http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/energy/subsidies) IGM
Federal energy research should be phased-out as an unneeded cost in an era of massive government budget deficits. The private sector is entirely capable of performing research into coal, nuclear, solar, and alternative energy sources for itself. Businesses will fund new technologies when there is a reasonable chance of commercial success, as they do in every other private industry. Federal subsidies may even be actively damaging to our energy future by steering markets in the wrong direction, away from the best long-term energy solutions. Federal energy research has a poor track record. With regard to fossil fuels research, for example, the Congressional Budget Office has concluded: “Federal programs have had a long history of funding fossil-fuel technologies that, although interesting technically, had little chance of commercial implementation. As a result, much of the federal spending has not been productive.”1 That is a polite way of saying that these programs have been a waste of taxpayer money. This essay discusses the record of waste and mismanagement in Department of Energy projects during recent decades. The number of major spending boondoggles in this department is remarkable. The problem is that departmental leaders and members of Congress have shown an unfortunate urge to try and centrally plan the energy sector. But they have been responsible for throwing tens of billions of dollars of taxpayer money down the drain on projects of little value. Policymakers often make grandiose promises, such as proposing to make America “energy independent” or to convert the nation to a “green economy.” Those visions don’t make any sense, but even if they did history shows that the Department of Energy would be incapable of putting them into place with any degree of competence. Federal energy schemes are often poorly managed and generate huge cost overruns, or they aim at objectives that make little economic sense, as the following case studies illustrate.
2. Investments empirically kill private industry
Green 2/24 (Kenneth, energy policy at American Enterprise Institute, http://www.american.com/archive/2012/february/government-is-a-lousy-venture-capitalist) IGM
As Obama’s own economic adviser Larry Summers pointed out, the government is a bad venture capitalist. It has no greater ability to pick winners than does any private individual, but it can be far more reckless in its “investments” because there is no penalty for wasting money, and because it can use state force to favor cronies and rig outcomes. Sure, the government invested in hydraulic fracturing, but were their investments key to its success, or are they simply claiming credit for an accidental situation where something went right? Based on the evidence, the latter is more likely than the former. 2) Displacement is not addition. Studies show that government “investment” in applied research and development does not add new money to the pot, it displaces private capital, and does so disproportionally. When government steps in, it displaces more money than it throws in the pot.
3. Government empirically picks losers

Boskin 2/5 (Michael, economics at Stanford http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204883304577221630318169656.html)IGM

Like the mythical monster Hydra—who grew two heads every time Hercules cut one off—President Obama, in both his State of the Union address and his new budget, has defiantly doubled down on his brand of industrial policy, the usually ill-advised attempt by governments to promote particular industries, companies and technologies at the expense of broad, evenhanded competition. Despite his record of picking losers—witness the failed "clean energy" projects Solyndra, Ener1 and Beacon Power—Mr. Obama appears determined to continue pushing his brew of federal spending, regulations, mandates, special waivers, loan guarantees, subsidies and tax breaks for companies he deems worthy. Favoring key constituencies with taxpayer money appeals to politicians, who can claim to be helping the overall economy, but it usually does far more harm than good. It crowds out valuable competing investment efforts financed by private investors, and it warps decisions by bureaucratic diktats susceptible to political cronyism. Former Obama adviser Larry Summers echoed most economists' view when he warned the administration against federal loan guarantees to Solyndra, writing in a 2009 email that "the government is a crappy venture capitalist."
4. Government picks losers in energy industries
O’Brien 4/28 (Eris, University of Queensland, http://carbon-thoughts.blogspot.com/2011/11/governments-are-bad-at-picking-winners.html) IGM
Government realises that in the case of market failure that they need to step in and provide support to private sector efforts to produce the new technology we need. This seems sensible. However, in reality it mostly supports the incumbents (e.g. wind) and the celebrity technologies (i.e. solar PV – the Paris Hilton of the renewable world – looks good in any article). What it doesn’t do is provide support for genuine breakthroughs or genuine innovation. Where Government does actually provide major funding it is for commercial scale implementation of technologies which are basically uneconomic or technologically redundant at the time of construction. Even worse, a lot of taxpayer funding is used to replicate technology and research already completed in other countries.
5. Government will pick losers in EV markets
The Economist 4/20 (http://www.economist.com/blogs/freeexchange/2012/04/innovation) IGM
One lesson is the tried and true aphorism that government isn't any good at picking winners. This isn't, by the way, a knock on government. No one is particularly good at picking winners. The problem for government is that while market-produced losers usually fail and go away, making room for winners, government-produced losers tend to stick around for a while, sucking resources away from potential winners. No one knows in advance whether something will work; government's failure is in its relative unwillingness to clear away the chaff. That is the risk in something like a programme of generous tax credits for EVs. That sort of programme may develop a constituency which will rally to protect it, even after it seems clear that the credit isn't having the desired effect. And it is hard to see that it is. Some subset of consumers is clearly willing to pay a premium for EVs in order to make a statement; many of them would be willing to do so with or without a tax credit. Among marginal buyers, the most cost- and environmentally effective option might well be efficient conventional engines or hybrids—the growth of which options might be stunted by the tax advantages given to EV options. In the sort of common sense manner of thinking that we tend to see among sensible bureaucrats, EVs seem like the logical next step in automotive technology. But the logical next step is quite often not the next step, and markets excel at finding unconventional ways to tackle problems. 

Ext. =/= Solve Warming
1. Increase in efficiency doesn’t solve for warming – rise in travel distance

Gallagher et al. 7 (Kelly, Gustavo Collantes, John Holdren, Henry Lee, Robert Frosch, Harvard “Energy Technology Innovation Policy” pg 6) IGM

The trend of increasing vehicle-miles traveled is one of the key policy challenges because the projected increase in miles driven by American cars in the future could swamp the gains made through improved fuel efficiency in cars. As can be seen in Chart 2, even if vehicle fuel economy is significantly improved, it is difficult to attain any decrease in total passenger vehicle gasoline consumption (and corresponding GHG emissions) if nothing is done to curb the growth in vehicle-miles traveled. Chart 2 shows that with business-as-usual (BAU) improvements in fuel economy and business-as-usual increases in VMT, passenger vehicle gasoline consumption would steadily increase through 2020. If VMT is not held constant at 2005 levels, no decrease in passenger-vehicle gasoline consumption can be achieved, regardless of whether the annual improvements in vehicle fuel economy are 2.5 or 4 percent. If VMT is held constant at 2005 levels in combination with either a 2.5 or 4 percent annual improvement in passenger-vehicle fuel economy, a significant reduction of passenger-vehicle gasoline consumption can be achieved.
2. Benefits of EV are negated by energy production processes 
LATimes 4/17 (Jerryhttp://articles.latimes.com/2012/apr/17/business/la-fi-autos-electric-vehicles-20120417) IGM
Electric vehicles are no better than a standard gasoline-powered subcompact such as a Hyundai Elantra in cities such as Denver and Wichita, Kan., but far exceed even the best hybrids in Southern California. That's the finding of a study of electricity generation, greenhouse gas emissions and electric vehicles by the Union of Concerned Scientists. The variations in how beneficial an electric vehicle is for reducing pollution that causes global warming result from regional differences in how electricity is generated. The scientific organization, which is a vocal proponent for federal requirements mandating increased fuel efficiency in vehicles, said that in regions covering 45% of the nation's population, "electricity is generated with a larger share of cleaner energy resources — such as renewables and natural gas — meaning that EVs produce lower global warming emissions than even the most efficient gasoline hybrids." But in regions where coal still makes up a large percentage of the electricity grid mix, the most efficient gasoline-powered hybrid vehicles will yield lower global warming emissions than an electric vehicle.
***EVs Bad*** 

*1NCs*

Electric Grid 1NC
Electric grid reliable now
MJ Bradley & Associates 11  (Analysis Group, ￼Economic, Financial and Strategy Consultants, Ensuring a Clean, Modern Electric Generating Fleet while Maintaining Electric System Reliability”, page 6, http://blogs.edf.org/texascleanairmatters/files/2012/02/ReliabilityUpdateNovember202011.pdf ) LL
The electric power system in the United States, despite its scope and complexity, has proven to be a very robust and reliable system. The power system operates pursuant to a detailed set of operating standards, as designed and implemented by the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) and approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). This comprehensive system of standards and regulatory oversight guides the efforts of electric utilities and grid operators to ensure reliable energy supplies. Numerous stakeholders help maintain the reliability of the electric system, including regional reliability organizations, regulators, utilities, grid operators, and other market participants. Together, the policy infrastructure, industry participants, and planning tools provide a critical backdrop for assessing the changes underway as the electric industry responds to EPA’s upcoming clean air rules.
Wave of EV’s plugged in could overload grid
Burkleo 2012 ( Jennifer, Associate Writer-Power Grid International, “Can Infrastructure Support EV Demands?”, Electric Power and Lights, http://www.elp.com/index/display/article-display/3796359524/articles/utility-automation-engineering-td/volume-17/issue-6/features/can-infrastructure-support-ev-demands.html) LL  

As of press time, a gallon of gas cost more than $4 in seven states: Alaska, California, Connecticut, Hawaii, New York, Oregon and Washington, according to AAA's Daily Fuel Gauge Report. The average cost to fill up an EV is less than $1 per gallon of gasoline equivalent, Gross said. Some people suspect that saving the equivalent of more than $3 per gallon might lure drivers to switch to EVs. That wave of EVs plugged into the grid, critics say, could overload the grid. Gross said the chances of that happening are very unlikely. "If you took 10 million EVs and put them on the road, that represents less than a 1 percent increase of electricity depending on the grid," Gross said. EVs probably would charge overnight when electricity demand is low, she said. "Utilities' motto is to serve to the demands," she said, "so they overbuild the capacity on the grids. They design and plan for them to be over utilized, so we won't need new grids for a very long time, if ever." If there were a power shortage, EVs plugged into the grid could sell electricity back to the grid using smart meter technology. If several EVs charge simultaneously on the same transformer, the transformer could burn out, Lefevre said. "Utilities see the smart grid as a likely solution to this concern," he said. "The smart grid can sense the load on the transformer and can take actions to relieve the load by changing the vehicle charging." Although EVs put out zero emissions, electricity generation sources differ regionally. An EV might be best for the environment in one state, but not in all states, said Schneider Electric's Davis. "Until we shift much more of our electricity generation to lower-carbon alternatives, in many states, efficient gasoline cars will be the best way to minimize the carbon footprint of daily driving," he said. In many respects, EVs are similar to the adoption of residential central air conditioning, he said. "Those compressors were big draws, but the grid kept up and flourished," Davis said. "As long as EV adoption is a gradually building trend, many areas can adapt as is, or with relatively minor upgrades to last-mile infrastructure like transformers."   
Environment 1NC
Emissions of particulate matter decreased now-government has taken action

Dominici et al 7 (Francesca, Roger D. Peng, Scott L. Zeger, Ronald H. White, and Jonathan M. Samet, Staff- Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, MD., “Particulate Air Pollution and Mortality in the United States: Did the Risks Change from 1987 to 2000?”, American Journal of Epidemiology, 166(8), http://aje.oxfordjournals.org/content/166/8/880.full.pdf) LL

Implementation of increasingly stringent national and lo- cal air quality standards in the United States over the past three decades has resulted in significant improvements in ambient air quality. Not surprisingly, regulators, regulated industries, and the public are looking for evidence of gains in public health that may have resulted from implementing these costly regulatory policies. As a result, evaluation of the public health impact of air quality regulations, now also referred to as accountability research (1), is viewed as an emerging component of responsible governmental policy intervention and environmental health tracking and research. A 2003 report of the Health Effects Institute ad- dresses the conceptual framework for research on account- ability and related methodological challenges. Several studies have now been carried out that fit within this re- search framework, including, for example, a study of attain- ment status with the particulate matter National Ambient Air Quality Standard and infant and adult mortality (2, 3) and studies of interventions that sharply changed pollution sources, such as banning coal sales in Dublin, Ireland, and reducing sulfur in fuels in Hong Kong, China (4–6).
Turn-electric vehicles cause global warming

EPA 94 (United States Environmental Protection Agency, “Electric Vehicles”, http://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyNET.exe/900L1O00.TXT?ZyActionD=ZyDocument&Client=EPA&Index=1991+Thru+1994&Docs=&Query=FNAME%3D900L1O00.TXT%20or%20(%20electric%20or%20vehicle)&Time=&EndTime=&SearchMethod=1&TocRestrict=n&Toc=&TocEntry=&QField=&QFieldYear=&QFieldMonth=&QFieldDay=&UseQField=&IntQFieldOp=1&ExtQFieldOp=1&XmlQuery=&File=D%3A%5Czyfiles%5CIndex%20Data%5C91thru94%5CTxt%5C00000018%5C900L1O00.txt&User=ANONYMOUS&Password=anonymous&SortMethod=h%7C-&MaximumDocuments=10&FuzzyDegree=0&ImageQuality=r75g8/r75g8/x150y150g16/i425&Display=p%7Cf&DefSeekPage=x&SearchBack=ZyActionL&Back=ZyActionS&BackDesc=Results%20page&MaximumPages=1&ZyEntry=1&SeekPage=x&ZyPURL) LL

Electric Vehicles are sometimes referred to as “zero-emission vehicles” because they produce essentially no pollution from the tailpipe or through fuel evaporation. This is important, for it means that the use of electric vehicles could greatly reduce emissions of carbon monoxide and smog-forming pollutant in cities with dirty air. While electric cars themselves are clean, generating the electricity to charge vehicle batteries produces air pollution and solid waste. If electric power plants produce electricity using clean energy sources such as solar or hydropower, emissions are negligible. But power plants which combust conventional fuels like coal (used for more than half of the electricity generated in the U.S. today) produce emissions such as particulate matter, sulfur oxides, nitrogen oxides, hydrocarbons, and carbon monoxide. These same plants also create carbon dioxide, a combustion product of all fossil fuels, which contributes to global warming.
Pollution causes global warming

National Geographic No Date (“Air Pollution”, http://environment.nationalgeographic.com/environment/global-warming/pollution-overview/ ) LL
Smog hanging over cities is the most familiar and obvious form of air pollution. But there are different kinds of pollution—some visible, some invisible—that contribute to global warming. Generally any substance that people introduce into the atmosphere that has damaging effects on living things and the environment is considered air pollution. Carbon dioxide, a greenhouse gas, is the main pollutant that is warming Earth. Though living things emit carbon dioxide when they breathe, carbon dioxide is widely considered to be a pollutant when associated with cars, planes, power plants, and other human activities that involve the burning of fossil fuels such as gasoline and natural gas. In the past 150 years, such activities have pumped enough carbon dioxide into the atmosphere to raise its levels higher than they have been for hundreds of thousands of years. 
Batteries 1NC
Unclear levels of lithium prevent production of batteries.

GAO 9 (Government Accountability Office, Federal Energy and Fleet Mangament”, http://books.google.com/books?id=JwZDTaHsx5cC&pg=PA13&dq=%22hybrid+vehicles%22+%22waste%22+%22batteries%22&hl=en&sa=X&ei=y8nwT4K2FMqXrAHNsZWPAg&ved=0CEcQ6AEwAg#v=onepage&q=%22hybrid%20vehicles%22%20%22waste%22%20%22batteries%22&f=true )
Furthermore, manufacturing batteries to mass produce plug-ins could be limited by the amount of lithium that can be extracted and produced. According to EPA officials, there is considerable disagreement on the ultimate worldwide supply of lithium, making it difficult to determine how many (or how few) batteries for plug-ion vehicles could be manufactured in the long term. In addition, while current levels of global production (mining and refining) of lithium are measurable, other uncertainties—such as how much lithium will be needed in each battery—make it difficult to determine whether current levels 
of lithium production will need to be increased to meet demand. 
Batteries add on to pollution

Science Channel 2012  (“What are the environmental impacts of electric car batteries?”, Energy Conservation, http://curiosity.discovery.com/question/electric-car-batteries-environmental-impacts)

Electric cars are great because they don't pollute as they run. But their batteries still have to be recharged, which is usually accomplished by plugging into a fossil-fuel-burning grid. So even though the batteries -- or the engine's power source -- don't add to air pollution, charging them does to some extent. Still, when electric car batteries die, they are nearly 100 percent recyclable, so waste isn't much of an issue when compared with conventional batteries. There are many initiatives under way to find useful purposes for electric car batteries after their charge-recharge lives are over. One of these, partially funded by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, is a partnership between universities and local industries to use lithium-ion batteries to store power for community power grids. The batteries may not have enough power left in them to keep an electric car going, but they can serve other purposes [source: NREL]. The problem of creating affordable and effective batteries to power electric vehicles has been one of the barriers to having roads full of electric vehicles instead of fuel burners. The lithium-ion is an improvement over traditional batteries, such as the ones we use to power flashlights, but there still is a long way to go before any of our electric cars can go a long way on today's battery technology. Newer batteries can store more power than past ones, so technology is improving. The clever folks at MIT have come up with a new lightweight battery that has solid particles suspended in liquid. The black liquid is refillable, which would mean a driver could theoretically recharge the battery at a gas station that included a pump with the battery "goo" [source: Jervey]. 

Mining metals bad-impact environment

Bacher, No Date  (Diane, certified business energy professional, “Environmental Impact of Batteries Used in Electric Cars”, http://www.ehow.com/about_6507967_environmental-batteries-used-electric-cars.html) LL

There are six types of electric vehicle batteries: lead-acid, nickle-metal hydride, nickle-cadmium, lithium ion, zinc-air and flywheels. All are composed of metals, processed and manufactured with varying degrees of environmental impacts. Lead-acid batteries are the most environmentally problematic. Lithium ion poses fewer environmental risks but still places a burden on natural resources. Mining metals is the process by which large volumes of rock containing metal ore are excavated from the earth. To produce commercial-grade metals, the rock ore must be ground into finer particles which undergo subsequent processing to isolate the metals from waste rock. Harmful levels of lead, zinc, arsenic, cadmium and lithium can end up in groundwater, surface water and air when waste rock which still contains metal particles is disposed at the site. Rainwater leaches the metals into surrounding soils, groundwater and surface water. In relation to greenhouse gas emissions, heavy machinery used in excavation runs solely on fossil fuels. 

Batteries minimize distance

Yacobucci 7  (Brent D., Specialist in Energy and Environmental Policy Resources, Science, and Industry Division, “Advanced Vehicle Technologies: Energy, Environment, and Development Issues”, CRS Report for Congress, Order Code RL30484, page 4 http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/1010.pdf) LL

Another major concern with electric vehicles is their performance. The batteries used to power the vehicles tend to be quite heavy, limiting the range of these vehicles.15 While a conventional passenger car can travel 300 to 400 miles before refueling, until recently, electric cars generally could only travel about 100 to 150 miles before needing to be recharged. With new developments in battery technology, EV range has increased. However, even new EVs are unlikely to have the range of a conventional vehicle. Furthermore, while refilling the tank of a conventional vehicle requires only a few minutes, a full residential recharge for an electric vehicle can take five to eight hours, although new chargers may shorten this time significantly.16 For fleet vehicles, or for short-distance commuting, these performance characteristics might not greatly affect their marketability, but the feasibility of EVs for long-distance, intercity travel is unlikely with current technology, even if the fueling infrastructure is greatly expanded.17
Too Expensive

Affordability is barrier for consumers

Lombardi 11 (Candace, Editor-CNet News, “Study: Electric cars, hybrids too expensive for most”, http://news.cnet.com/8301-11128_3-20057942-54.html?tag=mncol;title) LL
Despite rising prices at the pump, many consumers are still reluctant to purchase vehicles with alternative power trains because of cost and misunderstandings about the new technologies available. That's according to the J.D. Power and Associates "2011 U.S. Green Automotive Study," whose primary findings were released today. The J.D. Power and Associates study was conducted in February and included interviews with over 4,000 U.S. consumers planning to buy a new vehicle within one to five years. It estimates that alternative vehicles will make up less than 10 percent of the market by 2016 despite the plethora of models expected to become available in the coming years. The study found that attitudes toward the adoption of alternative power train vehicles, which includes plug-in electric, plug-in hybrid, hybrid, and clean diesel engines, were mainly dependent on affordability. Over 75 percent of those consumers surveyed said the main reason they would consider an alternative vehicle car is to save on fuel. But consumers were not willing to pay a premium to be green unless it resulted in a cost benefit to them personally in the form of significant fuel savings, according to the report. "While consumers often cite saving money on fuel as the primary benefit of owning an alternative power train vehicle, the reality for many is that the initial cost of these vehicles is too high, even as fuel prices in the United States approach record levels," said the report.
Cost limits growth of EV’s

Styler et al  11(Alexander, Gregg Podnar, Paul Dille, Matthew Duescher, Christopher Bartley, Illah Nourbakhsh, Staff-Robotic Institute, “Active Management of a Heterogeneous Energy Store for Electric Vehicles”, page 1, http://www.ri.cmu.edu/pub_files/2011/6/ieeefists2011chargecaralgorithms.pdf) LL
There is a new climate of viability for the electric vehicle. However, significant barriers to entry, including cost-of- ownership and driving range, still limit the potential growth of this sector. These barriers stem from deficiencies in battery technology: in traditional systems, the high-current, high- cycle demands of electric vehicles require new expensive chemistries such as thin electrode Lithium-ion, and battery degradation due to heavy duties shorten both the lifetime and range of vehicles. The ChargeCar project seeks to remove both barriers to entry using a heterogeneous energy storage system coupled with intelligent energy management algorithms. The system introduces a small supercapacitor in order to act as a high-rate, intelligent buffer fronting a lower- rate, high capacity battery. Charge can be moved between the stores and the electric motor bidirectionally, creating a degree of freedom that can be exploited to maximize efficiency in the system. Algorithms to control the energy flow in the system can utilize information such as vehicle state, driver history, GPS coordinates, and eventually even internet-available services such as traffic data, construction warnings, and weather reports.
EV revolution is rough-not affordable

ZuMallen 12  (Ryan, Staff Writer-Mobile News, “GREEN GAZETTE: More Electric, But Expensive, Car Choices Than Ever”, http://m.gazettes.com/mobile/lifestyle/auto_news/green-gazette-more-electric-but-expensive-car-choices-than-ever/article_90547146-68a9-11e1-8ac5-0019bb2963f4.html) LL
That may be the case some day, but the coming Electric Vehicle (EV) revolution has so far puttered its way into rough beginnings. Buyers want to be a part of the future – and if that makes us eco-friendly, all the better – but above all, they want value. No matter what current EV you’re interested in buying, this is the issue you’ll have to come to terms with. Because electric cars are not exactly affordable at the moment, and in their rush to produce better and more efficient cars since the 2008 market crash, automakers have created a golden era of efficient and luxurious “regular” cars for great prices that nearly renders EVs obsolete. And just when they were ready for their close-up. Turns out, it’s much easier to produce eco-friendly internal combustion vehicles than it is to produce affordable electric ones. (Remove V8, insert turbocharged Inline-4 and some low-rolling tires, and voilà!) But a perfect storm of necessity and activism began to gather around electric cars in the early 2000s, leaving automakers with no choice except to invest heavily in EV technology.
EV’s become political liability

Koppits 12  (Steven, NY Managing Director, “Viability of Electric Vehicles”, Douglas Westwood, page 1, http://www.douglas-westwood.com/files/files/699-Viability%20of%20Electric%20Vehicles.pdf) LL
It is hard not to be pessimistic about the future of electric cars, especially given that government funding is unlikely to increase. Not only has austerity become an economic reality, but electric vehicle funding has become something of a political liability. With the best of intentions, the government is subsidizing second cars for the very richest members of society. Both the Tesla (which has the body of a Lotus) and the gorgeous Fisker Karma sports car (which is designed by BMW and assembled in Finland) retail for more than $100,000. These are not products for the top 1 percent; these are products for the top 0.1 percent.
Hybrid EV’s Bad

High demand for hybrid electric vehicles

Beresteanu and Li 8 (Arie, PhD Economic-Pittsburg, and Shanjun, PhD-Duke Univ and Assis Prof-Cornell Univ, “Gasoline Prices, Government Support, and the Demand for Hybrid Vehicles in the U.S.”, http://dukespace.lib.duke.edu/dspace/bitstream/handle/10161/2023/beresteanu_gasoline_prices_government%2520_support.pdf%3Fsequence%3D1)
Since their introduction into the U.S. market in 2000, hybrid vehicles have been in in- creasingly strong demand: sales grew from less than 10,000 cars in 2000 to more than 250,000 in 2006. A hybrid vehicle combines the benefits of gasoline engines and electric motors and delivers better fuel economy than its non-hybrid equivalent. Therefore, the hybrid technology has been considered as a promising tool in the U.S. to reduce CO2 emission and air pollution and to achieve energy security. Following the recommendation of the National Energy Policy Report (2001),1 the U.S. government has been supporting consumer purchase of hybrid vehicles in the forms of federal income tax deductions before 2006 and federal income tax credits since then.

Particulate matter is harmful to human life

Argueta 10 (Rony, Student-UCSB, “A Technical Research Report: The Electric Vehicle”, page 7, http://www.writing.ucsb.edu/faculty/holms/Writing_2E-_EV_Technical_Research_Report.pdf) LL
Particulate matter, carcinogens released into the atmosphere by gas-powered vehicles, “can increase asthma conditions, as well as irritate respiratory systems” [1]. The carbon dioxide released into the atmosphere by internal combustion vehicles reduces the ozone layer, which absorbs ninety-seven to ninety-nine percent of the sun’s high frequency ultraviolet light [7]. According to Ozone Layer, “Every one percent decrease in the earths ozone shield is projected to increase the amount of UV light exposure to the lower atmosphere by two percent” [7]. Ultraviolet light, produced by the sun, is extremely harmful to life on Earth. UV light damages the skin, causing skin cancer. It also hurts the eyes and the marine life.
Many drawbacks to hybrid electric vehicles

Hendriks No Date (C.L., writer-Street Directory, “Disadvantages to Hybrid Vehicles”, http://www.streetdirectory.com/travel_guide/57441/cars/disadvantages_of_hybrid_electric_vehicles.html) LL
Hybrid electric vehicles use regenerative braking to get theirÂ electricity. The gas energy is captured off of the brakes and stored asÂ electricity. All electric vehicles are a much better alternative in terms ofÂ cutting down smog. There are several available today. Hybrid electric vehicles are also inferior to hydrogen fuel cellÂ vehicles. Many automotive companies are working on hydrogen fuel cellÂ vehicles in production now. Very soon Chevy will come out with a hydrogen fuelÂ cell vehicle. While hybrid electric vehicles are low smog emission vehicles, they doÂ produce emissions. Hydrogen fuel cell vehicles produce water as theirÂ emission, making them far superior to hybrid electric vehicles. OrÂ better yet take public transportation in a city that uses hydrogen fuel cellÂ buses. Although hybrid electric vehicles are readily available, they are aÂ large investment. There are sometimes $10,000 difference in between aÂ hybrid car and a subcompact although the mile per gallon difference couldÂ be only a few miles freeway miles. This is an investment that might notÂ be immediately recaptured in gas savings. Of course, hybrid vehicles are not ideal for freeway drivers. TheÂ reason is because hybrid electric vehicles use regenerative breaking. IfÂ most of the miles put on the car are on the freeway, there is less brakingÂ involved and less regeneration of electricity involved. Another disadvantage of hybrid electric vehicles is some models areÂ very difficult to obtain. They are heavily advertised and there is a heavyÂ demand. But many automotive manufacturers are using a showroom car toÂ lure customers into the showroom to see a hybrid that there is a longÂ waiting list for. Customers needing a car now and not six months fromÂ now end up buying a gas guzzling SUV because the hybrid SUV is not yetÂ readily available. A large disadvantage of hybrid electric vehicles is they give autoÂ manufacturers a chance to tell the state and federal governments that theyÂ are doing something to lower vehicle emissions. Then car manufacturersÂ insist that the government has no reason to bully the manufacturers toÂ make cars with reasonable miles per gallon rates of say 100 miles perÂ gallon. Hybrid cars are a smoke screen for the car manufacturers toÂ pretend they care about the environment. Finally, hybrid electric vehicles are available only to the most eliteÂ car buyers creating a disparity between rich communities and poorÂ communities. Poor cities have drivers creating lots of emissions in oldÂ eight cylinder cars while rich cities have rich citizens driving expensive hybrid electric vehicles with low emissions. Probably the biggestÂ disadvantage of hybrid electric vehicles is that they are cost prohibitiveÂ to the poor. 

Increasing hybrid vehicles will not decrease oil dependency

Fowler 7 (Tom, Staff-Houston Chronicle Archives, “Plug-in hybrids: one route of many / Former director of CIA says there are multiple ways to cut oil imports”, http://www.chron.com/CDA/archives/archive.mpl?id=2007_4292429) LL
 Cutting U.S. dependence on oil imports through plug-in hybrid cars is not the pipe dream some think it is, former CIA director James Woolsey said at a conference Friday at the University of Houston. Likely improvements in car batteries could make gas/electric hybrid cars practical for most Americans' driving needs, Woolsey said. And expected developments in biofuels and greater use of strong, lightweight materials in cars could mean even more cuts in oil use. "One of the stupidest things we could do is to take the attitude we must find one solution to the problem," Woolsey said at the symposium sponsored by the University of Houston Law Center and the Environmental and Energy Law and Policy Journal. "We need to work on a portfolio of solutions." Woolsey is a consultant with Booz Allen Hamilton who regularly speaks and writes about the ties between energy and national security. He said the U.S. transportation sector is far too dependent on oil, with 96 percent of its fuel coming from oil. Transportation accounts for nearly 28 percent of the country's total energy consumption, according to the Department of Energy, so changes there could have a significant benefit. Woolsey said he believes the development of batteries for hybrid cars that could go at least 25 miles without recharging - the distance a majority of U.S. cars drive daily - could be a game-changing development. Car owners could recharge the vehicles at home overnight when power demand and prices are at their lowest. The plug-in hybrids could operate at a cost of about 1 cent per mile, compared with about 10 cents per mile for standard gasoline-fueled cars. "That's something mom and pop American car buyer can understand," Woolsey said. "The day the first plug-in hybrid shows up in either a Toyota or GM showroom, maybe a couple or three years from now, is the day all of this starts to change in a very big way." Woolsey's vision isn't without its skeptics. Some in the auto industry have doubts about the speed at which car batteries are developing. Toyota's top U.S. executive, Jim Press, said the technology is "still premature" during last week's Cambridge Energy Research Associates conference in Houston. Woolsey doesn't believe his vision requires additional tax breaks or incentives. But a Jan. 24 executive order signed by President Bush directing federal agencies to buy more fuel-efficient vehicles, including plug-in hybrid vehicles if they become available, could give carmakers an incentive to make long-term contracts with battery manufacturers. Even if plug-in hybrids were a success, Woolsey believes world oil prices would continue to stay high enough to provide ongoing incentive for the continued development of alternative fuels. This includes the development of fuels from organic matter, including ethanol made from cellulose, which Woolsey said is much more advanced than many realize. "The Wright brothers have already flown in the world of cellulosic ethanol," Woolsey said. "It's not a world of people standing around in white coats trying to create something like the Manhattan Project. It's a matter of developing the industrial-level efficiency." Woolsey said it could cost as much as $1 trillion to develop the transportation and storage infrastructure needed to support hydrogen-fueled cars. "Hydrogen fuel cells are very useful in a number of applications, but to use them in the family car is one of the single worst ideas," Woolsey said. Woolsey is concerned that oil profits in Arab countries are being used to promote anti-Western ideologies: "If you want to know who's paying for those madrassas in Pakistan, look at yourself in the rearview mirror the next time you go to the gas station."

Don’t solve the environment

Begley No Date (Sharon, the senior health & science correspondent at Reuters, “Sounds Good, But...

We can't afford to make any more mistakes in how to 'save the planet.' Start by ditching corn ethanol.”, http://www.sharonlbegley.com/let-s-ditch-ethanol-1) LL

Veterans of the diaper wars know that environmental costs aren't always what they seem. But if we learned anything from that endless debate, it is that to determine a product's impacts you must include all of them—power to run the washer and dryer for cloth diapers, not just the landfill impact of disposables, for instance. (Cloth comes out only a little bit ahead; it's a clear winner if you run your appliances on sun or wind.) We can't afford to keep getting it wrong. We have already overshot the level of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere that "will preserve a planet [like] that on which civilization developed and to which life on Earth is adapted," climatologists James Hansen of NASA and colleagues argue in a new paper. Anything beyond 350 parts per million of carbon dioxide threatens widespread glacial melting and a rise in sea levels. We are at 385 and counting. Yet errors have plagued efforts to green the planet. On the personal front, although recycling is better than tossing aluminum, plastic, glass and paper in the trash, the order of priority is "reduce, reuse, recycle." Instead of recycling two-quart juice bottles, we should have been telling people to buy 12-ounce concentrates and refill that bottle 100 times before putting it in the blue bin. Even hybrid electric cars aren't a clear plus. If your outlet gets its juice from the standard U.S. electricity mix (half of which is generated by burning coal), hybrid electrics emit half the greenhouse gases as standard gasoline cars. But if your utility burns dirty coal inefficiently, hybrid electrics are worse. If you plug in at night, when most people do, you'll also be using more coal-generated electricity. Perhaps the greatest folly, in time lost and dollars wasted, has been the push for ethanol to replace gasoline. In the United States, almost all ethanol comes from corn. When you tote up the carbon emissions caused by clearing land to grow corn, fertilizing it and transporting it, corn ethanol leaves twice the carbon footprint as gasoline. The greenwashing doesn't end there. Only half of all hybrid vehicles on the U.S. market are more fuel-efficient than their non-hybrid versions, researchers at the Union of Concerned Scientists find: some models pair a big gas-guzzling engine with hybrid technology in a way that enhances only performance, not fuel economy, explains UCS's David Friedman. "Don't assume that because something's a hybrid it's better for the environment," he says (though the Prius is). The Web site fueleconomy.gov sorts out the true greens from the impostors. 

*Extensions*

Extension-Electric Grid

Industry planners preserve

MJ Bradley & Associates 11  (Analysis Group, ￼Economic, Financial and Strategy Consultants, Ensuring a Clean, Modern Electric Generating Fleet while Maintaining Electric System Reliability”, page 6, http://blogs.edf.org/texascleanairmatters/files/2012/02/ReliabilityUpdateNovember202011.pdf ) LL
Reliability planning and coordination is an ongoing process to ensure that adequate resources are available to satisfy peak electricity demand—with an added margin of safety in the event of unplanned contingencies, such as an unexpected generation plant shutdown or extreme weather event. Industry planners engage in long-term planning for peak-day “resource adequacy”, while also conducting special assessments of the localized implications of generating unit retirements or new plant interconnections. 1. Resource Adequacy: Planning for peak demand days

System planners conduct long-term resource adequacy studies, to ensure that there are sufficient resources available to satisfy the demand for electricity on peak days. The resources evaluated include: generating facilities; transmission facilities; interconnections with neighboring power systems; and demand side resources (e.g., emergency generators) which the grid operator can dispatch or otherwise call upon to balance the system’s supply and demand.
Charging results in peak in electrical consumption

Clement-Nyns, Haesen and Drieseen 2010 [Kristien, Edwin, Johan, -Staff-IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, “The Impact of Charging Plug-In Hybrid Electric Vehicles on a Residential Distribution Grid”, 25(1)] LML

The charging of PHEV has an impact on the distribution grid because these vehicles consume a large amount of electrical energy and this demand of electrical power can lead to extra large and undesirable peaks in the electrical consumption. There are two main places where the batteries of PHEVs can be recharged: either on a car park, corporate or public, or at home. The focus on this articles lies on the latter. The electrical consumption for charging PHEVs may take up to 5% of the total electrical consumption in Belgium by 2030 [3]. For a PHEV with a range of 60 miles (100 km), this amount can increase to 8% taking into account a utility factor which describes the fraction of driving that is electrical [4].
Extension-Electric Grid- Unstable/Bad

US grid has too many problems to be efficient

Tverberg 8 (Gail, writer for The Oil Drum, “The U. S. Electric Grid: Will It Be Our Undoing?”, http://www.theoildrum.com/node/3934) KA

Quite a few people believe that if there is a decline in oil production, we can make up much of the difference by increasing our use of electricity--more nuclear, wind, solar voltaic, geothermal or even coal. The problem with this model is that it assumes that our electric grid will be working well enough for this to happen. It seems to me that there is substantial doubt that this will be the case. From what I have learned in researching this topic, I expect that in the years ahead, we in the United States will have more and more problems with our electric grid. This is likely to result in electrical outages of greater and greater durations. The primary reason for the likely problems is the fact that in the last few decades, the electric power industry has moved from being a regulated monopoly to an industry following more of a free market, competitive model. With this financing model, electricity is transported over long distances, as electricity is bought and sold by different providers. Furthermore, some of the electricity that is bought and sold is variable in supply, like wind and solar voltaic. A substantial upgrade to the electrical grid is needed to support all of these activities, but our existing financing models make it very difficult to fund such an upgrade.
US grid is old and isn’t big enough to handle new types of energy

Biello 8 (David, writer for Scientific American, “World's largest machine--the electric grid--is old and outdated”, http://www.scientificamerican.com/blog/post.cfm?id=worlds-largest-machine--the-electri-2008-08-28) KA

The U.S. electric grid is so old and outdated it can't handle the influx of wind power and other intermittent renewable resources. Integrating such sources requires adapting a system that is finely tuned to balance the amount of electricity being used with the amount of electricity being generated with fickle winds. But there is an even more pressing problem, according to this article in the New York Times: the grid isn't big enough. The wind tends to blow strongest in places, such as North and South Dakota, that are far from where people live and use electricity. And no one wants to spend the millions of dollars it would take to put in a new transmission line (not to mention the legal headache of getting all those rights of way).
Power grid is too small and old to work

Wald 8 (Matthew L., a reporter at The New York Times, “Wind Energy Bumps Into Power Grid’s Limits”, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/08/27/business/27grid.html?_r=1&pagewanted=all) KA

When the builders of the Maple Ridge Wind farm spent $320 million to put nearly 200 wind turbines in upstate New York, the idea was to get paid for producing electricity. But at times, regional electric lines have been so congested that Maple Ridge has been forced to shut down even with a brisk wind blowing. That is a symptom of a broad national problem. Expansive dreams about renewable energy, like Al Gore’s hope of replacing all fossil fuels in a decade, are bumping up against the reality of a power grid that cannot handle the new demands. The dirty secret of clean energy is that while generating it is getting easier, moving it to market is not. The grid today, according to experts, is a system conceived 100 years ago to let utilities prop each other up, reducing blackouts and sharing power in small regions. It resembles a network of streets, avenues and country roads. “We need an interstate transmission superhighway system,” said Suedeen G. Kelly, a member of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. While the United States today gets barely 1 percent of its electricity from wind turbines, many experts are starting to think that figure could hit 20 percent. Achieving that would require moving large amounts of power over long distances, from the windy, lightly populated plains in the middle of the country to the coasts where many people live. Builders are also contemplating immense solar-power stations in the nation’s deserts that would pose the same transmission problems. The grid’s limitations are putting a damper on such projects already. Gabriel Alonso, chief development officer of Horizon Wind Energy, the company that operates Maple Ridge, said that in parts of Wyoming, a turbine could make 50 percent more electricity than the identical model built in New York or Texas. “The windiest sites have not been built, because there is no way to move that electricity from there to the load centers,” he said. The basic problem is that many transmission lines, and the connections between them, are simply too small for the amount of power companies would like to squeeze through them. The difficulty is most acute for long-distance transmission, but shows up at times even over distances of a few hundred miles.
Power grid costs billions to fix and too old to work

Wald 8 (Matthew L., a reporter at The New York Times, “Wind Energy Bumps Into Power Grid’s Limits”, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/08/27/business/27grid.html?_r=1&pagewanted=all) KA
Enthusiasm for wind energy is running at fever pitch these days, with bold plans on the drawing boards, like Mayor Michael Bloomberg’s notion of dotting New York City with turbines. Companies are even reviving ideas of storing wind-generated energy using compressed air or spinning flywheels. Yet experts say that without a solution to the grid problem, effective use of wind power on a wide scale is likely to remain a dream. The power grid is balkanized, with about 200,000 miles of power lines divided among 500 owners. Big transmission upgrades often involve multiple companies, many state governments and numerous permits. Every addition to the grid provokes fights with property owners. These barriers mean that electrical generation is growing four times faster than transmission, according to federal figures. In a 2005 energy law, Congress gave the Energy Department the authority to step in to approve transmission if states refused to act. The department designated two areas, one in the Middle Atlantic States and one in the Southwest, as national priorities where it might do so; 14 United States senators then signed a letter saying the department was being too aggressive. Energy Department leaders say that, however understandable the local concerns, they are getting in the way. “Modernizing the electric infrastructure is an urgent national problem, and one we all share,” said Kevin M. Kolevar, assistant secretary for electricity delivery and energy reliability, in a speech last year. Unlike answers to many of the nation’s energy problems, improvements to the grid would require no new technology. An Energy Department plan to source 20 percent of the nation’s electricity from wind calls for a high-voltage backbone spanning the country that would be similar to 2,100 miles of lines already operated by a company called American Electric Power. The cost would be high, $60 billion or more, but in theory could be spread across many years and tens of millions of electrical customers. However, in most states, rules used by public service commissions to evaluate transmission investments discourage multistate projects of this sort. In some states with low electric rates, elected officials fear that new lines will simply export their cheap power and drive rates up. Without a clear way of recovering the costs and earning a profit, and with little leadership on the issue from the federal government, no company or organization has offered to fight the political battles necessary to get such a transmission backbone built. Texas and California have recently made some progress in building transmission lines for wind power, but nationally, the problem seems likely to get worse. Today, New York State has about 1,500 megawatts of wind capacity. A megawatt is an instantaneous measure of power. A large Wal-Mart draws about one megawatt. The state is planning for an additional 8,000 megawatts of capacity. But those turbines will need to go in remote, windy areas that are far off the beaten path, electrically speaking, and it is not clear enough transmission capacity will be developed. Save for two underwater connections to Long Island, New York State has not built a major new power line in 20 years. A handful of states like California that have set aggressive goals for renewable energy are being forced to deal with the issue, since the goals cannot be met without additional power lines. But Bill Richardson, the governor of New Mexico and a former energy secretary under President Bill Clinton, contends that these piecemeal efforts are not enough to tap the nation’s potential for renewable energy. Wind advocates say that just two of the windiest states, North Dakota and South Dakota, could in principle generate half the nation’s electricity from turbines. But the way the national grid is configured, half the country would have to move to the Dakotas in order to use the power. “We still have a third-world grid,” Mr. Richardson said, repeating a comment he has made several times. “With the federal government not investing, not setting good regulatory mechanisms, and basically taking a back seat on everything except drilling and fossil fuels, the grid has not been modernized, especially for wind energy.”
Old power grid cannot support EV’s or renewable energy

Tverberg 8 (Gail, writer for The Oil Drum, “The U. S. Electric Grid: Will It Be Our Undoing?”, http://www.theoildrum.com/node/3934) KA
If we cannot get the electrical grid upgraded, it seems like we will need to downgrade our expectations for applications such as electrified rail and plug-in electric hybrid cars. These will work much less well if there are frequent electric outages in much of the country. We may also need to downgrade our expectation for newer renewables because of the intermittent nature of their output, and the inability of local grids to handle this type of input. Efforts at higher efficiency may also be hindered, if we are unable to make the grid "smart".

Extension-Electric Grid- Black Outs

Blackouts happening now because of failing electrical grid

Lerner 3 (Eric, president of Lawrenceville Plasma Physics, Inc., “What’s Wrong with the Electric Grid?”, http://www.aip.org/tip/INPHFA/vol-9/iss-5/p8.pdf) KA

The warnings were certainly there. In 1998, former utility executive John Casazza predicted that “blackout risks will be increased” if plans for deregulating electric power went ahead. And the warnings continued to be heard from other energy experts and planners. So it could not have been a great surprise to the electric-power industry when, on August 14, a blackout that covered much of the Northeast United States dramatically confirmed these warnings. Experts widely agree that such failures of the power-transmission system are a nearly unavoidable product of a collision between the physics of the system and the economic rules that now regulate it. To avoid future incidents, the nation must either physically transform the system to accommodate the new rules, or change the rules to better mesh with the power grid’s physical behavior.
Failing power grids lead to long-lasting blackouts

Tverberg 8 (Gail, writer for The Oil Drum, “The U. S. Electric Grid: Will It Be Our Undoing?”, http://www.theoildrum.com/node/3934) KA
It seems to me that as more and more of transmission infrastructure exceeds its normal life expectancy, there will be more and more blackouts. Areas where there is high congestion, such as the Eastern Interconnection and Southern California, would seem to be particularly at risk. It seems like some of these blackouts could be very long (two weeks?). With the current system, it takes longer to get new transmission lines in place than to build new natural gas or wind generating capacity. Because of this, we are gradually increasing the amount of constriction in the grid. We may have to forgo adding new generating capacity, particularly of wind, until sufficient additional transmission lines can be added.
Number of blackouts have been increasing due to failing grids

Patterson 10 (Thom, reporter for CNN, “U.S. electricity blackouts skyrocketing”, http://www.cnn.com/2010/TECH/innovation/08/09/smart.grid/index.html) KA

Experts on the nation's electricity system point to a frighteningly steep increase in non-disaster-related outages affecting at least 50,000 consumers. During the past two decades, such blackouts have increased 124 percent -- up from 41 blackouts between 1991 and 1995, to 92 between 2001 and 2005, according to research at the University of Minnesota. In the most recently analyzed data available, utilities reported 36 such outages in 2006 alone. "It's hard to imagine how anyone could believe that -- in the United States -- we should learn to cope with blackouts," said University of Minnesota Professor Massoud Amin, a leading expert on the U.S. electricity grid. Amin supports construction of a nationwide "smart grid" that would avert blackouts and save billions of dollars in wasted electricity. In a nutshell, a smart grid is an automated electricity system that improves the reliability, security and efficiency of electric power. It more easily connects with new energy sources, such as wind and solar, and is designed to charge electric vehicles and control home appliances via a so-called "smart" devices.
Number of blackouts increasing due to bad power grid systems

Amin 11 (S. Massoud, Director of the Technological Leadership Institute, “U.S. Electrical Grid Gets Less Reliable”, http://spectrum.ieee.org/energy/policy/us-electrical-grid-gets-less-reliable) KA

The U.S. electrical grid has been plagued by ever more and ever worse blackouts over the past 15 years. In an average year, outages total 92 minutes per year in the Midwest and 214 minutes in the Northeast. Japan, by contrast, averages only 4 minutes of interrupted service each year. (The outage data excludes interruptions caused by extraordinary events such as fires or extreme weather.) I analyzed two sets of data, one from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy Information Administration (EIA) and the other from the North American Electric Reliability Corp. (NERC). Generally, the EIA database contains more events, and the NERC database gives more information about the events. In both sets, each five-year period was worse than the preceding one. What happened? Starting in 1995, the amortization and depreciation rate has exceeded utility construction expenditures. In other words, for the past 15 years, utilities have harvested more than they have planted. The result is an increasingly stressed grid. Indeed, grid operators should be praised for keeping the lights on, while managing a system with diminished shock absorbers. R&D spending for the electric power sector dropped 74 percent, from a high in 1993 of US $741 million to $193 million in 2000. R&D represented a meager 0.3 percent of revenue in the six-year period from 1995 to 2000, before declining even further to 0.17 percent from 2001 to 2006. Even the hotel industry put more into R&D.
Extensions-Environment

Levels of pollution low now-studies prove

McMaster 8  (Nick, Staff-Newser, “Pollution Decreasing Off US Shores: Study”, Newser, http://www.newser.com/story/27267/pollution-decreasing-off-us-shores-study.html) LL

Levels of pesticides and other toxic chemicals in US coastal waters are generally decreasing, McClatchy reports. A 20-year study by the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration's Mussel Watch looked at levels of 140 chemicals and found decreasing trends. Laws banning many of the chemicals were passed in the 1970s, but the long process of their disappearance from the environment continues. "Different regions have different stories," says Gunnar Lauenstein, the program's lead scientist. "But when you look at all the numbers and evaluate them statistically, it shows that on a national basis, concentrations are going down."
Increase pollution-Power plants generate from coal and oil

Wilkins 1997 (John, Professor of Physics-Univ of Ohio, “Will Electric Vehicles Really Reduce Pollution?”, http://www.physics.ohio-state.edu/~wilkins/writing/Samples/policy/voytishlong.html) LL

While studies of the pollution-reducing ability of electric vehicles in California are quite favorable, they cannot be applied to the rest of the world as a whole. The truth is that when using electricity generated from dirty sources such as coal and oil, electric vehicles may actually create more of some pollutants than comparable internal combustion engine vehicles. A report by the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) cited a German study that estimated the environmental impact of electric vehicles with two distinct energy mixes: one comprised of only 49% coal-fired electricity, and one comprised solely of coal-fired electricity [1]. The estimates provided by the study are given in table 1. Assuming that 49% of an electric vehicle's charging energy being derived from coal, the study found that electric vehicles would cause comparable levels of nitrogen oxides and carbon dioxide to be emitted, and that sulfur oxide emissions would increase by a factor of 10 [1]. Furthermore, when assuming that an electric vehicle is charged with 100% coal-fired electricity, the study estimated that the electric vehicles would emit 150% more carbon dioxide, 250% more nitrogen oxides, and 2400% more sulfur oxides than a comparable internal combustion engine vehicle [1]. 
Electric vehicles contribute heavily to global warming

Glasser et al. 12 (Glasser, David, Xinying Liu, Hildebrandt, Diane, South African Journal of Science; Jan/Feb2012, Vol. 108 Issue 1/2, p1-6, 6p, 5 Charts) IGM

Electric vehicles have been seen by some policymakers as a tool to target reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. Some researchers have shown that the full environmental impact of electric vehicles depends very much on the cleanliness of the electricity grid. In countries such as the USA and China, where coal-fired power plants still play a very important role in electricity generation, the environmental impact of electric vehicles is equivalent to, or even higher than that of cars running on internal combustion engines. In this study, the environmental impacts of electric vehicles in South Africa were investigated. We found that, as the bulk of South Africa's electricity is generated from relatively low-quality coal and the advanced exhaust clean up technologies are not implemented in the current coal-fired power plants, the use of electric vehicles in South Africa would not help to cut greenhouse gas emissions now (2010) or in the future (in 2030 using the IRP 2010 Revision 2, policy-adjusted IRP scenario), and actually would lead to higher SOx and NOx emissions. 

Extension-Batteries

Disposal of used-batteries clutter the landfills

Inhaber 1997 (Herbert, PhD and author, “Why Conservation Energy Fails,” http://books.google.com/books?id=xO-ZSWrLt4IC&pg=PA59&dq=%22Electric+vehicles%22+%22waste%22+%22batteries%22&hl=en&sa=X&ei=UNLwT8KoJYi3qAH-o5WRAg&ved=0CL4BEOgBMBg#v=onepage&q=%22electric%20vehicles%22&f=true)
The average auto on the road today has one battery which might last for four or five years. Electric vehicles might have dozens of batteries that get much more of a workout than those presently on the road. The two-year period quoted by the writer may be optimistic, given the tremendous strain that electric vehicle put on their batteries. In any case, if electric vehicles were widely used, the number of batteries disposed of would probably rise by perhaps a factor of ten. And the writer is correct in that corrosive acid in batteries cannot be dumped as it used to be, in the nearest stream. It has to be carefully handled in landfills. Experience with landfills in the last decade or two shows that nobody likes them nearby. 
Batteries are unsafe

GAO 9  (United States Government Accountability Office, “Federal Energy And Fleet Management”, page 25) LL

Finally, plug-in vehicles, which are expected to use lithium-ion batteries, could also provide environmental benefits by reducing toxic waste that would otherwise be generated from car batteries. Compared with lead acid batteries in gasoline vehicles and nickel metal hydride batteries used in conventional hybrid vehicles, lithium-ion batteries produce insignificant levels of toxic waste, which means they are less likely to pose environmental challenges that would damage the ecosystems in these areas. Furthermore, lithium-ion batteries can pose challenges and potential cost and risks related to safety and transport. For example, lithium-ion batteries have previously posed a risk of “thermal runaway,” in which the batteries overheat and catch fire. Mitigating this safety issue is a priority of battery manufactures, and one battery manufacturer we visited showed us several innovations to ensure that this would not be a risk while operating the vehicle. In addition, because of the current risks, there are restrictions on the transportation of lithium-ion batteries, which could pose challenges for consumers—including the federal government—in maintaining these vehicles.
Expensive to dispose batteries

Bacher, No Date  (Diane, certified business energy professional, “Environmental Impact of Batteries Used in Electric Cars”, http://www.ehow.com/about_6507967_environmental-batteries-used-electric-cars.html) LL
All of the electric car battery types are expected to last up to three years when a replacement will be necessary, resulting in many discarded batteries. There are federal and state laws requiring proper disposal of batteries which produce hazardous waste as metals are leach out unfettered. For that reason, metals in batteries should be recovered before disposal. The stripped batteries should then be disposed into specially designed landfills, i.e., those with liners to prevent leaching of remaining hazardous pollutants into surrounding soils and water. Electric car batteries are expected to cost around $8,000. Proper disposal will add to the cost of replacement.
Lithium Turn—1NC

A. EVs use Lithium for battery production and transition would cause peak oil-like scarcity

Tahil 6 (William, Research Director @ Meridian Intl Research, The Trouble with Lithium: Implications of Future PHEV Production for Lithium Demand, http://tyler.blogware.com/lithium_shortage.pdf) LA
The Rise of Lithium The world is embracing the Lithium Ion battery as its answer to mobile electrical energy storage needs. All other technologies are being more or less swept aside by the attraction of the potentially high energy density of Lithium based batteries. The Lithium Ion battery has brought great improvements for portable electronic devices. Longer run time is still desired for laptop computers, but the Lithium battery now provides acceptable run times for most hand- held devices. The high cost of LiIon batteries is still a drawback and accounts for the continuing presence of NiMH batteries in the market. As the reality of Peak Oil sinks in further, the apparent high performance of the LiIon battery is being carried over into the future of transportation mobility – the Electric Vehicle in all its variants: EV, PHEV and HEV0. But is this enthusiasm justified? And could we not be swapping dependence on one depleting natural resource – oil – for another? Analysis shows that a world dependent on Lithium for its vehicles could soon face even tighter resource constraints than we face today with oil.
B. Undermines geopolitical stability and turns competitiveness—gives exporting nations in South America and Asia political influence

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
It is apparent that Lithium will become a more and more strategic material. The South American nations intend to develop free of what they perceive as post war US neo-colonialism as evidenced by the new wave of political leaders who have been swept to power in recent years: not just Hugo Chavez, Evo Morales or Luiz de Silva but also Michelle Bachelet in Chile and Cristina Kirchner in Argentina. In Chile, the largest producer of Lithium in the world with the best quality resource, Lithium is legally State Property. Just as Resource Nationalism is increasingly being felt from the oil producing countries who are increasing their own consumption and reducing exports to conserve oil for future requirements, Chile, Bolivia and Argentina may well follow the same path. South America will also require electric vehicles and might decide Lithium is worth more to them to maintain their own motive power. Chile’s current Lithium Carbonate production of about 45,000 tonnes could nominally support manufacture of 2M GM Volt sized 16kWh batteries per year. Future production increases could support a domestic LiIon battery industry. Chile and Argentina may have sufficient leverage in future to persuade foreign LiIon battery manufacturers to establish local production facilities in return for privileged access to Lithium Carbonate. In April 2008, the US Navy reactivated its Fourth Fleet to patrol Latin American and Caribbean waters. The fleet was dissolved in 1950 after the Second World Water but is being revived to send a signal to the socialist governments of South America. Ecuador intend to shut down the US military base in the country and both Brazil and Argentina have protested about US plans to install a new military base in Paraguay near the Bolivian gas fields. Latin America could be self sufficient in oil for many years should it choose to reduce exports. The idea of a South American Defence Council has been relaunched by Brazil, specifically excluding the USA. The trend is clear. The supply of 70% of the world’s Lithium will increasingly come under state control as oil exports are politically controlled by the OPEC nations today. Unlike OPEC which has in general shared little of its oil wealth with the general populace, the New Governments of South America see themselves as more socially responsible and unlike the previous regimes are not politically aligned with the USA: indeed there is a very strong backlash in Latin America against the real or perceived neo-colonialism of US foreign policy. In the current US climate of "reducing dependence on foreign oil", exchanging dependence on oil from perceived hostile nations of the Middle East, whose governments have in fact been politically allied with the USA, for dependence on "Foreign Lithium" from nations where both the populace and the governments are no longer sympathetic to the USA, would be unwise. China’s Lithium brine deposits are located in Tibet. This is also a politically sensitive region. While there is no doubt that stability will be maintained and there is no physical risk to Li2CO3 supply to the Chinese LiIon battery industry, an ethical and moral issue might arise in basing Electric Vehicles on Lithium from Tibet. With much of the world’s Lithium Ion battery manufacturing capacity installed in China and China’s growing need for sustainable oil free transportation, it would not be surprising to see China prioritise its own EV industry. Planned Chinese Lithium Carbonate production increases could easily be absorbed by a domestic EV industry, leaving little available for export. As the dollar becomes weaker there becomes less and less incentive to export to the USA. From a security point of view, the USA could redevelop its domestic Lithium resources and set up domestic LiIon battery manufacturing capacity as a strategic asset if the automotive industry intends to rely on LiIon batteries as the sole solution rather than also adopting other battery technologies which use unconstrained resources.

Lithium Turn—XT: Turns Case

Peak lithium takes out all long term benefits of EV production
Moore 7 (Bill, info mgmt. security leader at GE, http://evworld.com/article.cfm?storyid=1182&first=5380&end=5379) IGM
Mister Tahil said that he wasn't entirely surprised to "find the fly in the ointment" as he began pulling the numbers together "given all the other roadblocks the electric car has had placed in its path during the 20th century." I could see in just five years time that the industry could grind to a halt; and the car manufacturers might say, 'well we tried to build plug-in hybrids, but there isn't enough lithium, so production will have to be greatly scaled back. So, we'll have to wait for lithium production to build up, and it'll be 'Who Killed the Electric Car?" all over again." He is also concerned that the "lithium ion [political] juggernaut" will simply get out of control, building lots of public momentum only to crash into the reality of limited availability a few years out. 

Lithium Turn—OUTWEIGHS PEAK OIL*

EV Production triggers Peak Lithium before Peak Oil could ever happen—starts by 2017
Morrissey 11 (Ed, former Heritage, http://hotair.com/archives/2011/06/13/electric-cars-not-so-green-after-all/) IGM
Lithium also poses another blow to the argument for the electric car — its domestic availability. Eighty-five percent of the known reserves are in Bolivia, Chile, and China, and lithium is not the only element needed for large-scale production of car battery systems. Large flake graphite is also needed, and China controls 80 percent of the market, along with other “rare earth” elements. Far from ending our dependence on foreign resources, we will merely exchange our dependence from the Middle East to China, which is not exactly an encouraging thought for our future. Even if we did have these elements in abundance, we would need to mine and drill for them. Those are precisely the activities that environmentalists and short-sighted government policies have been blocking for decades in coal, oil, shale, and natural gas. Besides, “peak lithium” may arrive long before “peak oil,” as the Argonne National Laboratory estimates that we only have enough lithium available to manufacture car batteries through 2050 — less than 40 years from now. A lithium “crunch” could occur by 2017 — which also hardly lends confidence to the reliability of the electric car as a long-term solution.

Lithium Turn—AT: Evans

Studies claiming abundance ignore that some Lithium deposits are unusable

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
The recent paper “An Abundance of Lithium” catalogues numerous Lithium deposits. It includes a wide spectrum of deposits in which the concentration of Lithium varies from a low of 8 ppm to 3,000 ppm or more in some parts of the Andes. Total Global Lithium Reserves of 28 million tonnes are postulated in comparison with a Reserve Base estimated by the USGS to be 11 million tonnes. The document is not useful for the industrial and strategic planning purposes of the battery and automotive industries. It confounds geological Lithium deposits of all grades and types with economically viable Reserves that can be realistically exploited and relied upon as a dependable source of sustainable supply by the mass production scale of the automotive industry. Many of the deposits catalogued cannot be considered to be actual or potential Lithium Reserves. They would have higher production costs and lower production rates than the South American and Chinese brine deposits, coupled with unproven and heretofore undeveloped processes.
Lithium Turn—AT: No Shortage

Lithium Carbonate shortages are coming
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

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. Projections of overall Lithium Carbonate production must take into account that a much higher purity of 99.95% is required for LiIon battery production. Therefore battery grade Li2CO3 availability will further lag behind overall industrial Li2CO3 production. Existing demand for Li2CO3 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. If all future Li2CO3 production increases are purified into battery grade material, it will still only be sufficient in the most optimum scenario for at most 4 to 8 million GM Volt class vehicles worldwide per annum by 2015 - 2020. It appears that at least 20% and quite possibly as much as 50% of the highest grade Lithium deposit in the world, within the Salar de Atacama, has already been extracted at a production rate 10 times lower than that required to sustain automotive industry requirements. The Salar de Uyuni is a very thinly dispersed resource and its realistic producible Lithium reserve is only in the order of 300,000 tonnes. This combination of factors at the two largest Lithium salt deposits means that great caution and realism must be exercised in forecasting potential future global Lithium production volumes. 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. LiIon powered cars are not “Green Cars” but Environmentally Destructive Cars. The geopolitical scenario of a world outside China being dependent on the Lithium Triangle of Bolivia, Argentina and Chile for nearly all of its future Lithium Carbonate supply should be sufficient in itself to give pause to the headlong adoption of LiIon batteries by the automotive industry.
Your argument ignores the uselessness of alternate sources

Tahil 12 (William, Research Director @ Meridian Intl Research, Battery grade lithium in short supply - Exclusive interview with William Tahil - part I, http://beta.cars21.com/news/view/789) LA

There are several issues that need to be considered: Realistically achievable production increases (even assuming no environmental constraints) Match between possible production and demand Exponential growth from existing applications Exponential growth from other competing new applications Environmental compatibility  Lithium production increases cannot meet increases in demand from both existing applications and the automotive electrification rates we need for PHEVs and BEVs to make a significant impact on oil consumption.  The lithium mining and battery industries consistently do not point out that total geological resources of lithium in the ground do not equate to economically and technically extractable reserves that can realistically be pulled out of the ground. The statement “there’s plenty of Lithium” is meaningless. Hydrogen is one of the most abundant elements on the planet – but we still have no H2 Economy. What matters is how much Lithium can be realistically produced per year and how quickly, considering increasing demand from existing and other new applications competing with electric cars.

Lithium Turn—AT: Recycling

Recycling is difficult and unlikely—economically not worthwhile

Petersen 11 (John, Energy lawyer and contrib Editor for AltEnergyStocks.com, Why Advanced Lithium Ion Batteries Won’t Be Recycled, http://www.altenergystocks.com/archives/2011/05/why_advanced_lithium_ion_batteries_wont_be_recycled.html) LA

One of the most pervasive and enduring myths in the energy storage sector is that a robust recycling infrastructure for used lithium-ion batteries will be built before the wonder-batteries that are being manufactured today for the first generation of plug-in vehicles reach the end of their useful lives. In the worst case scenario, advocates suggest used lithium-ion batteries will be stockpiled until there are enough used batteries to justify the build-out of recycling infrastructure. The numbers tell a very different story. For several years the single minded obsession of all lithium-ion battery developers has been reducing costs to a point where using batteries as a substitute for a fuel tank makes economic sense. Most of the progress has come from substituting cheap raw materials like iron, manganese and titanium for the more costly cobalt and nickel that were used in first generation lithium-ion batteries. Unfortunately, when you slash the cost of the materials that go into a battery you also slash the value of the materials that can be recovered from that battery at the end of its useful life. Using Material Data Safety Sheets from Powerizer and current LME Prices from MetalPrices.com, I've calculated the value of the metals that can be recovered from recycling a ton of used batteries and summarized them in the following table. Given the extremely high metal value of used cobalt-based lithium batteries it seems strange that only one company in the world, Unicore of Belgium, has bothered to develop a recycling process. When you take the time to read and digest Umicore's process description, however, the reason becomes obvious. Recycling lithium-ion batteries is an incredibly complex and expensive undertaking that includes: Collection and reception of batteries; Burning of flammable electrolytes; Neutralization of hazardous internal chemistry; Smelting of metallic components; Refining & purification of recovered high value metals; and Disposal of non-recoverable waste metals like lithium and aluminum.

Recycling is unlikely since it’s not economically beneficial

Kanter 11 (James, Staff Correspondent for Intl Herald Tribune, Fancy Batteries in Electric Cars Pose Recycling Challenges, August 30 2011, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/08/31/business/energy-environment/fancy-batteries-in-electric-cars-pose-recycling-challenges.html?pagewanted=all) LA
“There is no green car without green recycling,” said Ghislain Van Damme, a manager at Umicore, a company based here in Hoboken that is one of the world’s largest recyclers of precious and specialty metals from electronic waste. Companies that fail to plan for recycling face “brand damage” at the very least, he said, as well as potential fines and legal action if the batteries end up being illegally incinerated or dumped in landfills. In many cases, automakers will be responsible for final disposal of the batteries — even if they did not actually manufacture them — because of stricter laws governing recycling, especially in Europe. Any sense of urgency in developing recycling capacity has been dampened, however, by the cost factor. The newest, most-powerful lithium-based batteries are also less valuable to recycle than earlier ones. Lithium is plentiful compared with the nickel and cobalt found in hybrid and all-electric car batteries developed earlier, even if the main sources of the metal, in countries like Chile and Bolivia, are far from auto production centers. “You can count on a constant and growing thirst for metals including lithium,” said P.Aswin Kumar, an analyst with Frost & Sullivan. “But lithium still costs about five times more to recycle than to mine, so environmental laws will drive recycling for now.” Shoebox-size, lead-acid batteries have powered ignition and lighting in gasoline- or diesel-powered cars for decades. They already are widely recycled, mainly because lead is such a health hazard. The batteries for hybrid and all-electric cars are far more powerful and much larger, with some weighing up to around 250 kilograms, or 550 pounds. They also can be the car’s most expensive component, mostly because of the complexity in making them, rather than the value of the materials. Complicating the question of disposal, a large amount of energy remains stored even in partially discharged batteries. These could deliver harmful shocks and pose a serious fire hazard if mishandled.
Lithium Turn—Alt Battery Tech Solves Case
Lithium can’t even solve large vehicles

Tahil 12(William, Research Director @ Meridian Intl Research, Li-ion vs Zinc-air – Exclusive interview with William Tahil – part II, 12 April 2012, http://beta.cars21.com/articles/li-ion_vs_zinc-air-exclusive_interview_with_william_tahil-part_ii_br) LA

William Tahil: I recommend my paper “The Zinc Air Battery and the Zinc Economy” which shows that zinc air batteries and fuel cells have many advantages and were a mature and ready to deploy technology in the 1990s before Li-ion even came on the scene. A major issue that receives insufficient attention in the EV media is heavy vehicles – trucks, buses, heavy machinery, tractors etc. What is going to be used to power these vehicles? We are all aware that modern civilisation completely depends on road haulage – without heavy trucks, our logistics infrastructure would collapse. Without tractors, food production would collapse. There are over 2.2 million Class 8 heavy trucks in the US weighing up to 36 tonnes and travelling 80,000 miles per year each. Their fuel efficiency is about 5 mpg. How are we going to keep these vehicles running? They would need a 300 kWh battery just for 150 miles range. Li-ion is out of the question for this – a 300 kWh LiIon battery would weigh 3 tonnes and use 600 kgs of Lithium Carbonate. Retrofitting the heaviest trucks in the US alone would therefore require at least 1.3 million tonnes of technical grade lithium carbonate. If we look at annual Class 3 – 8 truck registrations in the US, which run at about 500,000 per year, we would need well over 200,000 tonnes of lithium carbonate per year just for those vehicles, to give them a PHEV capability, not counting truck sales in the rest of the world. Globally, some 2.5 million heavy trucks (over 6 tonnes) are sold per year – this would require, at an average 200 kWh battery each, at least 1 million tonnes of lithium carbonate per year. Again, there is practically NO spare lithium carbonate production available for vehicles from total current global production of 130,000 tonnes. The gulf between what is required and what is being produced, is a factor of 20. I hope this again highlights why Li-ion is not a suitable technology for mass market automotive use.
Lithium Turn—AT: Impact Inevitable

Only increased production of EV’s triggers impacts of peak lithium

Biello 9 (David, associate editor of Enviro and econ, http://www.scientificamerican.com/podcast/episode.cfm?id=electric-cars-and-peak-lithium-09-03-12) IGM
But, in terms of economics, are we trading peak oil for peak lithium? Lithium is, obviously, a primary component of the lithium ion batteries powering the first generation of electric cars. The bulk of it is found in Bolivia. Even worse, according to some, most of these advanced batteries are made in Asia. In fact, General Motors selected a battery from Korean company LG over American start-up A123Systems for its initial Volt. But GM, assuming it survives, is also investing in a battery manufacturing plant in Michigan and there are deposits of lithium in the U.S. as well. Peak lithium may yet become a concern but first there would have to be a lot more electric cars on the road.
AT: EVs Save People $
Variances in electricity costs make savings unpredictable

Lachnit 10 (Carroll, Edmunds.com Features Editor, The True Cost of Powering and Electric Car: Focus on Low Kilowatt-Hours, Not Cost per Gallon, http://www.edmunds.com/fuel-economy/the-true-cost-of-powering-an-electric-car.html) LA

What if a gallon of gasoline cost $2 in the middle of the night, was free at lunch and set you back $8 in the afternoon? Welcome to the world of electric cars. If you buy one, the cost of a fill-up will largely depend on when and where you recharge it, not to mention the rates your utility company offers. In the U.S., the cost of electricity varies far more widely than the cost of gasoline, from a kilowatt-hour average of 8 cents in Washington state to 36 cents in Hawaii (a kilowatt-hour (kWh) is the amount of electrical energy consumed when 1,000 watts are used for one hour). Someday soon, you might be able to recharge your electric vehicle (EV) for free during a lunch stop at the mall. But if the EV is going to be filled up at home, your rate could be much higher than the national average of 11 cents that the EPA will put on its fuel economy label for EVs. Because of the variety of utility rates in the U.S., a 2011 Nissan Leaf that's a bargain to drive in Washington — $28.29 for 1,000 miles — is pricey in Hawaii, where those 1,000 miles would cost $97.21. A conventional car getting 36 mpg would make that trip for the same money. For consumers primarily interested in driving an EV to save money, it's critical to know actual electric rates (and the current cost of gasoline, for comparison purposes) instead of relying on national averages.
Warming—AT: Transportation Key 

80 percent of emissions come from energy generation, plan doesn’t cover it and can’t solve warming.

EIA 9 [U.S. Energy Information Administration, Emissions of Greenhouse Gases Report, http://205.254.135.7/oiaf/1605/ggrpt/carbon.html] ATP 
Energy-related carbon dioxide emissions account for more than 80 percent of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions. EIA breaks energy use into four end-use sectors (Table 6 below), and emissions from the electric power sector are attributed to the end-use sectors. Growth in energy-related carbon dioxide emissions since 1990 has resulted largely from increases associated with electric power generation and transportation fuel use. All other energy-related carbon dioxide emissions (from direct fuel use in the residential, commercial, and industrial sectors) have been either flat or declining in recent years (Figure 8 on the right). In 2008, however, emissions from both electric power and transportation fuel use were down—by 2.1 percent and 4.7 percent, respectively.   Reasons for the long-term growth in electric power and transportation sector emissions include: increased demand for electricity for computers and electronics in homes and offices; strong growth in demand for commercial lighting and cooling; substitution of new electricity-intensive technologies, such as electric arc furnaces for steelmaking, in the industrial sector; and increased demand for transportation services as a result of relatively low fuel prices and robust economic growth in the 1990s and early 2000s. Likewise, the recent declines in emissions from both the transportation and electric power sectors are tied to the economy, with people driving less and consuming less electricity in 2008 than in 2007.
Warming—Alt Cause—Buildings 

Inefficiently built structures are the worst offenders for climate change.

Coady ’12 (6/25; Teresa Coady is the President and Founding Partner of B+H BuntingCoady Architects, one of Canada's leading sustainable architectural design practices.) http://www.vancouversun.com/entertainment/Better+buildings+battle+climate+change/6828489/story.html md
According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), industry contributes almost 20 per cent of America’s yearly greenhouse gas emissions; the transportation sector is responsible for 33 per cent and buildings emit fully 47 per cent of GHGs. As for energy consumption, the EIA indicates that industry consumes 23 per cent of electrical energy and transportation less than one per cent. Buildings, meanwhile, through both their construction and operation, gobble up fully 77 per cent. There’s a simple reason for this. Most buildings were designed and constructed when energy costs were lower than they are now, and the link between GHGs and the climate was not fully known. The result was that buildings were not constructed to be energy efficient. Today, it is a huge challenge to ease the toll that buildings take on our environment. As demographics indicate, building construction is not going to stop any time soon. While cities are home to more than half of the global population and consume about three-quarters of the world’s energy, by 2050, 70 per cent of the world’s population will reside in cities, causing more buildings to go up and energy demand from them to grow exponentially. Without a doubt, the two most important ways that we in the architecture/design and construction industries can tackle the building problem is by ensuring that new structures are designed and built sustainably and that existing buildings are retrofitted to substantially reduce their carbon output and energy consumption. The good news is, in many jurisdictions — particularly in North America — new buildings must now be constructed to strict environmental standards. In Canada, new buildings must meet the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) ratings system. The other part of the building challenge concerns existing stock. Most of the world’s buildings, including those in North America, are not new. And half of the current supply will still be in use by 2050. A critical step in both the new green-building and retrofit process is to be able to gather and present the efficiency gains to prospective clients. The financial benefits of building and retrofitting to green standards must — and can — be quantified, so we as architects and other members of the design/build community can demonstrate to clients that upfront investments are worth it and can be recouped relatively quickly. In fact, there’s a strong business case for creating or retrofitting buildings to green standards. Over time, green buildings are less expensive to operate than “non-green” ones, because they’re energy efficient. They tend to pay for themselves quickly through lower operating/maintenance costs. There are intangible returns, too. Owners and tenants of either new or retrofitted green buildings enhance their reputations by being associated with sustainable buildings.

Warming – Alt Cause – Defo 

Global warming is caused by deforestation

Markham 9 (Derek, writer for planetsave.com, "Global Warming Effects and Causes: A Top 10 List" planetsave.com, http://planetsave.com/2009/06/07/global-warming-effects-and-causes-a-top-10-list/) BSB

The use of forests for fuel (both wood and for charcoal) is one cause of deforestation, but in the first world, our appetite for wood and paper products, our consumption of livestock grazed on former forest land, and the use of tropical forest lands for commodities like palm oil plantations contributes to the mass deforestation of our world. Forests remove and store carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, and this deforestation releases large amounts of carbon, as well as reducing the amount of carbon capture on the planet.
Deforestation is the main cause of warming
Howden, 7, "Daniel “Deforestation: The Hidden Cause Of Global Warming”, deputy foreign editor of The Independent, (http://www.independent.co.uk/environment/climate-change/deforestation-the-hidden-cause-of-global-warming-448734.html) BSB
The accelerating destruction of the rainforests that form a precious cooling band around the Earth's equator, is now being recognised as one of the main causes of climate change. Carbon emissions from deforestation far outstrip damage caused by planes and automobiles and factories. The rampant slashing and burning of tropical forests is second only to the energy sector as a source of greenhouses gases according to report published today by the Oxford-based Global Canopy Programme, an alliance of leading rainforest scientists. Figures from the GCP, summarising the latest findings from the United Nations, and building on estimates contained in the Stern Report, show deforestation accounts for up to 25 per cent of global emissions of heat-trapping gases, while transport and industry account for 14 per cent each; and aviation makes up only 3 per cent of the total. "Tropical forests are the elephant in the living room of climate change," said Andrew Mitchell, the head of the GCP. Scientists say one days' deforestation is equivalent to the carbon footprint of eight million people flying to New York. Reducing those catastrophic emissions can be achieved most quickly and most cheaply by halting the destruction in Brazil, Indonesia, the Congo and elsewhere. No new technology is needed, says the GCP, just the political will and a system of enforcement and incentives that makes the trees worth more to governments and individuals standing than felled. "The focus on technological fixes for the emissions of rich nations while giving no incentive to poorer nations to stop burning the standing forest means we are putting the cart before the horse," said Mr Mitchell.
Deforestation causes global warming

Matthews, 6,(Christopher “Deforestation Causes Global Warming”, Information officer with Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, (http://www.fao.org/newsroom/en/news /2006 /10003 85/index.html) BSB
Most people assume that global warming is caused by burning oil and gas. But in fact between 25 and 30 percent of the greenhouse gases released into the atmosphere each year – 1.6 billion tonnes – is caused by deforestation. About 200 experts, mostly from developing countries, met in Rome last week to address this issue in a workshop organized by the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and hosted by FAO. “We are working to solve two of the key environmental issues – deforestation and global warming – at the same time,” said FAO Senior Forestry Officer Dieter Schoene. Trees are 50 percent carbon. When they are felled or burned, the C02 they store escapes back into the air. According to FAO figures, some 13 million ha of forests worldwide are lost every year, almost entirely in the tropics. Deforestation remains high in Africa, Latin America and Southeast Asia. Delegates of the 46 developing countries present at the Rome workshop signalled their readiness to act on deforestation, 80 percent of which is due to increased farmland to feed growing populations. Part of the solution is to increase agricultural productivity so that there is less demand to convert forests into farmland. But they also stressed that they needed financial help from the developed world to do the job. A major flow of capital from north to south – under new instruments still waiting to be negotiated -- would be required to help the developing nations conserve their forests.
Deforestation causes human extinction through new disease outbreaks 

Butler 7 (Rhett Butler has been researching and studying rainforests since 1995. “INCREASE OF TROPICAL DISEASES” http://rainforests.mongabay.com/0904.htm) BSB
The emergence of tropical diseases and outbreaks of new diseases, including nasty hemorrhagic fevers like ebola and lassa fever, are a subtle but serious impact of deforestation. With increased human presence in the rainforest, and exploiters pushing into deeper areas, man is encountering "new" microorganisms with behaviors unlike those previously known. As the primary hosts of these pathogens are eliminated or reduced through forest disturbance and degradation, disease can break out among humans. Although not unleashed yet, someday one of these microscopic killers could lead to a massive human die-off as deadly for our species as we have been for the species of the rainforest. Until then, local populations will continue to be menaced by mosquito-borne diseases like dengue fever, Rift Valley fever, and malaria, and water-borne diseases like cholera. Many emergent and resurgent diseases are directly linked to land alterations which bring humans in closer contact with such pathogens. For example, malaria and snailborne schistosomiasis have escalated because of the creation of artificial pools of water like dams, rice paddies, drainage ditches, irrigation canals, and puddles created by tractor treads. Malaria is a particular problem in deforested and degraded areas, though not in forested zones where there are few stagnant ground pools for mosquito breeding. These pools are most abundant in cleared regions and areas where tractors tear gashes in the earth. Malaria is already a major threat to indigenous peoples who have developed no resistance to the disease nor any access to antimalarial drugs. Malaria alone is cited as being responsible for killing an estimated 20 percent of the Yanomani in Brazil and Venezuela. Malaria—caused by unicelluar parasites transferred in the saliva of mosquitoes when they bite—is an especially frightening disease for its drug-resistant forms. Thanks to poor prescribing techniques on the part of doctors, there are now strains in Southeast Asia reputed to be resistant to more than 20 anti-malarial drugs. There is serious concern that global climate change will affect the distribution of malaria, which currently infects roughly 270 million people worldwide and kills 1-2 million a year— 430,000-680,000 children in sub-Saharan Africa alone. The outbreak of disease in the tropics does not affect only the people of those countries, since virtually any disease can be incubated for enough time to allow penetration into the temperate developed countries. For example, any Central African doctor infected with the ebola virus from a patient can board a plane and land in London within 10 hours. The virus could quickly spread, especially if airborne, among the city's population of 8 million. Additionally, every person at the airport who is exposed can unknowingly carry the pathogen home to their native countries around the world.
Warming – Alt Cause – Defo 

Warming is caused by fertilizers

Markham 9 (Derek, writer for planetsave.com, "Global Warming Effects and Causes: A Top 10 List" planetsave.com, http://planetsave.com/2009/06/07/global-warming-effects-and-causes-a-top-10-list/) BSB

In the last half of the 20th century, the use of chemical fertilizers (as opposed to the historical use of animal manure) has risen dramatically. The high rate of application of nitrogen-rich fertilizers has effects on the heat storage of cropland (nitrogen oxides have 300 times more heat-trapping capacity per unit of volume than carbon dioxide) and the run-off of excess fertilizers creates ‘dead-zones’ in our oceans. In addition to these effects, high nitrate levels in groundwater due to over-fertilization are cause for concern for human health.
Warming – Alt Cause – Wind Farms 

Wind Farms cause global warming

Worstall 12 (Tim, Fellow at London Institue, "Wind Farms Cause Global Warming" Forbes, http://www.forbes.com/sites/timworstall/2012/04/30/wind-farms-cause-global-warming/) BSB
Large windfarms can increase local night time temperatures by fanning warmer air onto the ground, new research has revealed. The study used satellite data to show that the building of huge wind farms in west Texas over the last decade has warmed the nights by up to 0.72C. The basic effect is that given that the ground at night is generally cooler than the atmosphere, thus the air near the ground is cooler than the air higher up. Turning blades of the turbines mix up this air, cool with warmer, and thus lower the temperature of the higher up air. The effect is quite large too, that 0.72 of a degree is not far off the 0.8 of a degree which is said to be the total amount of anthropogenic global warming so far. However, amusing as this is, being able to point to one of the proposed solutions for climate change as being a cause of it, it’s not actually anything that affects the larger picture. We’re not changing the amount of heat that is disappearing off into space with this and thus not changing the basic energy balance of the planet. We’re just moving it around a bit, that’s all. As with the earlier paper that showed that offshore windmills will lower the air temperature around them by 1 degree or so: I assume from that same mixing increasing the evaporation rate of the sea water.

Warming—States CP Solves  

The States are ahead the federal government in confronting environmental problems

Lash 7 (Jonathan, Former President of the World Resources Institute and a Harvard graduate, http://www.wri.org/publication/climate-policy-in-the-state-laboratory) 

Some years before I had the privilege of leading the World Resources Institute, I served as Secretary of Natural Resources for the state of Vermont. I had come to that post after several years of prodding, praising, and occasionally suing the federal environmental bureaucracy in Washington, DC. In Montpelier, it quickly became clear to me that to try new and creative approaches to solving environmental problems, state government was the place to be. Today, after many more years in Washington, my appreciation for the innovative capacity of state governments has been repeatedly confirmed. America has a long and inspiring tradition of policy innovation and activism that is incubated at the state level. The states often take to the front lines of cutting-edge policy development, creating fresh and inventive programs to address the concerns and needs of their constituents. From standards for organic agriculture, to removing asbestos from schools, to creating enterprise zones, and reducing acid rain pollution, the states have shown a path forward and provided both the problem-solving acumen as well as the pressure to induce the Federal government to act. Of all the environmental problems now confronting this nation and the rest of the world, none holds greater potential for irrevocable and destructive disruption to our lives than climate change. Yet, up to now, our national government has failed to respond with initiatives appropriate to what looms ahead. The most significant first steps designed to measure and control the emission of greenhouse gases have come from an impressive number of states in this country. Ten states in the Northeast, seven in the West, and several in the Midwest are in the process of implementing mandatory programs to measure and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. And not surprisingly, as well, is the fact that over 100 cities have gotten on board, to one degree or another, taking concrete steps to reduce their contribution to climate change or to add their political clout to efforts to spur the national commitment needed to help catalyze essential international compacts. This timely report documents state efforts now underway to address the problem of climate change and our contribution to it. It puts them into the historical context of previous initiatives by states to lead our country in making difficult but necessary national decisions. Just as there is no “silver-bullet” technology that will solve climate change, there is no “silver-bullet” policy either. The commitment to policy innovation by U.S. states may prove to be the wellspring from which we build the low-carbon economy of the future. I take great comfort in that we have not lost our willingness and ability as a people to challenge and lead, no matter from what level of government we may start. That is, really, what this report is all about. I hope you enjoy it, and are inspired by it.
AT: Competitiveness Advantage 
1NC Shell—Competitiveness

1. The situation is just fear-mongering—China’s rise is exaggerated or unsustainable
Pernick 11 (Ron, Clean Edge Founder and Tech Author, Reassessing the Chinese Clean-Tech Juggernaut (or Why the U.S. Shouldn't be Written off Quite Yet), 5/4/11, http://www.renewableenergyworld.com/rea/news/article/2011/05/reassessing-the-chinese-clean-tech-juggernaut-or-why-the-u-s-shouldnt-be-written-off-quite-yet) LA

China is clearly a clean-tech force to be reckoned with. It installed more wind power, manufactured more solar PV and solar hot water heaters, and spent more money overall on clean-energy investments than any other nation in 2010. The Chinese government, facing severe pollution issues and energy shortages, has made clean tech a cornerstone of its economic security and development plans. In the nation’s latest Five-Year Plan, the Chinese are calling for at least 11 percent of energy to come from non-fossil fuels by 2015. At least 70 GW of new wind capacity, 5 GW of new solar capacity, and a $76.7 billion commitment to build new transmission lines to move renewable energy around the country are just a few of the nation’s current targets and efforts.  But while China is clearly playing a leading role in clean-tech development and deployment, here are four reasons why I wouldn’t brand China the de facto clean-tech winner and count the U.S. out of the global clean-tech leadership running just yet: 1. U.S. innovation and marketing might matters.  It took me a while to finally get an iPad, but what an eye-opener when I finally did (it’s an iPad 2). Steve Jobs’ imprint is all over the thing. It’s seamless to operate, it’s a joy to hold, it’s, I hate to say this without sounding clichéd, a work of technological prowess and art.   And while the clean-tech industry isn’t high tech, it brings a smile to my face that this product could most likely only have been created in the U.S. Of course, America doesn’t have the market cornered on design and innovation, and the verdict is still out on what type of green-tech blockbuster might be developed here. But as Fortune writer and green business blogger Marc Gunther recently asked at a conference I attended: “Can you name one consumer technology brand that’s a household name that originated in China?” Bet that one has you stumped too. Which is why, although my iPad is manufactured in China, it was clearly designed in and marketed from Cupertino, California, and symbolizes the U.S.’s competitive edge.  2. On a per capita basis, the U.S. still leads.  Sure, all of these reports on China’s clean-energy dominance are scary. But most of them don’t levelize the data. China is huge, and as it grows, of course it’s going to be a behemoth. But that doesn’t mean it’s leading in all the indicators. Take clean-energy investments as an example. The respected Pew Charitable Trusts and Bloomberg New Energy Finance recently released the 2010 edition of “Who’s Winning the Clean Energy Race?” According to the report, in 2010 China led all nations with $54.4 billion in private clean-energy investment, outpacing the $34 billion in total investment in the U.S. But if you look at the data on a per capita basis, the U.S. is investing $110 per man, woman, and child whereas China is investing $41 per person. The U.S. shouldn’t rest on its laurels and I believe it needs to increase its overall investment in clean-tech R&D and deployment, but it’s important to put these things in perspective. 3. China’s role on the global stage will increase, and so will expectations. In the context of a range of different intergovernmental organizations – such as the WTO, UN, World Bank, and IMF – China is defined as a developing nation. And with good reason: according to the UN, China still has 150 million people living in extreme poverty (on less than one dollar per day) and on a per capita basis, the IMF estimates Chinese GDP to be more than six times below that of the U.S. But as China continues to rapidly grow and increases its economic leadership, it will inevitably be expected to accept more of a peer-to-peer role internationally. Standoffs such as those with the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change and labor disputes such as those with the WTO are becoming less tolerable with the international community, as Japan, the U.S., and Europe look to level the playing field. Most important, China will eventually need to let its currency float or increase more in value on the international market, which will dramatically reshuffle the economic landscape and expectations. 4. China is moving (too) fast. Most of us, especially in the business world, consider fast good. But, as any builder or other project developer knows, that’s not always the case. Moving too fast in deploying technologies and products, and building out infrastructure, can cause serious and unforeseen problems. In China, this can be seen in fast-tracked high-speed rail plans that are now being scrutinized because of corruption and potential cost-cutting and public safety issues. In February, according to news sources, the program’s minister was accused of accepting bribes amounting to $152 million and in March auditors reported $28 million had been embezzled in the Beijing-Shanghai line alone, raising questions about whether corners had been cut. It can also be seen in tainted Chinese products, like milk and toys, which have contained highly toxic pollutants. If not put in check, China’s breakneck pace of growth and greed may scare off future customers if it sacrifices quality, integrity, and public safety. US Needs Long-term Energy Planning Without Politics Don’t get me wrong. I’m in no way discounting the Chinese. I just think it’s important that we don’t get so caught up in the hyperbole and fear-mongering that we lose perspective. In many ways the U.S. is certainly at a disadvantage when it comes to competing with Chinese manufacturing firms. As noted above, the playing field just isn’t level right now.

2. Chinese clean tech competitiveness is good for the environment, US economy, and overall innovation

Friedmann 11 (S. Julio, Lawrence Livermore National Lab / Writes for NYT and Foreign Affairs, How Chinese Innovation is Changing Green Technology, 12/13/11, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/136761/s-julio-friedmann/how-chinese-innovation-is-changing-green-technology) LA

In many ways, China's green dreams are good news. Consider the impact on the environment. Together the United States and China account for 40 percent of emissions, 40 percent of energy consumption, and 50 percent of global coal use. Nothing other countries do on this issue can match the impact of the actions (or innaction) of the United States or China. Without Washington and Beijing leading the way, the world will not mitigate the worst consequences of climate change. In this context, any Chinese investment in clean tech is a global good. 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. 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. Ultimately, China's clean energy investment and deployment will dominate climate and trade trajectories for decades -- whatever the effects on commerce, industry, energy, and even human rights and monetary policy. The scale of its effort simply dwarfs every other on earth. That is good news for the oceans and the atmosphere, but also gives pause to the 5.5 billion people on this planet who don't live in China. For them, the economic and security implications of China's innovation drive are yet to be seen.
3. Healthcare costs kill competitiveness—historical studies

Newman 9 (Rick, Chief Business Correspondent @ US News, Industries Hurt Most by Soaring Healthcare Costs, 8/4/9, http://money.usnews.com/money/blogs/flowchart/2009/08/04/industries-hurt-most-by-soaring-health-costs) LA

As just about everybody knows, the cost of healthcare is rising much faster than wages, profits, and most other things in the economy. Healthcare spending accounted for about 11 percent of GDP in 1987; today it's more than 16 percent, and by 2017 it's very likely to be almost 20 percent. We spend more than $2 trillion a year on healthcare—roughly the same amount we spend on housing—and the cost is rising about five times faster than wages or overall inflation. Exorbitant cost is the main reason 47 million Americans have no health insurance—and why President Obama's ambitious plan to expand coverage and overhaul the entire system is in jeopardy. [Read about the trouble with healthcare reform, in numbers.] Somebody has to absorb those painful price hikes every year, and since companies provide the insurance for about 60 percent of Americans, they're the first to get the bill. Some economists believe that businesses simply shift the cost of health insurance to workers, by offering lower wages to compensate for the costly benefit, and to their customers, by charging higher prices to cover the costs of healthcare. A new study, however, shows that some industries have become chronically hamstrung by rising healthcare costs, with lower growth and employment than they'd have if costs were lower—or somebody else paid them. Researchers Neeraj Sood, Arkadipta Ghosh, and José J. Escarce of the Rand Corp. analyzed the performance of 38 industries from 1987 to 2005 and found that sectors where a high proportion of workers have company-provided health insurance—such as manufacturing, utilities, communications, education, and finance—showed the lowest growth over the 19-year period. Industries where fewer workers get company-paid health insurance—such as agriculture, hotels, entertainment, retail, and construction—grew more. Since some industries naturally grow faster than others, the researchers isolated other factors that could explain the discrepancy. They also compared U.S. industries with their counterparts in Canada—where the government, not business, pays for healthcare—to see if the entire industry was suppressed because of global trends or just the American slice. Their conclusion: Rising healthcare costs in the United States have directly curtailed growth and employment. And the industries with the most generous benefits tend to be penalized for it. "Industries which provide healthcare to a large fraction of workers didn't grow as fast as industries offering health insurance to a small fraction of workers," says Sood. [See 8 industries that will sit out an economic recovery.] The Rand study may be the first to document the impact of rising healthcare costs on business performance, but it reinforces lots of anecdotal evidence. Starbucks CEO Howard Schultz has complained that his company spends more on worker benefits than on coffee. General Motors has claimed that healthcare expenses add $1,500 to the cost of making a car. Only 59 percent of small firms offer health insurance to their employees, down from 68 percent in 2000. Many business owners say they limit hiring or try to get by with part-timers because the costs of full-time benefits are too high. The prospect that Obama's reforms could actually raise costs on many businesses, to help cover the uninsured, has undermined support for his plan. Rand quantifies the effect this way: At 2005 GDP levels, every 10 percent increase in "excess" healthcare costs—the amount by which growth in healthcare costs exceeds GDP growth—would cost the economy 120,800 jobs and $28 billion in lost revenues. The researchers caution against extrapolating their data to estimate total jobs lost throughout the whole economy to excessive healthcare costs. But they did some other nifty calculations, showing how employment and output would change in 15 industries if healthcare costs do indeed rise to 20 percent of GDP by 2017, as many economists expect unless there's dramatic reform. (These figures aren't part of the study; Neeraj Sood of Rand provided them to me upon request. Data is from 2004 and 2005, the latest available.) [See 11 places with a worse economy than ours.] One startling outcome of the Rand projections is that every one of the 15 industries they analyzed stands to suffer lost jobs and output if healthcare expenses keep rising. Agriculture and forestry, where just 19 percent of workers have company-paid insurance, would shrink the least. Utilities, which cover 83 percent of their workers, would shrink the most. Here's how 15 major industries would fare if healthcare costs swell to 20 percent of GDP by 2017:

4. Competitiveness not key to heg

Pape 9 (Robert A., Political Scientist @ U Chicago, Empire Falls, 1/22/9, http://nationalinterest.org/article/empire-falls-2952) LA

And of course America needs to develop a plan to reinvigorate the competitiveness of its economy. Recently, Harvard's Michael Porter issued an economic blueprint to renew America's environment for innovation. The heart of his plan is to remove the obstacles to increasing investment in science and technology. A combination of targeted tax, fiscal and education policies to stimulate more productive investment over the long haul is a sensible domestic component to America's new grand strategy. But it would be misguided to assume that the United States could easily regain its previously dominant economic position, since the world will likely remain globally competitive. To justify postponing this restructuring of its grand strategy, America would need a firm expectation of high rates of economic growth over the next several years. There is no sign of such a burst on the horizon. Misguided efforts to extract more security from a declining economic base only divert potential resources from investment in the economy, trapping the state in an ever-worsening strategic dilemma. This approach has done little for great powers in the past, and America will likely be no exception when it comes to the inevitable costs of desperate policy making. The United States is not just declining. Unipolarity is becoming obsolete, other states are rising to counter American power and the United States is losing much of its strategic freedom. Washington must adopt more realistic foreign commitments. Since 2000, a systemic change has been occurring in the economic foundations of America's relative power, and it may fall even further in the foreseeable future. None of the dramatic consequences for U.S. grand strategy is likely to be immediate, but neither are those effects easily avoidable. For nearly two decades, the United States has experienced tremendous latitude in how it chooses to conduct itself in the world. But that latitude is now shrinking, and American policy makers must face facts. With the right grand strategy, however, America can mitigate the consequences of its relative decline, and possibly even reverse it.

5. No impact—The Solar tariff has had no effect on the solar energy industry

Woody 12 (Todd, Forbes environment journalist, U.S. Solar Industry Booming Despite China Trade War, 6/13/12, http://www.forbes.com/sites/toddwoody/2012/06/13/u-s-solar-industry-booming-despite-china-trade-war/) LA

The solar industry may be in turmoil, what with the U.S.-China photovoltaic trade war and a growing roster of companies tipping into bankruptcy, but business continues to boom, according to a report released Wednesday. The U.S. installed 506 megawatts of photovoltaic panels in the first quarter of the year ­– the second-most number of quarterly installations ever and an 85% spike from the first quarter of 2011, said the report prepared by GTM Research and the Solar Energy Industries Association. The nation is on track to install a total of 3,300 megawatts of solar panels by year’s end. If that prediction holds up, the U.S.’s share of the global photovoltaic market will jump from 7% last year to 11% in 2012. “The U.S. maintained its status as a consistently growing, albeit complex, demand center for PV,” the report’s authors wrote. “Despite uncertainty surrounding the availability of project finance, import tariffs, and state-level demand … the residential and non-residential markets in aggregate grew 35% quarter-over-quarter.” Investors’ appetite certainly doesn’t seem to have been dampened by such upheaval. On Wednesday Silicon Valley installer SolarCity announced that U.S. Bancorp would finance $250 million in residential and commercial photovoltaic installations. It’s the largest of the six funds the bank has raised to finance SolarCity installations over the past three years. And on Tuesday Abengoa Solar said it would build a 200-megawatt photovoltaic power plant in California’s Imperial County. The company declined to identify the operator of the project but in April the Imperial County Board of Supervisors approved a 200-megawatt photovoltaic power station to be operated by solar developer 8minutenergy Renewables. Despite the imposition of tariffs on Chinese solar panels, prices for residential solar systems fell 4.8% between the fourth quarter of 2011 and the first quarter of 2012 while installed costs dropped by 7.2%, according to the report.
Non-Unique—China Competitiveness Low

[1NC] The situation is just fear-mongering—China’s rise is exaggerated or unsustainable
Pernick 11 (Ron, Clean Edge Founder and Tech Author, Reassessing the Chinese Clean-Tech Juggernaut (or Why the U.S. Shouldn't be Written off Quite Yet), 5/4/11, http://www.renewableenergyworld.com/rea/news/article/2011/05/reassessing-the-chinese-clean-tech-juggernaut-or-why-the-u-s-shouldnt-be-written-off-quite-yet) LA

China is clearly a clean-tech force to be reckoned with. It installed more wind power, manufactured more solar PV and solar hot water heaters, and spent more money overall on clean-energy investments than any other nation in 2010. The Chinese government, facing severe pollution issues and energy shortages, has made clean tech a cornerstone of its economic security and development plans. In the nation’s latest Five-Year Plan, the Chinese are calling for at least 11 percent of energy to come from non-fossil fuels by 2015. At least 70 GW of new wind capacity, 5 GW of new solar capacity, and a $76.7 billion commitment to build new transmission lines to move renewable energy around the country are just a few of the nation’s current targets and efforts.  But while China is clearly playing a leading role in clean-tech development and deployment, here are four reasons why I wouldn’t brand China the de facto clean-tech winner and count the U.S. out of the global clean-tech leadership running just yet: 1. U.S. innovation and marketing might matters.  It took me a while to finally get an iPad, but what an eye-opener when I finally did (it’s an iPad 2). Steve Jobs’ imprint is all over the thing. It’s seamless to operate, it’s a joy to hold, it’s, I hate to say this without sounding clichéd, a work of technological prowess and art.   And while the clean-tech industry isn’t high tech, it brings a smile to my face that this product could most likely only have been created in the U.S. Of course, America doesn’t have the market cornered on design and innovation, and the verdict is still out on what type of green-tech blockbuster might be developed here. But as Fortune writer and green business blogger Marc Gunther recently asked at a conference I attended: “Can you name one consumer technology brand that’s a household name that originated in China?” Bet that one has you stumped too. Which is why, although my iPad is manufactured in China, it was clearly designed in and marketed from Cupertino, California, and symbolizes the U.S.’s competitive edge.  2. On a per capita basis, the U.S. still leads.  Sure, all of these reports on China’s clean-energy dominance are scary. But most of them don’t levelize the data. China is huge, and as it grows, of course it’s going to be a behemoth. But that doesn’t mean it’s leading in all the indicators. Take clean-energy investments as an example. The respected Pew Charitable Trusts and Bloomberg New Energy Finance recently released the 2010 edition of “Who’s Winning the Clean Energy Race?” According to the report, in 2010 China led all nations with $54.4 billion in private clean-energy investment, outpacing the $34 billion in total investment in the U.S. But if you look at the data on a per capita basis, the U.S. is investing $110 per man, woman, and child whereas China is investing $41 per person. The U.S. shouldn’t rest on its laurels and I believe it needs to increase its overall investment in clean-tech R&D and deployment, but it’s important to put these things in perspective. 3. China’s role on the global stage will increase, and so will expectations. In the context of a range of different intergovernmental organizations – such as the WTO, UN, World Bank, and IMF – China is defined as a developing nation. And with good reason: according to the UN, China still has 150 million people living in extreme poverty (on less than one dollar per day) and on a per capita basis, the IMF estimates Chinese GDP to be more than six times below that of the U.S. But as China continues to rapidly grow and increases its economic leadership, it will inevitably be expected to accept more of a peer-to-peer role internationally. Standoffs such as those with the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change and labor disputes such as those with the WTO are becoming less tolerable with the international community, as Japan, the U.S., and Europe look to level the playing field. Most important, China will eventually need to let its currency float or increase more in value on the international market, which will dramatically reshuffle the economic landscape and expectations. 4. China is moving (too) fast. Most of us, especially in the business world, consider fast good. But, as any builder or other project developer knows, that’s not always the case. Moving too fast in deploying technologies and products, and building out infrastructure, can cause serious and unforeseen problems. In China, this can be seen in fast-tracked high-speed rail plans that are now being scrutinized because of corruption and potential cost-cutting and public safety issues. In February, according to news sources, the program’s minister was accused of accepting bribes amounting to $152 million and in March auditors reported $28 million had been embezzled in the Beijing-Shanghai line alone, raising questions about whether corners had been cut. It can also be seen in tainted Chinese products, like milk and toys, which have contained highly toxic pollutants. If not put in check, China’s breakneck pace of growth and greed may scare off future customers if it sacrifices quality, integrity, and public safety. US Needs Long-term Energy Planning Without Politics Don’t get me wrong. I’m in no way discounting the Chinese. I just think it’s important that we don’t get so caught up in the hyperbole and fear-mongering that we lose perspective. In many ways the U.S. is certainly at a disadvantage when it comes to competing with Chinese manufacturing firms. As noted above, the playing field just isn’t level right now.

Non-Unique—US Renewables High

US increasing renewables in squo

Pulsinelli 12 (Olivia, Houston Business Journal, U.S. Renewable Energy Investment Jumps 57%, Reports Find, 6/12/12, http://www.bizjournals.com/houston/news/2012/06/12/us-renewable-energy-investment-jumps.html) LA

The U.S. increased renewable energy investment by 57 percent to $51 billion in 2011, as developers sought to take advantage of three incentive programs expiring in 2011 and 2012, two reports show. That level of funding ranked the U.S. No. 2 worldwide for renewable energy investment, second only to China, which increased its investment 17 percent to $52 billion. The joint reports — Global Trends in Renewable Energy Investment 2012, from the United Nations    Environment Programme, and the Renewables 2012 Global Status Report, from the Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century — also found that solar power became the leading renewable energy technology worldwide, as investment increased 52 percent. Renewable sources supplied 16.7 percent of global energy consumption in 2011, the REN21 report found. In 2011, 44 percent of all new generating capacity worldwide came from renewable power, excluding large hydro. That figure was 34 percent the previous year. Those sources accounted for 31 percent of actual new power generated. However, manufacturers in Houston and other parts of the country focusing on renewable energy — especially the solar market — suffered as competition increased and prices fell in 2011. A number went out of business or were forced to restructure, the reports found. Total renewable energy investment worldwide increased 17 percent to $257 billion, the UNEP report said. That’s six times the amount invested in 2004 and 94 percent more than the total in 2007, the year before the world financial crisis unfolded.
The US is increasingly competitive with China in clean tech

McLendon 12 (Russell, Phys.org writer, Renewable Energy Use Surged Worldwide Last Year, 6/18/12, http://phys.org/news/2012-06-renewable-energy-surged-worldwide-year.html) LA

Total solar investments rose 52 percent, to $147 billion, in 2011, the reports say. While China has led the world in renewable-energy investments for three years, it increasingly faces competition from around the world, especially from the United States. Chinese renewable-energy investments rose 17 percent to $52 billion in 2011. In the U.S., a 57 percent surge that pushed investments to $51 billion. The U.K., Spain and Italy also had investment booms, with respective growth rates of 59, 45 and 43 percent, although their totals remain relatively small. The most extreme change came in India, whose 62 percent rise to $12 billion represents "the fastest investment expansion of any large renewables market in the world," UNEP reports. This is mostly good news for the renewables industry, particularly solar, but the UNEP and REN21 reports have some dark spots, too. While $257 billion is a new record for global investments in renewables, the 17 percent increase is down substantially from the 37 percent growth recorded in 2010. Investments declined in some countries including Germany (down 12 percent) and much of the Middle East and Africa (down 18 percent). "Policy uncertainty created by the Arab Spring delayed some projects," UNEP notes, "but a number of important initiatives did still progress." There were also economic setbacks, even in countries like the U.S. and U.K. that saw overall growth in their investments. Austerity measures and falling prices led some governments to cut subsidies and tax breaks for renewable energy, helping trigger a series of company failures and factory closures, including five major solar firms in the U.S. and Germany. One of the highest-profile of these collapses was California-based Solyndra, which had received $535 million in federal aid but still succumbed to price reductions courtesy of China's prolific solar-panel production.
No Solvency—General

Single government solutions cannot solve

Brookings Institution 11 (Martin Bailey, Bruce Katz, and Darrell West; Growth Through Innovation: Building a Long-Term Strategy for Growth through Innovation; May 11; http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2011/5/growth%20innovation/05_growth_innovation.pdf) LA
Long-term U.S. economic prosperity depends on identifying a different economic and political path forward. This implies not just the adoption of new policies, but a new approach to problem solving. We must rely on investment, infrastructure develop- ment, engagement with the private sector and a renewed attention to innovation. There are three crucial steps that need to be undertaken: turn our deficits in the budget, trade and invest- ment and savings into surpluses; invest in four key drivers of the next economy— innovation, global markets, human capital and the reduction of energy costs; and, improve government innovation and performance.  The vision of the economy laid out here is local, state and national in scope. These areas are “co- producers” of the next economy and every action outlined above must coordinate across levels of government. Some of the actions require congres- sional action, while others involve initiatives at the state or local levels. Others can be implemented outside the legislative process by administrative actions or executive orders.  The new economy must be built the hard way, via a pragmatic caucus of public, business and nonprofit leaders who can spur economic recov- ery and renewal from the ground up, despite fis- cal obstacles and long political odds. The need for intentional, bottom-up strategies is not just dictated by political realities, it is fundamentally consonant with the demands of the next economy.  With the limited resources of public agencies at all levels of government, though, those who are seri- ous about innovation must figure out how to use public funds to leverage private-sector resources. Government departments do not have the money to finance as much innovation as is needed. In many areas, much of the successful innovation must be funded by private companies. For example, the Federal Communications Commission estimated it would require $350 billion to build high-speed broadband accessible to nearly all Americans. Yet in the 2009 ARRA, the federal government budgeted only $7 billion for new broadband infra- structure. This means that, if widely available broadband is to become a reality, 98 percent of its costs must be borne by private corporations (and passed on to consumers). The most critical role of the government in the next economy is build- ing public-private partnerships and encouraging sustainable policies on the part of businesses. A new, stronger economy is possible with the leadership of a pragmatic caucus of citizens. The Brookings Institution considers this challenge— of restoring growth through innovation— to be an institutional priority and our scholars will continue to provide quality research and analysis for citizens on these issues. We also hope to provide a space for citizens and public officials— whatever their politics— to convene and discuss the problems our nation faces and the way forward. This paper provides a way to begin this needed dialogue and we look forward to continuing this conversation in public and private forums over the next year. 
Fiscal stimulus won’t solve competitiveness without governmental reform as well

Brookings Institution 11 (Martin Bailey, Bruce Katz, and Darrell West; Growth Through Innovation: Building a Long-Term Strategy for Growth through Innovation; May 11; http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2011/5/growth%20innovation/05_growth_innovation.pdf) LA

The next economy will require governments to change the way they operate, too. Simply inject- ing money into the economy— through tax cuts or fiscal stimulus— will not be enough to restore national competitiveness. A good example is the way government handles vital information tech- nology. The U.S. government spends nearly $80 billion each year on information technology (IT), $20 billion of which is for hardware, software and file servers. Advances in cloud computing have made it possible to access software, services and data storage through remote file servers and gov- ernment agencies could achieve between 25 and 50 percent savings by “moving to the cloud.”37 In 2008, only $227 million of the federal IT budget was devoted to this strategy.38 Vivek Kundra, the nation’s chief information officer under President Obama, has recognized this opportunity and adopted a “cloud first” policy to accelerate adoption of cloud technology across the federal government.39 Depending on the eventual scope of the transition, this translates into billions in savings. Los Angeles found a cost savings of 23.6 percent when it put its email system on a cloud platform. The migration allowed the city to reduce technology staff, save money on file servers and economize in software purchases. The city of Washington, D.C. witnessed savings of 48 percent from its shift to cloud computing.

No Solvency—Healthcare

[1NC] Healthcare costs kill competitiveness—historical studies

Newman 9 (Rick, Chief Business Correspondent @ US News, Industries Hurt Most by Soaring Healthcare Costs, 8/4/9, http://money.usnews.com/money/blogs/flowchart/2009/08/04/industries-hurt-most-by-soaring-health-costs) LA

As just about everybody knows, the cost of healthcare is rising much faster than wages, profits, and most other things in the economy. Healthcare spending accounted for about 11 percent of GDP in 1987; today it's more than 16 percent, and by 2017 it's very likely to be almost 20 percent. We spend more than $2 trillion a year on healthcare—roughly the same amount we spend on housing—and the cost is rising about five times faster than wages or overall inflation. Exorbitant cost is the main reason 47 million Americans have no health insurance—and why President Obama's ambitious plan to expand coverage and overhaul the entire system is in jeopardy. [Read about the trouble with healthcare reform, in numbers.] Somebody has to absorb those painful price hikes every year, and since companies provide the insurance for about 60 percent of Americans, they're the first to get the bill. Some economists believe that businesses simply shift the cost of health insurance to workers, by offering lower wages to compensate for the costly benefit, and to their customers, by charging higher prices to cover the costs of healthcare. A new study, however, shows that some industries have become chronically hamstrung by rising healthcare costs, with lower growth and employment than they'd have if costs were lower—or somebody else paid them. Researchers Neeraj Sood, Arkadipta Ghosh, and José J. Escarce of the Rand Corp. analyzed the performance of 38 industries from 1987 to 2005 and found that sectors where a high proportion of workers have company-provided health insurance—such as manufacturing, utilities, communications, education, and finance—showed the lowest growth over the 19-year period. Industries where fewer workers get company-paid health insurance—such as agriculture, hotels, entertainment, retail, and construction—grew more. Since some industries naturally grow faster than others, the researchers isolated other factors that could explain the discrepancy. They also compared U.S. industries with their counterparts in Canada—where the government, not business, pays for healthcare—to see if the entire industry was suppressed because of global trends or just the American slice. Their conclusion: Rising healthcare costs in the United States have directly curtailed growth and employment. And the industries with the most generous benefits tend to be penalized for it. "Industries which provide healthcare to a large fraction of workers didn't grow as fast as industries offering health insurance to a small fraction of workers," says Sood. [See 8 industries that will sit out an economic recovery.] The Rand study may be the first to document the impact of rising healthcare costs on business performance, but it reinforces lots of anecdotal evidence. Starbucks CEO Howard Schultz has complained that his company spends more on worker benefits than on coffee. General Motors has claimed that healthcare expenses add $1,500 to the cost of making a car. Only 59 percent of small firms offer health insurance to their employees, down from 68 percent in 2000. Many business owners say they limit hiring or try to get by with part-timers because the costs of full-time benefits are too high. The prospect that Obama's reforms could actually raise costs on many businesses, to help cover the uninsured, has undermined support for his plan. Rand quantifies the effect this way: At 2005 GDP levels, every 10 percent increase in "excess" healthcare costs—the amount by which growth in healthcare costs exceeds GDP growth—would cost the economy 120,800 jobs and $28 billion in lost revenues. The researchers caution against extrapolating their data to estimate total jobs lost throughout the whole economy to excessive healthcare costs. But they did some other nifty calculations, showing how employment and output would change in 15 industries if healthcare costs do indeed rise to 20 percent of GDP by 2017, as many economists expect unless there's dramatic reform. (These figures aren't part of the study; Neeraj Sood of Rand provided them to me upon request. Data is from 2004 and 2005, the latest available.) [See 11 places with a worse economy than ours.] One startling outcome of the Rand projections is that every one of the 15 industries they analyzed stands to suffer lost jobs and output if healthcare expenses keep rising. Agriculture and forestry, where just 19 percent of workers have company-paid insurance, would shrink the least. Utilities, which cover 83 percent of their workers, would shrink the most. Here's how 15 major industries would fare if healthcare costs swell to 20 percent of GDP by 2017:

The American healthcare system kills competitiveness—corporate spending

Johnson 12 (Toni, Senior Editor @ Council on Foreign Relations, Healthcare Costs and U.S. Competitiveness, 3/26/12, http://www.cfr.org/health-science-and-technology/healthcare-costs-us-competitiveness/p13325) LA

The United States spends an estimated $2 trillion annually on healthcare expenses, more than any other industrialized country. According to data from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), the United States spends two-and-a-half times more than the OECD average, and yet ranks with Turkey and Mexico as the only OECD countries without universal health coverage. Some analysts say an increasing number of U.S. businesses are less competitive globally because of ballooning healthcare costs. U.S. economic woes have heightened the burden of healthcare costs both on individuals and businesses. The U.S. healthcare reform law signed by President Barack Obama on March 23, 2010 includes measures aimed at making health care less expensive and more accessible, including upgrades to government-run Medicare and Medicaid. Still, reforming health care has proved politically divisive, especially over the option to expand social medicine, as well as new mandates on employers and individuals. The Supreme Court will hear arguments starting March 26, 2012 on whether the law is unconstitutional, amid calls by the law's detractors to repeal it entirely. Whether these reforms will reduce the healthcare cost burden on U.S. industry remains under debate. The United States spent more than 17 percent of its GDP on health care, higher than any other developed nation. The nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimated in 2008 that number would rise to 25 percent by 2025 without changes to federal law (PDF). Employer-funded coverage is the structural mainstay of the U.S. health insurance system. A November 2008 Kaiser Foundation report says access to employer-sponsored health insurance has been on the decline (PDF) among low-income workers, and health premiums for workers have risen 114 percent in the last decade (PDF). Small businesses are less likely than large employers to be able to provide health insurance as a benefit. At 12 percent, health care is the most expensive benefit paid by U.S. employers, according to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. Some economists say these ballooning dollar figures place a heavy burden on companies doing business in the United States and can put them at a substantial competitive disadvantage in the international marketplace. For large multinational corporations, footing healthcare costs presents an enormous expense. General Motors, for instance, covers more than 1.1 million employees and former employees, and the company says it spends roughly $5 billion on healthcare expenses annually. GM says healthcare costs add between $1,500 and $2,000 to the sticker price of every automobile it makes. Health benefits for unionized auto workers became a central issue derailing the 2008 congressional push to provide a financial bailout to GM and its ailing Detroit rival, Chrysler.
No Solvency—Nanotech

Nanotech innovation is a prerequisite to competitiveness

Vickers 11 (Hannah G., Medill News @ Marketwatch, Concerns Raised over American Competitiveness in Nanoterhnology, 7/14/11, http://medilldc.net/2011/07/concerns-raised-over-american-competitiveness-in-nanotechnology/) LA

WASHINGTON – While America has been at the forefront of nanotechnology for more than a decade, other countries are rapidly catching up and the U.S economy could suffer if America’s frontrunner status is not preserved, a top nanotechnology expert told Congress on Thursday. Testifying before a Senate science subcommittee, Chad Mirkin, director of the International Institute for Nanotechnology at Northwestern University, said the United States is positioned to make “extraordinary strides” in nanotechnology over the next decade, but cautioned that America is not alone. The committee is considering a bill to reauthorize the National Nanotechnology Initiative, created in 2000. The NNI program coordinates more than a dozen federal agencies involved in nanotechnology funding and research. Countries all of the world, including China, Japan, Saudi Arabia and Germany, are building efforts to rival NNI, Mirkin warned “If the United States does not act now and aggressively pursue the development of nanoscience and nanotechnology, we will lose our position as the global leader in this transformative field,” he said. “Moreover, we will lose the opportunities it can afford us to build our economy and new manufacturing base.” Sen. John Rockefeller, Democratic chairman of the Commerce Committee, said he believes nanotechnology will play a key role in boosting the economy and creating jobs. “There are significant economic and societal incentives to maintain our lead in this field,” Rockefeller said. “The global market for nanotechnology-related products was more than $200 billion in 2009, and projections suggesting that it will reach $1 trillion by 2015.” “It has the potential to transform almost every aspect of our lives by providing rapid routes to addressing some of the most pressing problems in health care, electronics, energy and the environment,” Mirkin said.

No Solvency—R&D Spending Low

Lack of R&D spending means government action can’t solve

Brookings Institution 11 (Martin Bailey, Bruce Katz, and Darrell West; Growth Through Innovation: Building a Long-Term Strategy for Growth through Innovation; May 11; http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2011/5/growth%20innovation/05_growth_innovation.pdf) LA

Innovation is the key to economic growth and an improved standard of living, and it has driven almost all U.S. economic growth since the Industrial Revolution.6 “No amount of savings and investment, no policy of macroeconomic fine-tuning, no set of tax and spending incentives can generate sustained economic growth,” says economist Paul Romer, “unless it is accompanied by the countless large and small discoveries that are required to create more value from a fixed set of natural resources.”7 The United States faces serious new challenges to innovation. U.S. shares of worldwide total domestic R&D spending, new patents, scientific publications, researchers, and new bachelor’s and doctoral degrees in science and engineering all fell between the mid-1980s and 2000. The United States ranks only seventh among OeCD countries in the per- centage of its GDP devoted to R&D expenditures8 and ranks 33rd in the percentage of 24-year-olds with a math or science degree, among the 91 countries for which data are available.

No Solvency—Patent Reform

The US Patent system discourages innovation and hurts competitiveness

Brookings Institution 11 (Martin Bailey, Bruce Katz, and Darrell West; Growth Through Innovation: Building a Long-Term Strategy for Growth through Innovation; May 11; http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2011/5/growth%20innovation/05_growth_innovation.pdf) LA

The U.S. patent system needs a dramatic over- haul. Some 700,000 patent applications await approval in a cumbersome process that, for most applicants, takes three years or more. This slows the introduction of new products and makes it difficult for inventors to protect their intellectual property. The Patent Office has not organized its records in a way that allows an easy search for existing patents, permitting opportunists who do no research themselves to buy up portfolios of patents so they can demand fees from innovative companies. Because salaries of federal patent examiners are not competitive with their privatesector peers, the agency struggles to attract talent and has limited capacity to address the application backlog. Recent Senate-passed leg- islation begins to address these issues and addi- tional support could achieve greater efficiency. Lax enforcement of intellectual property laws also contributes to the dysfunction of the patent system. Leading corporate executives, such as Microsoft CeO Steven Ballmer, have complained about the U.S. competitive advantage that is lost due to theft of intellectual property abroad. Unless the United States addresses this issue, its many inventors will not receive fair compensa- tion for their successful innovations.

No Solvency—Education/Visas

Education and Immigration policy suppress innovation and competitiveness

Brookings Institution 11 (Martin Bailey, Bruce Katz, and Darrell West; Growth Through Innovation: Building a Long-Term Strategy for Growth through Innovation; May 11; http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2011/5/growth%20innovation/05_growth_innovation.pdf) LA

Human capital is at the core of a productive economy. A highly educated and skilled labor force drives innovation and production and it is a prerequisite for income growth, upward mobility and access to opportunity. At present, the United States is falling behind other nations in educating its citizens. In the decades ahead, upgrading the education and skills of the diverse U.S. workforce is no longer just a matter of social equity. It is fun- damentally an issue of national competitiveness and national security. At a time of high unemployment, the nation’s need for more hiring is extraordinary, but unfor- tunately, there is a profound disconnect between the needs of an innovation-fueled, export-oriented economy on the one hand and the needs of the unemployed on the other. The country needs sci- entific innovators who start new businesses and create high-paying jobs. And it needs well-trained, technically competent workers to manage and staff those firms. An innovation-driven economy will demand and reward more education and skills. The new econ- omy will require workers to be better educated when they enter the workforce and to continually upgrade their skills throughout their working lives. Greater human capital leads to higher output per worker (e.g., by improving worker efficiency or by growing and retaining jobs in high-value industries) and it also may create spillovers, such as raising the rate of innovation. It should also cre- ate more opportunities for workers to move into well-paying jobs with secure benefits. Providing greater access to post-secondary education and improving the performance of educational institu- tions will be essential as the nation shifts toward the next economy. Just as the country invested in science fields following the shock of the Soviet Union’s 1957 Sputnik launch, America again needs to invest additional resources in basic sciences. This includes research and development money for higher education, improved support for graduate students seeking advanced degrees in science and engineering, and improving the training of high school science and math teachers through the development of programs such as a master teacher corps. We should not limit the search for talent to those whom we are able to raise and educate by our- selves. In the years leading up to World War II, the United States recruited europe’s top talent for our nuclear program. Scientists such as Albert einstein, enrico Fermi and edward Teller immigrated to America and played instrumental roles in securing our country’s future and developing its nuclear advantage.21 Today, we need to think about a new “einstein Principle” for our immigration policy. We should elevate brains, talent and special skills to a higher plane, in order to attract more individuals with the potential to enhance American innova- tion and competitiveness, increasing the odds for economic prosperity down the road. Much of the high-tech boom of recent years has rested on immigrant entrepreneurship, as a quarter of the technology and engineering businesses launched in the United States between 1995 and 2005 had a foreign-born founder. In Silicon Valley, that pro- portion was over half. Right now, only a small number of U.S. visas are set aside for employment purposes. Of these, some go to seasonal agricultural workers while a small number of H-1B visas (65,000 per year) are reserved for “specialty occupations,” such as scientists, engineers and technological experts. The current number reserved for scientists and engineers is two-thirds of that allowed between 1999 and 2004. As we move from lead innovators to workers, we must continue to insist on high skills. Manufacturers look for high-ability math, science and engineering graduates; such individuals provide a catalyst for manufacturing jobs. Specialty high schools are one way to increase the flow of high-ability students into technical fields. (Students in these high schools cover curricula that go well beyond that taught in regular high schools).

Lack of STEM education and H1B visas undermines economic growth and innovation

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

China and India are graduating more and more engineers every year. Today, America’s best minds flock to finance. We risk facing an innovation gap if the U.S. doesn’t educate a new generation of scientists and engineers and attract foreign entrepreneurs. Encourage Colleges and Universities to Focus on Scientific Innovation Fifty years ago, following the launch of Sputnik, the federal government authorized the National Defense Education Act (NDEA). The goal was to inspire and train an entire generation to challenge the Soviet Union for scientific supremacy. That program provided billions in funding for science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) education and student aid, and was a critical step toward the successes of the space race. Over its lifetime, it fueled the rise of new American aerospace, computing, and IT companies. Clean energy demands a similar response. A modern NDEA for clean energy would provide funding for our nation’s universities and colleges to retool science and math programs to create integrated centers of research, education and workforce training in energy-related fields. 183 These investments would expand clean energy education through new research grants, graduate fellowships and energy science and policy focused curricula. They would also encourage institutions of higher education to reward graduate students and professors engaged in research for the development and commercialization of their work, rather than just publications. It could help encourage this process by creating “innovation pipelines” to help connect promising research at colleges and universities with companies that could help commercialize new technologies. Encourage American Students to go into Engineering The U.S. is at a competitive disadvantage against India and China because we are producing fewer and fewer engineers. India graduates 600,000 engineers every year, compared to just 84,000 and dropping in the U.S.184 In just one example, an Indian company with a major U.S. presence said it had more than 1,000 positions open but could not fill them—even in the midst of 10% national unemployment—because of a lack of qualified engineering applicants.185 To help reverse this trend, the Obama Administration launched the RE-ENERGYSE initiative. Jointly funded by the National Science Foundation and Department of Energy, RE-ENERGYSE supports science and engineering by assisting colleges and universities in creating undergraduate and graduate programs that lead to careers in clean energy.186 It will also focus on training the vitally needed next generation of workers for our nuclear industry, and provide fellowships and other research and training opportunities to recent graduates of colleges and graduate schools across the country.187 The government should also create a domestic Peace Corps-style organization to encourage bright graduates to work on important clean energy technology problems at public, non-profit and emerging private sector institutions. Companies could receive incentives to hire Energy Technology Corps alumni, to help encourage them to stay on this critical career path and to grow a larger homegrown pool of talented researchers for the private sector. Similar to the Peace Corps, students would be offered loan forgiveness upon completion of their time in the Energy Technology Corps. The program could also work in coordination with the Clean Energy Business Zones to help draw talented minds to areas that were previously reliant on conventional energy expanding innovation options for every state. Attract the World’s Talent to the US with Visa Reform and Fast-tracking Grad Student Green Cards Historically, the U.S. has attracted scientists from all over the world to study in our universities. While this “brain draw” was once a source of strength, in recent years it has turned into a “brain drain.” Thanks to a combination of domestic policy restrictions, the recession, and increased opportunities internationally, fewer highly skilled immigrants are coming to the U.S. for school or work.188 And those highly skilled foreign students who are already here are finding it increasingly difficult to remain in the country after they graduate.189 This is a problem for the U.S. economy. Studies have shown that the influx of highly skilled immigrants is directly correlated to economic growth.190 Immigrants established “one of every four technology and engineering companies started in America from 1995 to 2005, and 52%of Silicon Valley start-ups.”191 Companies founded by immigrants employed nearly 500,000 in 2006.192 By reforming our H1B and student visa process, we can strengthen our ability to retain the knowledge we create, which ultimately drives domestic private sector growth. 
Education reform is a prerequisite to competitiveness

Sahlberg 6 (Pasi, School Improvement Activist, EDUCATION REFORM FOR RAISING ECONOMIC COMPETITIVENESS, http://pasisahlberg.com/downloads/Education%20reform%20for%20economic%20competitiveness%20JEC.pdf) LA

Research literature confirms the value of investing in education (Schweke, 2004). More precisely, evidence shows that both primary and secondary education significantly contributes to economic development and growth. This research recognizes people as human capital and demonstrates how increased investment in knowledge, skills and health provides future returns to the economy through increases in labor productivity (Bils & Klenow, 2000; Cohen & Soto, 2001; Hanushek & Kimko, 2000; Krueger & Lindahl, 2000). More- over, better quality education increases average earnings and pro- ductivity and reduces the likelihood of social problems that, in turn, are harmful for economic development. The body of educational change knowledge that forms the tech- nical foundation of education reforms underway in practically all education systems has significantly expanded during the last three decades (Carnoy, 1999; Fullan, 2005; Hargreaves, Earl, Shawn & Manning, 2001). According to Hargreaves and Goodson (2006), education reform has gone through three consecutive phases. The first was the age of optimism and innovation (up to the late 1970s). This was the era of growing student populations and economic growth that promoted optimism about individual emancipation and technological enhancement through education. Education reforms were based on large-scale curriculum reforms, increased professional autonomy of teachers and school-driven improvement through innovations. The fact that student populations were relatively homogenous and students with special needs were taught in specific institutions increased the high expectations for implementing inno- vations. The second phase was the age of complexity and contradiction (late 1970s to mid-1990s). Education reforms focused on increasing external control of schools, teachers and students through inspec- tions, evaluations and assessments that led to an increase of regula- tions in schools and decreased autonomy of teachers. At the same time, however, the neo-liberal movement increased the freedom of choice in education. Student populations became more diverse cre- ating a need for inclusive approaches and shifting the emphasis to learning for all. The third phase is the age of standardization and marketization (mid-1990s to date). Education reforms have been designed based on centrally prescribed curricular, learning and assessment standards monitored through intensive assessment and ECONOMIC COMPETITIVENESS testing and on increased competition between schools. Therefore, teachers are losing their professional autonomy and learning is being focused on successful performance in standardized tests. Many countries are reforming their education systems to provide their citizens with knowledge and skills that enable them to engage actively in democratic societies and dynamic knowledge-based economies (OECD, 2000; Riley, 2004). The fundamental requirement for this is that everyone has sufficient knowledge and skills in literacy, numeracy and information and communication technologies (ICTs). Rather than shifting emphasis onto standardized knowledge of con- tent and mastery of routine skills, many of the advanced education systems are focusing on flexibility, creativity and problem solving through modern methods of teaching, such as co-operative learning, and using multilateral clusters, community networks and ICT in teaching. According to the existing body of educational change knowledge, it seems that many of the ongoing education development efforts are not likely to bring the improvements expected (Sarason, 1990). For example, the widespread approach of increasing external pressure on teachers and students in order to improve the quality and effectiveness of education has not been proved to be sustainable (Fullan, 2005; Hargreaves & Fink, 2005). As a reaction to the over- emphasis on knowledge-based teaching and learning, ministries in China, Japan, Singapore and in the European Union are developing more flexible forms of curriculum, introducing authentic forms of assessment and accountability, and supporting teachers to work together to find alternative instructional approaches that promote learning of essential knowledge and skills required in knowledge economies. Instead of focusing on single institutions, education reforms are beginning to encourage clustering of schools and communities. At the core of this idea is complementarity and co-operation between the members of the cluster. Clustering and networking appear to be the core factors in economic competitiveness. Economic competitiveness is the key attribute of economic development and growth. In the knowledge-based economies in the last two decades expectations of education, especially the qualities desired in educated and trained people have dramatically changed. For example, Microsoft CEO Bill Gates (2005) argues that ‘‘training the workforce of tomorrow with the high schools of today is like trying to teach kids about today’s computers on a 50-year-old mainframe. It is the wrong tool for the times.’’ Therefore, business P. SAHLBERG leaders, politicians and educators are looking for solutions for improving economic competitiveness and thereby economic growth. Market values like productivity, effectiveness, accountability and competitiveness are increasingly being embedded in global education reforms. This is based on the assumption that education will improve according to the logic of enhancing performance of market econo- mies: opening doors to competition and choice. As a result, stan- dardization and consequential accountability have been commonly proposed as solutions to improve the quality and effectiveness of teaching and learning in many school systems. The idea of market- ization of education has been at the core of global education reforms since the early 1990s (Apple, 2001). In this article I assume that many education reforms are similar because of increasing global educa- tional policy influenced by the common challenges brought by the network society and knowledge-based economies. Then my argument is that the educational requirements of building democratic societies and enhancing economic competitiveness often contradict the changes introduced in these global education reforms.

No Solvency—Employment 

Employment is low which prevents competitiveness

Institute for Economic Competitiveness 12 (UCF College of Business Administration, CNN Money, May Jobs Report: Hiring Slows, Unemployment Rises, 6/1/12, http://iec.ucf.edu/post/2012/06/13/May-jobs-report-hiring-slows-unemployment-rises.aspxz) LA

Businesses hired shockingly few workers in May, throwing into doubt the strength of the economic recovery.   Only 69,000 jobs were added last month, the weakest growth in a year. The unemployment rate rose to 8.2%, the first uptick since last June.   Economists surveyed by CNNMoney had expected to see employers add 150,000 jobs and the unemployment rate to remain at 8.1%.   Revisions from previous months also showed the economy gained 49,000 fewer jobs in March and April than originally thought.   Private companies sharply cut back on hiring last month, adding only a meager 82,000 jobs. Employment increased in health care, transportation and wholesale trade. Manufacturing continued to add positions, albeit at a slower pace than earlier this year.   Construction, however, suffered its largest decline in two years. The public sector continued to shed jobs, losing 13,000 in May.   The overall figure stunned most economists, who laid the blame for the slow growth at the feet of Europe and Washington D.C. The steady drumbeat of headlines concerning Europe's financial woes, as well as the looming fiscal cliff in the U.S., is weighing on consumer confidence. Adding to the problems is the slowdown in the Chinese economy.   "It was really shockingly low," said Bill Dunkelberg, chief economist for the National Federation of Independent Business, who said small businesses have pulled back from hiring because they aren't getting more customers.   Meanwhile, the so-called underemployment rate rose to 14.8%, after falling or holding steady so far this year. Some experts say this rate is a better measure of the job market's health since it also includes people who could only get part-time positions and who have looked for a job at some point in the past year.   The rising unemployment rate contained a glimmer of good news. It increased because 642,000 people re-entered the labor force, often a sign of economic optimism. Economists attribute the jump to graduating college students looking for jobs earlier, as well as jobs created at start-up businesses not captured by survey of established employers which produces the closely-followed payroll number.

No Impact—Competitiveness not k2 heg

[1NC] Competitiveness not key to heg

Pape 9 (Robert A., Political Scientist @ U Chicago, Empire Falls, 1/22/9, http://nationalinterest.org/article/empire-falls-2952) LA

And of course America needs to develop a plan to reinvigorate the competitiveness of its economy. Recently, Harvard's Michael Porter issued an economic blueprint to renew America's environment for innovation. The heart of his plan is to remove the obstacles to increasing investment in science and technology. A combination of targeted tax, fiscal and education policies to stimulate more productive investment over the long haul is a sensible domestic component to America's new grand strategy. But it would be misguided to assume that the United States could easily regain its previously dominant economic position, since the world will likely remain globally competitive. To justify postponing this restructuring of its grand strategy, America would need a firm expectation of high rates of economic growth over the next several years. There is no sign of such a burst on the horizon. Misguided efforts to extract more security from a declining economic base only divert potential resources from investment in the economy, trapping the state in an ever-worsening strategic dilemma. This approach has done little for great powers in the past, and America will likely be no exception when it comes to the inevitable costs of desperate policy making. The United States is not just declining. Unipolarity is becoming obsolete, other states are rising to counter American power and the United States is losing much of its strategic freedom. Washington must adopt more realistic foreign commitments. Since 2000, a systemic change has been occurring in the economic foundations of America's relative power, and it may fall even further in the foreseeable future. None of the dramatic consequences for U.S. grand strategy is likely to be immediate, but neither are those effects easily avoidable. For nearly two decades, the United States has experienced tremendous latitude in how it chooses to conduct itself in the world. But that latitude is now shrinking, and American policy makers must face facts. With the right grand strategy, however, America can mitigate the consequences of its relative decline, and possibly even reverse it.

AT: Trade Wars Impact—No Solvency and No Impact

Chinese businesses will avoid the tariff—miniscule change in price

Shahan 12 (Zachary, Cleantechnica Editor and Journalist, US Tariffs on Chinese Solar Panels Expected to Have Minimal Impact on Cost of Solar Systems in US, 5/30/12, http://cleantechnica.com/2012/05/30/us-tariffs-on-chinese-solar-panels-expected-to-have-minimal-impact-on-cost-of-solar-systems-in-us/) LA

While US tariffs on solar products coming from China may cut imports nearly in half, a new study from IHS shows that the impact on total solar system costs is likely to be negligible. Before the US Dept of Commerce preliminary ruling was made, “IHS estimated that 2 gigawatts (GW) worth of solar modules shipped into North America in 2012 would be imported from Chinese manufacturers. This would have represented as much as 60 percent of the market for North American use.” However, with the tariff, shipments are expected to be reduced by about 45% of 1.5 GW in 2012. “The Commerce Department action will have a major impact on the North American solar market, constraining supplies and driving up prices for modules and systems,” said Mike Sheppard, a photovoltaics analyst at IHS. “Even when alternative supply lines are adopted, the penalties are likely to add as much as 12 percent to the cost of solar modules, lowering the average return on investment (ROI) for solar systems in the region by as much as 2.5 percent.” However, if these Chinese solar companies produce modules, laminates, and panels in a different country, using Chinese solar cells, they are exempted from this ruling. So, many are assuming these companies will simply move those processes to a nearby country with low labor rates (i.e. Taiwan). This will still lead to an increased module cost of 10-12%, but module costs aren’t everything. “Accounting for a 10 percent increase in total module cost based on the cell outsourcing strategy mentioned above, the cost of installation for a ground solar system rises to $2.65 per watt, up from $2.56 per watt.” That’s something, but it’s probably not as bad as you were expecting, right? With such numbers, “the ROI for solar installations is expected to only decline by 1.5 percent to 2.5 percent.” “This reduced ROI means some investors may think twice when valuing other vehicles to put their money,” Sheppard said. “However, most investors will not be deterred.”

AT: Trade Wars Impact—China Dominance Good

[1NC] Chinese clean tech competitiveness doesn’t kill the US economy, and is also k2 environment, trade agreements, and overall innovation

Friedmann 11 (S. Julio, Lawrence Livermore National Lab / Writes for NYT and Foreign Affairs, How Chinese Innovation is Changing Green Technology, 12/13/11, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/136761/s-julio-friedmann/how-chinese-innovation-is-changing-green-technology) LA

In many ways, China's green dreams are good news. Consider the impact on the environment. Together the United States and China account for 40 percent of emissions, 40 percent of energy consumption, and 50 percent of global coal use. Nothing other countries do on this issue can match the impact of the actions (or innaction) of the United States or China. Without Washington and Beijing leading the way, the world will not mitigate the worst consequences of climate change. In this context, any Chinese investment in clean tech is a global good. 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. 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. Ultimately, China's clean energy investment and deployment will dominate climate and trade trajectories for decades -- whatever the effects on commerce, industry, energy, and even human rights and monetary policy. The scale of its effort simply dwarfs every other on earth. That is good news for the oceans and the atmosphere, but also gives pause to the 5.5 billion people on this planet who don't live in China. For them, the economic and security implications of China's innovation drive are yet to be seen.
US-Sino cooperation on clean tech improves innovation and solves relations and the economy

Chu 11 (Steven, US Secretary of Energy, U.S.-China Clean Energy Cooperation Is Good for America and Good for the World, 1/18/9, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/steven-chu/uschina-clean-energy-coop_b_810709.html) LA

Chinese President Hu Jintao's arrival in the United States this week will spur a national conversation on a range of bilateral issues. One issue that deserves attention is an emerging success story: our work together to accelerate clean energy research and development. For more than 30 years, science and technology cooperation has been a cornerstone of U.S.-China relations. From working to advance basic research in physics and chemistry to fighting disease to planning for natural disasters, joint U.S.-China science and technology initiatives have benefited the citizens of both our nations. Now, we have expanded our work to promote the development and deployment of clean energy technologies. Cooperation with China on clean energy is good for Americans and good for the world. As the world's largest producers of energy, consumers of energy and greenhouse gas emitters, the energy and climate challenge cannot be solved without the United States and China. What we do -- or do not do -- in the coming decades matters to the entire world. Additionally, by collaborating with China on clean energy research and development, we can bring down the costs of clean energy technologies for families and businesses. We can promote export opportunities for American companies, creating new jobs here at home. And we can help ensure that the United States leads in clean energy innovation, which is critical to our prosperity in the 21st century. Both the United States and China recognize that we can make more progress by working together than by working alone. Each country brings complementary strengths to the table. The United States remains the leader in the most innovative technologies, with our world-leading research universities and national laboratories, pioneering businesses and entrepreneurs, and well-developed financial and legal infrastructure. China has experience and expertise with rapid, large-scale deployment of technologies. As the world's fastest and largest growing energy market, China can serve as an important global testing ground for new technologies. Through strong collaboration, we can develop and deploy new clean energy technologies that promote economic prosperity while reducing carbon pollution. That is why, in November 2009, President Obama and President Hu launched an ambitious program of cooperation that covers energy efficiency, renewable energy, cleaner uses of coal, electric vehicles, shale gas and more.
Cooperation is key to mutual success in innovative clean tech

Gardner and Rascoe 11 (Timothy and Ayesha, Reuters, Clean energy seen as "bright spot" for U.S.-China relations, 1/19/11, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/01/19/us-usa-china-energy-idUSTRE70H5WB20110119) LA

(Reuters) - Cooperation on clean energy could be a high point in U.S.-China relations leading to benefits for both countries, government and business officials said ahead of a summit between Chinese President Hu Jintao and President Barack Obama. Disputes between the world's two largest economies and energy consumers over China's wind power subsidies and its slowdown in exports of rare earths minerals, used in everything from wind turbines to cell phones, have dominated headlines in recent months. The countries are also having wider arguments. The United States says China's currency, the yuan, is undervalued and Washington is pushing Beijing for help in persuading North Korea to abandon nuclear weapons. But with rising concerns about oil prices, now above $90 a barrel, energy security, and global warming, officials said the world's biggest developed country and the biggest developing country have much to learn from each other. Progress can be made on sharing technologies on efficiency, cleaner coal, and development of renewables like wind and solar power, they said. As China tries to transform its economy from the manufacturing of cheap goods into one developing and distributing sophisticated technologies, such as clean energy, spats over intellectual property rights have already troubled trade relations between the two countries. But pressure on both countries to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and reel in fossil fuel demand may push them to overcome these differences. DEALS Still, China's Minister of Science and Technology Wan Gang said at a forum on U.S-China clean energy cooperation hosted by the Brookings Institution that common interests between the two countries make clean energy an issue ripe for nurturing close ties. "I'm sure that this is one of the best points of convergence and cooperation between our two countries, and will be one of the bright spots in our future cooperation," Wan said on Tuesday. During the forum, officials from both governments unveiled plans to continue joint research and development in clean energy -- electric vehicles, clean coal and energy-efficient buildings -- through the U.S.-China Clean Energy Research Center. First announced in 2009, the centers will be supported by at least $150 million from private and public interests over five years. In addition, several deals were signed between U.S. and Chinese companies. General Electric Co and China Huadian Corp signed a joint agreement for gas turbines in China that will generate $350 million in U.S. exports. GE also signed a deal with Shenhua, one of the world's biggest coal firms, on coal gasification. The Energy Department said that the deal could lead to $100 million in U.S. exports. In addition, Alcoa and the China Power Investment Corporation signed an agreement to collaborate on a range of aluminum and clean energy projects representing $7.5 billion in potential investment both within China and abroad. U.S. utilities Duke Energy, and American Electric Power also signed deals involving cleaner-burning coal. HURDLES But officials said several hurdles have to be cleared to prevent competition between the two powers from hurting clean energy efforts. Jon Huntsman, the U.S. ambassador to China, said both countries need to continue their cooperative effort to protect intellectual property rights in China. "This a critical issue in the high technology sector including clean energy, and it generates a lot of concern in both U.S. and Chinese companies," he said. Justin Yifu Lin, a chief economist at the World Bank, said more research and development needs to be done on alternative energies like wind and solar to get them off government subsidies. Until then bickering about subsidies strain relations, as the wind power case shows. In addition, delicate balances will have to be struck between American companies that have new technologies they haven't fully developed and Chinese ones that want to bring them to their huge market. "In many commercial negotiations the Chinese play a very hard game of trying to trade market access for technology and American companies are always faced with the question of how much of their crown jewels they are willing to part with," Robert Kapp, a China advisor to the Kirkpatrick & Lockhart Preston Gates Ellis law firm, told reporters in a teleconference hosted by the World Resources Institute ahead of the Obama-Hu summit. In many cases American companies have decided a certain amount of technology transfer is in their interest.

AT: Trade Wars Impact—Solar protectionism no kill industry

[1NC] No impact—The Solar tariff has had no effect on the solar energy industry

Woody 12 (Todd, Forbes environment journalist, U.S. Solar Industry Booming Despite China Trade War, 6/13/12, http://www.forbes.com/sites/toddwoody/2012/06/13/u-s-solar-industry-booming-despite-china-trade-war/) LA

The solar industry may be in turmoil, what with the U.S.-China photovoltaic trade war and a growing roster of companies tipping into bankruptcy, but business continues to boom, according to a report released Wednesday. The U.S. installed 506 megawatts of photovoltaic panels in the first quarter of the year ­– the second-most number of quarterly installations ever and an 85% spike from the first quarter of 2011, said the report prepared by GTM Research and the Solar Energy Industries Association. The nation is on track to install a total of 3,300 megawatts of solar panels by year’s end. If that prediction holds up, the U.S.’s share of the global photovoltaic market will jump from 7% last year to 11% in 2012. “The U.S. maintained its status as a consistently growing, albeit complex, demand center for PV,” the report’s authors wrote. “Despite uncertainty surrounding the availability of project finance, import tariffs, and state-level demand … the residential and non-residential markets in aggregate grew 35% quarter-over-quarter.” Investors’ appetite certainly doesn’t seem to have been dampened by such upheaval. On Wednesday Silicon Valley installer SolarCity announced that U.S. Bancorp would finance $250 million in residential and commercial photovoltaic installations. It’s the largest of the six funds the bank has raised to finance SolarCity installations over the past three years. And on Tuesday Abengoa Solar said it would build a 200-megawatt photovoltaic power plant in California’s Imperial County. The company declined to identify the operator of the project but in April the Imperial County Board of Supervisors approved a 200-megawatt photovoltaic power station to be operated by solar developer 8minutenergy Renewables. Despite the imposition of tariffs on Chinese solar panels, prices for residential solar systems fell 4.8% between the fourth quarter of 2011 and the first quarter of 2012 while installed costs dropped by 7.2%, according to the report.
Impact will be short term—returns to normal growth in a few months

Woody 12 (Todd, Forbes Environment journalist, Solar Installers Caught In Cross Fire Of Escalating China Trade War, 5/18/12, http://www.forbes.com/sites/toddwoody/2012/05/18/solar-installers-caught-in-cross-fire-of-escalating-china-trade-war/) LA

Will the booming U.S. solar installation industry become collateral damage in the growing solar trade war with China? On Thursday, the U.S. Commerce Department issued a preliminary decision levying steep tariffs against Chinese solar manufacturers, finding they illegally dumped cheap photovoltaic cells on the American market. But the companies that install those solar panels on residential and commercial rooftops – and which have benefited from a 75% plunge in photovoltaic prices in recent years – are split over the impact of the tariffs on their burgeoning business. “I don’t think this ruling will stymie the industry,” says Danny Kennedy, president of Sungevity, an Oakland, Calif.-based residential solar installer that has rapidly expanded to the other states and countries over the past two years. “Lower cost affordable solar is the goal here and while this is unfortunate trade politicking I don’t think the sky is falling.” Sungevity obtains panels from China’s Suntech and other suppliers. “It’s not a big proportion; it’s a mix,” Kennedy says of his Chinese supply chain. “This is a market where you have supply-demand imbalance and we’re confident that cost curve will continue to come down.” Susan Wise, a spokeswoman for another big solar installer, San Francisco-based SunRun, was less optimistic. “If finalized, this decision would move us backward in the effort to make solar affordable for Americans,” Wise said in an e-mail. “It would make prices higher at the exact moment when solar power is starting to become competitive with fossil fuels in more markets.” Like most U.S. solar installers, Silicon Valley’s SolarCity uses Chinese-made photovoltaic panels. “Artificial cost increases designed to help a handful of companies at the expense of thousands of others in all fifty states simply don’t make sense,” Jonathan Bass, a SolarCity spokesman, said in an e-mail, noting his company employs 1,800 workers in a dozen states. “We make American-made panels available to any customer that prefers them.” The solar trade war, which flared after the U.S. subsidiary of Germany’s SolarWorld filed an unfair trade complaint with the federal government, is far from over and a final decision is not expected until Nov. 23. SolarWorld and six other companies argued that the Chinese government unfairly subsidizes its domestic industry with cheap loans from state banks, favorable real estate deals and other incentives. On Thursday, the Commerce Department hit Suntech, one of China’s biggest photovoltaic cell makers with a 31.22% tariff and found that Trina, Yingli and other Chinese manufacturers that have captured a significant share of the U.S. market should pay a 31.18% tariff. In 2011, Chinese companies exported $3.1 billion of solar cells to the U.S., according to the Commerce Department, which concluded that those manufacturers sold their products in the U.S. “for less than fair value.” While SolarWorld and its allies hailed the tariffs as creating a more level playing field for the industry, some Chinese manufacturers characterized the Commerce Department as out of touch with the realities of the global solar market. “As a global company with global supply chains and manufacturing facilities in three countries, including the United States, we are providing our U.S. customers with hundreds of megawatts of quality solar products that are not subject to these tariffs,” Andrew Beebe, Suntech’s San Francisco-based chief commercial officer, said in a statement Thursday. Shayle Kann, vice president of research at GTM Research, says he expects other Chinese solar manufacturers to build factories overseas to avoid the tariffs. “We think there will be some short-term disruption in the supply chain in the U.S. as installers figure out what they can and cannot procure, and as suppliers determine their strategies to deal with the tariffs,” Kann said an e-mail from China, where he is attending a solar trade show. “So while there may be a near-term impact on demand, we continue to anticipate substantial growth in the U.S. market this year and moving forward. We’re currently forecasting 75% installation growth in 2012, down from 109% in 2011.”
AT: Trade Wars Impact—EV Cooperation Good

US-Sino cooperation on EVs is good

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

International Collaboration. Although the focus should be on advancing U.S. leadership and competitiveness in this dynamic field, there is also a need for some international collaboration. Historically, different vehicle standards have been a barrier to international trade, making it difficult for companies to transfer innovations from one national market to another. The EU, Asia, and North America are adopting somewhat different technical procedures and public policies toward PEVs. Areas ripe for cooperation include codes and standards for recharging, approaches to measuring vehicle fuel efficiency, and emissions measurement, including test conditions. A regular international exchange of information about the formulation of successful PEV demonstrations and public policies is also appropriate. Since China and the United States have some common national interests in reducing petroleum use and have facilitated constructive corporate partnerships in vehicle technology and production, the China-U.S. dialogue on PEVs should be encouraged to continue, assuming intellectual property rights are respected. 

International Coop CP

The US should cooperate with China in clean tech investment—solves the case better and solves spending

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 clean-energy race is not a zero-sum game. The energy sector is the world’s biggest industry, providing enormous investment and employment opportunities. According to the International Energy Agency, some $26 trillion in energy infrastructure investments 19 will be needed from now until 2030 to meet projected global energy demand.40 Because of the climate challenge’s urgency and the sheer scale of the transformation of our energy structure necessary to meet it, it is important that the United States collaborate with other nations to develop low-carbon technologies. Although it may seem counterintuitive, technology collaboration is a competitiveness strategy in and of itself because it spurs innovation and accelerates the deployment and diffusion of such technologies. International clean-energy cooperation is essential for a prosperous clean-energy economy because it results in tangible benefits in innovation, investment, and job creation above and beyond what the United States could accomplish with a “go-it-alone” approach. Moreover, cooperation with developing nations on clean-energy technology development projects helps the United States begin to fulfill the mandate of the Bali Action Plan to provide international technological and financial support to help developing countries commit to a global climate deal, thus contributing to a level economic playing field. While there are many potential international partners in clean-energy cooperation, China is one of the most obvious candidates. China and the United States are the two largest annual emitters of greenhouse gas pollution, and together account for more than 40 percent of the world’s share. They have a mutual imperative to transition to a clean- energy economy. Since both nations face national security challenges from their reliance on foreign oil, the development of clean, domestic, and renewable energy sources should be a priority for both. Furthermore, the United States and China’s continued reliance on coal-fired power for electricity generation—50 percent and 80 percent, respectively—must be addressed to limit the threat posed by global warming. The U.S.-China Clean Energy Research Center created in July provides an ideal platform to initiate these collaborations. The joint research center has identified three focal points for research—building energy efficiency, producing cleaner vehicles, and developing advanced coal plants, which includes those that employ carbon capture-and-storage technology. To support this effort, the Center for American Progress, in collaboration with the Asia Society Center on U.S.-China Relations, developed a roadmap for Sino- American cooperation on CCS research, development, and deployment.41 These recommendations will be released on November 4. CCS offers potential for achieving significant reductions in global greenhouse gas pollution from coal-fired power plants. It should be part of a portfolio that includes dramatic gains in efficiency and renewable electricity. But before we commit ourselves to this technological pathway, it is critical to conduct more CCS demonstration projects to generate accurate cost and environmental safety assessments, develop accepted practices and standards for sequestration, and establish a market for private sector investment. 20 Our upcoming proposal identifies opportunities for immediate collaboration that will produce quick results, while simultaneously focusing on the longer-term goals of retrofitting existing plants and developing financing infrastructure. First, the proposal lays out a blueprint for rapid cooperation on large demonstrations of geological sequestration of some pure CO2 streams that exist today in China. It has installed over 100 coal gasifiers that produce pure or “pre-captured” CO2 streams that currently vent into the atmosphere from a variety of heavy industrial plants, such as chemical and cement facilities. We recommend a set of large projects at multiple sites within China with substantial U.S. contributions in know-how, equipment, and science. Such collaborations could serve as templates to test various sequestration technologies, which we will eventually want to deploy in the United States and elsewhere, and to build regulatory and financial infrastructures at less cost than would be possible with unilateral development in the U.S. We estimate $50 million to $100 million for each project with a U.S. contribution of $20 million to $30 million. Such a project is highly likely to succeed. It would provide assistance to the Chinese in an area where they lack capacity and open a new market to U.S. suppliers, as well as offer confidence for future cooperation in this and other areas. The CAP-Asia Society Center proposal also provides a framework for undertaking collaborative research, development, and demonstration of CCS technology (such as post-combustion capture) to retrofit existing coal-fired plants over short-, medium-, and long-term time periods. This process would identify plants in both countries for large- scale retrofit demonstrations and establish commitments for doing so. It would also test new technologies that improve effectiveness and lower costs, along with outlining a long- term strategy for retrofitting coal-fired power plants in both the United States and China that respects the political, industrial, and financial systems of each. Retrofitting older coal-fired plants would significantly reduce global pollution if the technology can be demonstrated and is cost effective. Most public CCS investments in the United States, such as the Futuregen project, are aimed at building new integrated “pre-combustion” plants. But even if this technology succeeds, it will not reduce emissions at the hundreds of older coal-fired power plants that are profitable and unlikely to shut down any time soon. Reducing emissions from these older plants is essential to avoiding a global rise in temperature of more than 2 degrees Celsius. Additionally, the CAP-Asia Society Center report discusses the creation of a global capital fund designed to distribute funds to companies that innovate or invest in CCS, and develop public financing mechanisms—price guarantees or other market value substitutions—such as those proposed in the American Clean Energy and Security Act and Clean Energy Jobs Act to provide guaranteed returns in the short term. Both the United States and China stand to gain more through collaboration than through independent pursuit of CCS technology. And by conducting sequestration projects in China instead of the United States, both sides benefit from lower costs and faster 21 execution. The experience gained through cooperation with China will accelerate the deployment of CCS facilities in the United States, with benefits to job growth, utility and energy companies, and technology firms. We estimate that cooperation with China on this suite of programs could accelerate large- scale deployment of CCS technology in the United States by 5 to 10 years. Our initial assessment is that this could result in billions of dollars in savings if we can accelerate full-scale deployment of CCS before the anticipated mass commercialization by 2030. Just as important, in a few years, nearly 10 million tons of CO2 that would otherwise have entered the atmosphere will instead be stored permanently.

[Insert spending DA as net benefit]
States CP Solvency

State action has precedent and solves clean tech

Energy Security, Innovation & Sustainability Initiative 7 (Compete. Council on Competitiveness, September 2007, Provoke., http://www.compete.org/images/uploads/File/PDF%20Files/Provoke_ESIS_Sept2007.pdf) LA

The competition is on. Perceiving a clean energy future as offering an opportunity to create jobs, support the local economy, enhance energy security and be responsible stewards of the environment state government leaders are striving to attract new investment to establish their regions as centers of energy-related innovation. Even cit ies are now ranked as to their attractiveness. SustainLane Government, an online resource center that offers sustainabilily tips to state and local government has ranked Austin, San Jose. Berkeley and Greater Boston respectively as the top five hotbeds for the influx of cleantech capital, deep R&D, and real-world opportunities for field-testing and prototyping."" Sustainable energy, it seems, is fast becoming a driver of regional economic development States are exercising their comparative advantages. • Geography: Washington and Oregon are leveraging their geography and existing electricity grid to provide reliable wind and hydroelectric power to meet the surging regional demand for electricity.•• • Infrastructure: Texas, with its access to a huge energy markeL is at the center of a nationwide fuel-distribution network, with extensive storage facilities, pipelines and rail and water connections. enabling it to leverage its regional competencies to attract new energy investment Texas also has a successful history in the wind-energy business, which boomed after the 1 ggg passage of a state law that requires a certain amount of the electricity sold by utilities in the state to be generated from renewable sources. More recently, the state has again taken the initiative by easing the construction of transmission lines for wind farms, sending a clear signal to investors. • Talent: California, which draws upon a strong existing Silicon Valley semiconductor engineering base and IT venture networks, has found that the emerging need for clean technology is a good fit with the skills and companies in the area. States are forging public-private partnerships, creating programs and making investments to increase their attractiveness to U.S. and foreign companies. • Wisconsin Governor Jim Doyle has committed $50 million in state funding to match a $ 125 million grant that the University of Wisconsin has received from the Department of Energy to create the Great Lakes Bioenergy Research Center (GLBRC) on the University of Wisconsin-Madison campus. The Governor characterized the center as an economic engine that will translate new discoveries into highpaying jobs.87 • In his 2007 State of the State address, Ohio Governor Ted Strickland called for a $ 1 billion investment in alternative and renewable energy technologies over four years in an effort to ensure that 'energy will be an economic development leader in Ohio.• As a center of advanced energy technology, the state hopes to take the lead in embracing the opportunities afforded by •new industries, new technologies, and a new economy:" • Vermont has created a program to bring environmental engineering firms to the state and help those already there to expand with the goal to transform Vermont into a state where growth is driven by green business.,. In the absence of federal action, many states and regions have devised regulations and policies to act as market d rivers to stimulate investments in a range of new energy technologies and related manufacturing. • By 2006, forty-five states had enacted legislation or developed initiatives to stimulate the deployment of renewable energy technologies. Thirtynine states established interconnection and net metering rules that require electric power companies to connect renewable energy sources to the power transmission grid. Twenty-two states established renewable portfolio standards requiring or encouraging that a fixed percentage of the state's electricity be generated from renewable sources. 70 • In August 2006, California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed ' landmark" legislation known as 'AB 32' which requires the California Air Resources Board (CARS) to develop regulations and market mechanisms that will ultimately reduce California's greenhouse gas emissions by 25 percent by 2020. Mandato')' caps will begin in 2012 for significant sources and ratchet down to meet the 2020 goals. This was followed by an Executive Order in January 2007 that established Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) for transportation fuels sold in California By 2020 the standard will reduce the carbon intensity of California's passenger vehicle fuels by at least 1 0 percent'' Evoking the concept of 'co-opetition', even as states take energy-related initiatives to support their own economic development, they are working across state boundaries to address the shared challenge of global warming. • In late 2005, governors of seven Northeast states entered an accord, the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI), scheduled to take effect in 2009. It is intended to reduce carbon dioxide pollution to 10 percent below current emissions by 20 19.""' • By May 2007, Californ ia, Arizona, New Mexico, Oregon, Washington and Utah all signed onto the Western Regional Climate Action Init iative, an Memorandum of Understanding to establish a regional emissions cap and develop a marketbased cap-and-t rade system to address climate change.73

Economic Intervention Bad—From precamp aff

No internal link – austerity is net good for economic growth 
Pethokoukis 5/11 (James, American Enterprise Institute, "When the U.S. Really Did Try Austerity, it Worked!," http://ricochet.com/main-feed/When-the-U.S.-Really-Did-Try-Austerity-it-Worked)
Now, we all all know “austerity” from deep spending cuts (not the tax hikes, of course) is killing Europe’s economy and would do the same here in America, right? Well, here’s a story about austerity that critics such as President Obama, Paul Krugman, and Ezra Klein never seem to mention: From 1944 to 1948, Uncle Sam cut spending by a whopping 75% as World War II came to end. Spending as a share of GDP plunged to 9% in 1948 from 44% in 1944. Superstar economist and devout Keynesian Paul Samuelson—later to become the first American to win the Nobel Prize in economics—predicted such shock austerity would cause “the greatest period of unemployment and industrial dislocation which any economy has ever faced.” That dire, disastrous prediction was widely held by his fellow Keynesians, with one even predicting an “epidemic of violence.” Except the doomsayers were wrong, even though Washington obviously ignored Samuelson’s call for gradual spending reductions. Despite cuts which dwarfed those seen in the EU today—not to mention those Republicans are calling for here at home—the U.S. economy thrived. There was no mass unemployment despite rapid demobilization of the armed forces. As George Mason University economist David Henderson explains is his 2010 paper, “The U.S. Postwar Miracle” (which this entire post draws upon): As demobilization proceeded rapidly, employers in the private sector, full of the optimism … scooped up millions of the soldiers, sailors, and others who had been displaced from the armed forces and from military industries. … The number of unemployed people did increase, rising from 0.8 million to 2.3 million, but with a civilian labor force of 60.1 million, the 2.3 million unemployed people implied an unemployment rate of only 3.8 percent. As President Truman said, “This is probably close to the minimum unavoidable in a free economy of great mobility such as ours. Of course, liberals are quick to point out the U.S. economy suffered its worst one-year downturn in history in 1946, a drop of 12%. To many Americans, it surely must have seemed like Samuelson was right, that the Great Depression had returned. But no one thought that back then, especially with jobs plentiful unlike during the 1930s. The drop in output was a statistical quirk caused by the removal of price controls. As Henderson explains: For example, imagine that the free-market price of a pound of filet mignon during the war would have been $1.40 a pound. But imagine further that the government had set the price at $1.00 a pound. Then, when the price control was removed, the price would have shot to $1.40 a pound. Inflation statistics would have recorded some amount of inflation due to this large price increase. But those statistics would have overstated the real price increase because getting beef at $1.40 a pound is better for many of the people who couldn’t, because of the shortage, get it at $1.00 a pound. Second, those sky-high output figures during the war measured government spending on goods and services, lots of it military hardware, at their cost. But what was all that stuff really worth, in purely economic terms, vs. post-war consumer purchases of homes and cars and nylon stockings? While total output fell by 12% in 1946, private-sector GDP rose by nearly 30%. Or look at it this this way: Real U.S. output in 1947 was 17% higher than in 1941 despite the decline in government spending. Why was the economy prospering in way it never did during the Great Depression? Taxes were cut a little, and government interference—including price and production controls and rationing—was reduced a lot. But perhaps just as important, Truman dumped many of FDR’s most radical New Dealers. That change boosted business confidence, and companies started to invest again in America. The typical Keynesian response mostly centers around dismissing the immediate post-war boom as a one-off event complicated by many unique factors. But it happened again, as Henderson notes! After the Cold War ended, overall federal spending fell to 18% of GDP in 2000 from 22% in 1991. But again the economy boomed. Real U.S. GDP grew by 40% with an average annual growth rate of 3.8%. Henderson speculates that perhaps the decline in defense spending freed up knowledge workers to help make technological miracles happen in the private economy. The lesson here: Spending cuts might well produce prosperity instead of austerity, especially if accompanied by less government interference in the economy and less fear in the private sector of anti-market government policies.

Keynes is wrong – multiple reasons 

Cochrane 9 (John H, Myron S. Scholes Professor of Finance @ U Chicago Booth School of Business, “Fiscal Stimulus, Fiscal Inflation, or Fiscal Fallacies?” http://faculty.chicagobooth.edu/john.cochrane/research/Papers/fiscal2.htm) 

Most fiscal stimulus arguments are based on fallacies, because they ignore three basic facts. First, if money is not going to be printed, it has to come from somewhere. If the government borrows a dollar from you, that is a dollar that you do not spend, or that you do not lend to a company to spend on new investment. Every dollar of increased government spending must correspond to one less dollar of private spending. Jobs created by stimulus spending are offset by jobs lost from the decline in private spending. We can build roads instead of factories, but fiscal stimulus can’t help us to build more of both1 . This form of “crowding out” is just accounting, and doesn't rest on any perceptions or behavioral assumptions. Second, investment is “spending” every bit as much as is consumption. Keynesian fiscal stimulus advocates want money spent on consumption, not saved. They evaluate past stimulus programs by whether people who got stimulus money spent it on consumption goods rather than save it. But the economy overall does not care if you buy a car, or if you lend money to a company that buys a forklift. Third, people must ignore the fact that the government will raise future taxes to pay back the debt. If you know your taxes will go up in the future, the right thing to do with a stimulus check is to buy government bonds so you can pay those higher taxes. Now the net effect of fiscal stimulus is exactly zero, except to raise future tax distortions. The classic arguments for fiscal stimulus presume that the government can systematically fool people. 
Turns and outweighs their internal links to economic collapse 

Hunt 5/17 (Lacy H, executive vice president of Hoisington Investment Management Company - investment adviser specializing in the management of fixed-income portfolios for large institutional clients, "Economic Recovery Via Shared Sacrifice, Cutting Government Spending, Deficit and Debts," http://www.marketoracle.co.uk/Article34706.html)
LH: It may occur sooner than we think. If interest rates in the marketplace were to go up 200 basis points, it would add approximately $350B a year to the federal budget deficit. Of course, you'd have to borrow that, and then borrow more and more in succeeding years. So the interest expense is really a potential time bomb. I don't think a rise in long-term rates is at hand, but it's very problematic as we go forward. TGR: You also write about a negative risk premium—when the total return of the S&P 500 is less than the return on long-term Treasuries and thus equity investors aren't being rewarded for the risks they take. It seems to contradict the concept that we're marching toward this bang point. Will the negative risk premium continue until we reach the bang point? LH: First of all, let me explain a bit more about the negative risk premium. We know that over very long periods of time investors in stocks have received a premium over investors in long-term Treasuries. If that didn't hold true over the long run, people wouldn't take the risk. But there have been significant exceptions. Following the build-up of debt in the 1860s and 1870s, we had a 20-year span during which the S&P 500 return was lower than long-term Treasury returns. Then, even though World War II interrupted, another period of negative risk premiums lasted from 1928 to 1948. In both instances, 20 years was a long time to wait for risk to be rewarded. Certainly there were quarters, even years, during those spans when the S&P 500 returns were better than the Treasuries, but when you stand back and you look at the entire period, risk was not rewarded. We've had another massive build-up of debt over the last 20 years, and since 1991 we've been in another negative risk premium cycle. We've past the 20-year point already, and if we continue along the path toward increased indebtedness, we'll extend the negative risk premium interval this time around. I think it will be very difficult for the normal economic conditions to prevail. A lot of the pioneering work on the role of debt was done by Irving Fisher. He thought the economy operated on a normal business cycle model, one to two bad years, four to five good years. The one to two got a little testy, but it was over and you went on. That's why he was fooled by the Great Depression. He freely admitted he was fooled. He made some outrageous statements about the health of the economy in 1929, but he did his mea culpa, reexamined what he thought and concluded that the normal business cycle doesn't work in highly over-indebted situations. In those situations, the indebtedness controls nearly all other economic variables—including the risk premium. The normal bounds don't work, just as they did not work after the panics of 1873, 1929, and 1989, when risk was not rewarded. So by trying to solve this over-indebtedness problem by getting further in debt, the standard of living will not rise and, in the final analysis, the stock market will reflect how well our people are doing. And our people are not doing well. Of course, the bang point is a point of calamitous development, but it would mark the climax of a prolonged period of underperformance and financial risk management. It's not at hand. We have the ability to control it, but we have to have the political will to do so. At present, it doesn't appear to be forthcoming. TGR: You've indicated that the only way for developed nations to get out from under this debt burden is austerity, not inflation or more Quantitative Easing (QE). With the income of average American citizens stagnant, at best, for a decade already, what would spark the political will to force austerity measures on a beleaguered populace? LH: No one wants austerity. Neither the politicians nor the public want it. The McKinsey Global Institute did an outstanding study of what happens to highly overleveraged countries that get into crisis situations. It found 32 cases that have fully played out, starting with the 1930s. In 16 cases of the 32—or half—austerity was required. Only eight cases were resolved by higher inflation, but they were all very small, emerging economies. A small country with no major role in world markets can get away with debasing its currency, but a major player cannot do that.
Infrastructure spending is net negative for growth 

Harding 11 (Jeffrey, Adjunct Professor at Santa Barbara City College in Real Estate Investment, "The Hoax That Is The Infrastructure Bank," http://dailycapitalist.com/2011/09/18/the-hoax-that-is-the-infrastructure-bank/)
Does anyone seriously believe that the reason we have high unemployment in America is because we have a substandard infrastructure? Apparently the politicians in Washington believe that is so because they are trying to make a case for massive infrastructure spending in order to “create jobs” and to “prepare our economy for the 21st Century.” I was watching that fountain of conventional wisdom, Fareed Zakaria tonight and he seems to buy into this proposition. He interviewed Senator Kay Baily Hutchison about her proposal for an infrastructure bank: The Kerry-Hutchison Bipartisan Infrastructure Bank also known as the BUILD Act. It won’t cost the taxpayers any money, she says, because it is a one-time $10 billion funding of this bank which will lend money for projects. As she says on her web site: The idea of a national infrastructure bank is an innovative way to leverage private-public partnerships and maximize private funding to address our water, transportation, and energy infrastructure needs. In our current fiscal situation, we must be creative in meeting the needs of our country and spurring economic development and job growth, while protecting taxpayers from new federal spending as much as possible. This is viewed as a “sensible and business-like approach” to solving this “problem.” When anyone does reporting on this topic you see shots of China’s high speed trains zooming along as well as Brazil’s new super port that will be “the road to China.” We don’t need any of these things because we have an excellent infrastructure despite what the “experts” say. Most of these experts want to cash in on this spending boondoggle. Let me be clear: not one new job will be created by this infrastructure bank. The truth is, we don’t need it. Our freeways, trucks, railroads, and aircraft do just fine getting around delivering people and goods. I’m not arguing that some things need repair, but that is minor compared to what this Infrastructure Bank envisions. As we all know, like all things run by government, they have let some of our bridges, roads, and schools go into disrepair because they manage it incompetently. While I am sure some kids go to run-down government schools, it’s not the buildings that are the problem, it’s the unions. I haven’t heard that our water supply is unsafe or that anyone has been poisoned by drinking out of the tap (spare me the occasional example, please). Our ports are fine despite the longshoremen’s union. We don’t need high speed trains because they are expensive and inefficient and people will fly instead. Please see Bob Poole’s work at the Reason Foundation if you need confirmation of this fact or on any matter dealing with public transportation. Here are some things to think about when the politicians spout this nonsense: 1. Jobs aren’t created by government. That is not to say that government employees or contractors do not work; they do. What it means is that government does not create wealth-creating jobs that are self-sustaining as would a private business. This should be fairly simple to understand. Taxes fund government operations. Only the private sector creates wealth that pay taxes. We can have an argument about whether or not government should provide much of the services that they do. For example, we know that private schools do a far better job at providing an education because they are not controlled by unions who control politicians. But, that is not the topic here. 2. Government spending known as fiscal stimulus, or Keynesian stimulus, as a cure for unemployment is another matter.The idea here is that since consumers aren’t spending all we need to do to revive the economy is to start spending somewhere in the economy and magically things will revive and take off. Unfortunately such stimulus never works to “jump start” the economy. It never has and never will. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 pushed $840 billion into the economy under this theory and it failed. No one (especially our politicians) asks where the money comes from to stimulate the economy. It comes from us, whether through taxes today or taxes tomorrow. And, the more you take out of the private economy, the less capital is available for businesses to create real jobs. Politicians never seem to see this. Right now the Keynesians are pushing on a string with this idea. Until we clean up all the excess houses, commercial real estate and related debt, no amount of spending or tax cuts will work. 3. Then there is the “quality” issue. Assuming that such infrastructure spending worked, the projects chosen are those favored by government politicians and bureaucrats and we know how well they do competing with the private sector. Need I mention the $535 million government loan guarantee to the soon to be bankrupt Solyndra? These folks shouldn’t be handing out your money; they don’t know what they are doing.
AT: Blackout Terrorism Add-on
AT: Blackout Terrorism Add-on—No Solvency
No Solvency—only a comprehensive security strategy can solve blackout terrorism

Gale and Husick 3 (Stephen and Lawrence A., Foreign Policy Research Institute, The Blackout and the Question of Homeland Security, 8/18/3, http://www.fpri.org/enotes/20030818.homeland.galehusick.blackout.html) LA

What is needed is a systematic analysis of the security of our economic commons, complemented by an equally systematic analysis of type and level of investments needed to improve their security. Our earlier proposal for the institution and use of comprehensive Security Impact Statements as the framework for such analyses is one possible way for our nation to initiate this effort. There may be others. But one thing should be clear by this point: we need to begin to take seriously the prospect for terrorist actions aimed at the nation’s commons, and we must take immediate steps to determine just what effective and efficient security measures and policies we need. As a starting point, we recommend an immediate comprehensive security review of all independent system operators (ISOs), including full background checks on all personnel having access to their facilities and networks. We recommend drawing on the knowledge and experience of Sandia National Laboratories, coupled with a creative and skilled “red team,”drawn, in part, from outside the electric industry.
AT: Blackout Terrorism Add-On—No V2G
Can’t be done—insufficient coordination or tech

St. John 9 (Jeff, Green IT Curator at GigaOm Pro / writer for Earth2Tech at Greentech Media, Electric Vehicles Could Surpass Grid or Support It, http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/electric-vehicles-could-surpass-grid-or-support-it/) LA
That's been an area of research for automakers, utilities and smart grid companies for some time. A consortium including the University of Delaware, electric vehicle system maker AC Propulsion, utility Pepco, regional transmission organization PJM and demand response company Comverge is testing its own V2G technology (see A V2G Test: Pool Electric Cars for Grid Needs). The Electric Power Research Institute is working with General Motors Corp. and Ford Motor Co. on projects (see Prepping for Plug-Ins to Hit the Grid). And smart grid software developer Gridpoint, which in September bought vehicle-to-grid software developer V2Green, has tested V2G technology with Duke Energy and Xcel Energy's SmartGridCity project. (see Laying the Grid Groundwork for Plug-In Hybrids and Gridpoint Gets $120M, Buys V2Green). Tomic said technologies like these could lead to new markets for electric vehicles that could help lower their cost, which is still seen as the main barrier to their widespread adoption. Not that they could serve as baseload power, of course, since they'll need that to be charged up, she said. But perhaps they could be linked up with utilities looking for new sources to cover their expensive peak power needs, she said. Several hundred thousand vehicles could likely provide enough power to serve utilities so-called "ancillary services" needs completely, she said. And "You don't need a smart grid to do ancillary services," Tomic maintained. While utilities have focused their V2G plans on establishing two-way communications between utilities and homes or businesses via smart meters, V2G efforts could use cellular networks, radio signals or Internet connections to handle the task, she said. Electric and plug-in hybrids could be used to store power from renewable energy sources like wind, which is mostly generated at night when demand is lowest, she said. That's something that Danish utility Dong Energy, IBM and a host of other partners are working on right now in Denmark (see IBM Tests Smart Charging in Denmark). But many hurdles remain between the state of electric vehicle infrastructure today and making those vehicles viable sources of backup power, Tomic acknowledged. Not only do the vehicles in question need bi-directional power electronics, wireless communications and some form of on-board metering systems to handle the task, she said. They will also require a hitherto-unknown level of cooperation between utilities and automakers, and those two have "never had anything to do with one another," she said. Joel Pointon, manager of electric transportation and clean transportation for San Diego Gas & Electric, noted that automakers will be concerned about subjecting car batteries to more frequent discharges and recharges involved with being used as backup power, which will lower their life spans.

China/India Turn 

China/India Turn—1NC

China is shifting away from coal in the squo

Winnie 12 (Ralph, Director of China programs @ Eurasian Center, China Pursues Shale Gas as a Cleaner Alternative to Coal, 2/27/12, http://oilprice.com/Energy/Natural-Gas/China-Pursues-Shale-Gas-as-a-Cleaner-Alternative-to-Coal.html) LA

Over the past twenty years, China has experienced dramatic economic growth, transforming itself from a basically agrarian society into the world’s second largest economy behind only the United States. Since the initiation of economic and political reforms in 1978, China has produced an average annual growth rate of 10 percent. From 1978 to 2008, China increased its GDP 83 times (NBS, 2009) and lifted over two hundred million of its people out of poverty. This has continued to generate increased energy supply. Within China’s energy sector, production was stimulated by the clarification of mineral exploration rights, the development of transportation and roadway infrastructure projects, diversification of management structures and the liberalization of environmental and safety regulations. As the sale of automobiles in China is expected to surpass those in the United States within the next five years, there is growing concern in China about energy security, power capacity shortages, as well as air pollution. The Chinese Central Government has begun to focus on alternative technologies, including clean coal technology and renewable sources of energy. China is expected to invest heavily in support of renewable energy development targets for 2020. Achieving these targets will depend on developing well-trained and highly skilled personnel, cost reductions in technology and effective distribution of power generation (electric grids) through electric utilities. In terms of energy consumption, China is now second only to the United States. Given China’s vast coal reserves, coal is currently China’s main fuel source and supplies roughly two-thirds of its energy needs. Through the use of coal over the past twenty-five years, China has become the largest emitter of greenhouse gases in the world. Since coal based power is directly responsible for such a major share of global CO2 emissions, it will be imperative for China to develop new technologies, which allow energy to be extracted from coal without noxious emissions. In an effort to alleviate some of China’s reliance/addiction towards coal as a major source of China’s energy policy, the Chinese Central Government has seriously embarked on an international campaign aimed at development and exploration of shale gas as part of China’s energy strategy focusing on natural gas. China is drafting a National Shale Gas development plan, studying relevant policies and establishing pilot shale gas development areas. China is believed to have significant shale gas potential. The preliminary findings (conducted by the United States) shows that the shale gas resources in China might be 100 trillion cubic meters, the same level as that of the United States. In April 2010, the Ministry of Land and Resources announced that the shale gas field in Chongqing would be available for commercial production starting this year. The goal is for shale gas production in China to be equivalent to 8-12 percent of the total annual domestic natural gas output. Shale gas has been incorporated by the Chinese Central Government into the “National Energy Strategies Toward 2030.” China has watched the shale gas boom explode within the United States and is looking to emulate the efforts of the United States in shale gas production. China holds roughly 30 trillion cubic meters of shale gas resources and the goal of the Chinese Central Government is to have about 12 percent of their natural gas production come from shale gas wells by 2020. However, extracting natural gas from the shale is quite difficult and requires specialized skills to understand the mechanics of shale gas exploration and production, which is something that companies in the United States have been perfecting for many years.

And, EVs in China and India would use coal which contributes more to warming than normal cars
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

Of particular interest in this study are China and India (Figs. 8 and 9, respectively) since they are predicted to be the two largest vehicle markets in the coming decades. China and India both have power generation mixes that are highly CO2 intensive. The CO2 intensity of China’s power generation mix is 241 gCO2/MJ (868 gCO2/kWh), and India’s is 223 gCO2/MJ (803 gCO2/kWh). This dramatically lessens the impact that BEV adoption can have on reducing CO2 emissions in those countries, and in fact the BEVs are in some cases responsible for higher tank to wheel CO2 emissions than their ICE-based equivalents. For instance in China, the ICE version of the VW Polo BlueMotion emits less CO2 per kilometer than every BEV version of the VW Polo simulated. This is a result both of China’s CO2 intensive power generation and the fact that the ICE-based Polo is highly efficient and uses a diesel engine which produces lower CO2 emissions relative to a petrol engine, though usually at the expense of higher emissions of nitrogen oxides. The medium and long range versions of the Mondeo BEV also emit more gCO2/km than their ICE-based counterpart. In India, the low range Polo BEV is the only Polo that emits less gCO2/km than its ICE version, and the long range Mondeo BEV emits more gCO2/km than its ICE-based version. Of the four-wheeled vehicles simulated, the BEV CR-V offers the largest reductions in CO2 emissions compared to its ICE version. Yet, every BEV version of the CR-V emits more gCO2/km than the ICE version of the BlueMotion in both China and India.

And, India and China’s contributions to warming are already on track to outweigh US emissions

Easterbrook 6 (Gregg, Fellow @ Brookings Institution, Case Closed: The Debate about Global Warming is Over, http://www.brookings.edu/views/papers/easterbrook/20060517.pdf) LA

At current rates only Russia, Germany and the United Kingdom are close to complying with the Kyoto mandates, and most of the compliance by Russia and Germany is the result of backdated credits for the closing of Warsaw Pact-era power plants and factories that had already been shuttered before the Kyoto agreement was initialed in 1997. Meanwhile, developing nations especially India and China are increasing their greenhouse gas emissions at prodigious rates—so much so that in the short term developing nations will swamp any reductions achieved by the West. Since 1990, India has increased its emissions of greenhouse gases by 70 percent and China by 49 percent, versus an 18 percent increase by the United States. China is on track to pass the United States as the leading emitter of artificial greenhouse gases. If current trends continue, the developing world will emit more greenhouse gases than the West by around 2025. And here’s the real kicker: even if all the provisions of the Kyoto Protocol were enforced to perfection, atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases in the year 2050 would be only about 1 percent less than without the treaty.

China/India Turn—XT: China reductions k2 Solve
China is key to any solutions to warming

Krugman 8 (Paul, Op-Ed Columnist for NYT, Dealing with the Dragon, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/01/04/opinion/04krugman.html?_r=4&ref=opinion&oref=slogin&oref=slogin&oref=slogin) LA

Why is climate change a China issue? Well, China is already, by some estimates, the world’s largest emitter of greenhouse gases. And as with oil demand, China plays a disproportionate role in emissions growth. In fact, between 2000 and 2005 China accounted for more than half the increase in the world’s emissions of carbon dioxide. What this means is that any attempt to mitigate global warming will be woefully inadequate unless it includes China. Indeed, back in 2001, when he reneged on his campaign promise to limit greenhouse gas emissions, President Bush cited the fact that the Kyoto treaty didn’t include China and India as an excuse for doing nothing. But the real problem is how to make China part of the solution.

China/India Turn—XT: Turns Emissions/Causes Pollution

EVs are only carbon neutral if the energy which powers them is

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

It does not appear that the growth in global car ownership will go down in the near future. It has been projected that by 2050, 2.9 billion cars will populate the world’s roads, an increase of over 2 billion cars over the next 40 years (Chamon et al., 2008). Much of this growth is projected to occur in emerging markets, and China and India will likely be the largest contributors to that growth. In 2050, China and India are expected to have 570 and 370 million cars, respectively, which combined would be more than the entire worldwide fleet of cars in 2010 (Chamon et al., 2008). BEVs have the potential to reduce the CO2 emissions of the transport sector as they offer an alternative to conventional vehicles based on ICEs. BEVs produce no tailpipe CO2 emissions (which reduces local air pollution), are not reliant on oil as a fuel source, operate with little noise, and when compared to conventional vehicles often have a higher tank to wheel efficiency due to the higher efficiency of their powertrains (Campanari et al., 2009). Though BEVs produce no tailpipe CO2 emissions, they can still be responsible for CO2 emissions. BEVs require energy and that energy must be obtained from some means. If their energy is obtained from a non-CO2-emitting source (when only the process of power production is considered) such as solar, wind, nuclear, or hydropower, then BEVs do in fact produce no CO2 emissions. Yet if a BEV’s energy comes from methods that produce CO2 emissions, then BEVs are still responsible for CO2 emissions entering the atmosphere.
Chinese coal use makes EVs bad for public health and warming

Gabel 12 (David A, Environmental News Network, Coal-Power in China Makes Electric Vehicles More Polluting, 2/16/12, http://www.enn.com/pollution/article/44010) LA

China produces electricity for its burgeoning economy with its ample coal reserves. A full 80 percent comes from coal-burning power plants, and new plants are being constructed all the time. The country's reliance on coal power, while causing very dirty pollution, also has an interesting side effect. It takes away the "greenness" of electric vehicles. A new study from a team of University of Tennessee researchers has found that the power generated to fuel electric cars produces much greater emissions of particulate matter (PM) than gasoline-powered cars. Perversely, this also makes driving an electric car in China a greater public health hazard than driving a gasoline car. The research team from the University of Tennessee (UT) Knoxville included Chris Cherry, assistant professor of civil and environmental engineering and graduate student, Shuguang Ji. They looked at five different types of vehicles in 34 major Chinese cities, focusing on harmful particulate emissions. Their findings turn basic logic on its head. Cars that produce no emissions themselves can actually produce more hazardous emissions indirectly than regular cars. "An implicit assumption has been that air quality and health impacts are lower for electric vehicles than for conventional vehicles," Cherry said. "Our findings challenge that by comparing what is emitted by vehicle use to what people are actually exposed to. Prior studies have only examined environmental impacts by comparing emission factors or greenhouse gas emissions." The researchers found that PM emissions from coal plants are produced at much higher rates than gasoline vehicles. However, because the plants are located away from population centers, this is overlooked. When electric vehicles drive by in cities, people perceive fewer emissions than when conventional cars do. The researchers compared the health effects of five different vehicle types: gasoline cars, diesel cars, diesel buses, e-bikes, and e-cars. They found that the impact of e-cars was equal to that of diesel buses. However, they found that e-bikes yielded the lowest health impacts. This study highlights the importance of clean energy sources if widespread adoption of electric vehicles is to occur. Otherwise, the environmental health benefits will be for naught. In particular, reliance on coal power must be reduced for an electric-vehicle future.

Chinese EVs will create harmful particulates in the atmosphere, accelerate warming, and hurt public health

Heins 12 (Whitney, Reporter @ University of Kentucky—Knoxville, UT Researchers Find China’s Pollution Related to E-Cars May Be More Harmful than Gasoline Cars’, 2/13/12, http://www.utk.edu/tntoday/2012/02/13/researchers-find-ecar-emissions-harmful/) LA

KNOXVILLE—Electric cars have been heralded as environmentally friendly, but findings from University of Tennessee, Knoxville, researchers show that electric cars in China have an overall impact on pollution that could be more harmful to health than gasoline vehicles. Chris Cherry, assistant professor in civil and environmental engineering, and graduate student Shuguang Ji, analyzed the emissions and environmental health impacts of five vehicle technologies in 34 major Chinese cities, focusing on dangerous fine particles. What Cherry and his team found defies conventional logic: electric cars cause much more overall harmful particulate matter pollution than gasoline cars. “An implicit assumption has been that air quality and health impacts are lower for electric vehicles than for conventional vehicles,” Cherry said. “Our findings challenge that by comparing what is emitted by vehicle use to what people are actually exposed to. Prior studies have only examined environmental impacts by comparing emission factors or greenhouse gas emissions.” Particulate matter includes acids, organic chemicals, metals, and soil or dust particles. It is also generated through the combustion of fossil fuels. For electric vehicles, combustion emissions occur where electricity is generated rather than where the vehicle is used. In China, 85 percent of electricity production is from fossil fuels, about 90 percent of that is from coal. The authors discovered that the power generated in China to operate electric vehicles emit fine particles at a much higher rate than gasoline vehicles. However, because the emissions related to the electric vehicles often come from power plants located away from population centers, people breathe in the emissions a lower rate than they do emissions from conventional vehicles. Still, the rate isn’t low enough to level the playing field between the vehicles. In terms of air pollution impacts, electric cars are more harmful to public health per kilometer traveled in China than conventional vehicles. “The study emphasizes that electric vehicles are attractive if they are powered by a clean energy source,” Cherry said.”In China and elsewhere, it is important to focus on deploying electric vehicles in cities with cleaner electricity generation and focusing on improving emissions controls in higher polluting power sectors.” Chris Cherry The researchers estimated health impacts in China using overall emission data and emission rates from literature for five vehicle types—gasoline and diesel cars, diesel buses, e-bikes and e-cars—and then calculated the proportion of emissions inhaled by the population.

China/India Turn—Uniqueness—India Emissions low

India won’t change or address the problem, and their emissions outweighs US emissions

Bidwai 7 (Praful, Independent Journalist for the Transnational Institute, G8: India Stonewalls Demand for Emissions Cuts, http://www.tni.org//archives/act/16949) LA

As the world's fifth largest emitter of greenhouse gases (GHG) and one of its fastest growing economies, India will come under intense pressure both from the European Union and the United States to cut its emissions. But India will doggedly refuse to make any time-bound commitment to reducing them, and strongly resist legally binding caps. At press briefings on the eve of Prime Minister Manmohan Singh's visit to Germany --ironically, on World Environment Day -- senior officials made it clear that New Delhi sticks to its stand that it is the developed world which caused climate change through its industrial activities; the onus to reverse the damage lies on the developed countries. Singh said: "Due care must be taken not to allow growth and development prospects in the developing world to be undermined or constrained." Singh emphasised the "principle of common but differentiated responsibility and respective capabilities between the developed and developing world". This is shorthand for demanding that the industrialised countries cough up the bulk of the costs for reversing climate change. Singh added: "...more and not less development is the best way for developing countries to address themselves to the issue of preserving the environment and protecting the climate." This means India will demand special concessions for the developing countries like patent-free technology transfer in respect of "clean energy", and financial assistance, including venture capital funding, to make a transition towards reduced greenhouse gas emissions. "With such a stonewalling and negative approach, India won't emerge from the G-8 meeting smelling of roses," says Himanshu Thakkar, South Asia coordinator of Dams, Rivers and People, which looks closely at climate change issues and which recently highlighted the contribution of India's large dams to releases of methane, a potent greenhouse gas. Adds Thakkar: "This will seriously compromise India's claim to any kind of global leadership. But evidently, the Indian government is not particularly bothered about its international credibility. Like the Chinese, it too adopts a parochial and narrowly nationalist position on climate change." China has joined India in rejecting mandatory caps on greenhouse emissions or cuts in them. There is one difference, though. China has at least prepared a 62-page comprehensive national strategy document on climate change, including a plan to improve energy efficiency. Chinese officials say they won't accept "any quantified emissions reduction targets, but that does not mean we will not assume responsibilities in responding to climate change." China has pledged to improve, before the end of this decade, its energy efficiency by 20 percent over its 2005 level. It has also committed itself to raising the proportion of renewable energy in its total energy consumption to 10 percent by 2010. India has set no such (voluntary) targets. All it will do is reiterate the stand that mandatory emission caps would be unfair to the developing countries, which are still trying to fight poverty and modernise their economies. China and India together are set to surpass the U.S. as the world's biggest emitters of greenhouse gases in two years' time. The Indian government's strategy to avert pressure to cut emissions is essentially to hide behind the country's poor people, 60 percent of whom live on less than $2 a day. It repeats ad nauseam that India's per capita emissions are low, about a quarter of the world average. However, these per capita emissions are rising rapidly. India's total greenhouse emissions too have been increasing almost four times faster than the world average. They are expected to rise two-and-a-half times by 2030. Citing low per capita emissions does not make sound sense because India is a highly stratified society.
China/India Turn—Uniqueness—China Emissions Low

China is rapidly developing renewable green technology

Watts 12 (Jonathan, The Guardian Asia Energy Correspondant, Winds of change blow through China as spending on renewable energy soars, 3/19/12, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2012/mar/19/china-windfarms-renewable-energy) LA

But in the past few years, the landscape has started to undergo a transformation as Gansu has moved to the frontline of government efforts to reinvent China's economy with a massive investment in renewable energy. The change is evident soon after driving across the plains from Jiuquan, an ancient garrison town on the Silk Road that is now a base for more than 50 energy companies. Wind turbines, which were almost unknown five years ago, stretch into the distance, competing only with far mountains and new pylons for space on the horizon. Jiuquan alone now has the capacity to generate 6GW of wind energy – roughly equivalent to that of the whole UK. The plan is to more than triple that by 2015, when this area could become the biggest windfarm in the world. This is the other side of China's development. Although it is the world's biggest CO2 emitter and notorious for building the equivalent of a 400MW coal-fired power station every three days, it is also erecting 36 wind turbines a day and building a robust new electricity grid to send this power thousands of miles across the country from the deserts of the west to the cities of the east. It is part of a long-term plan to supply 15% of the country's energy from alternative and renewable sources by 2020. Most of that will come from nuclear and hydropower, but the government is also tapping the wind and solar potential of the deserts, mountain plateaus and coastlines. The scale of investment has led to hopes that China may emerge as the world's first green superpower. This is premature. Breakneck economic growth has left much of the country enshrouded in a murky grey smog. But the environmental crisis is so bad that it is a driver for change.
China actually uses a higher percentage of renewables than the US

McDermott 10 (Mat, Business and Energy Editor for Treehugger.com, Good News: China's Renewable Energy Growth Now Outpacing Coal, 4/9/10, http://www.treehugger.com/corporate-responsibility/good-news-chinas-renewable-energy-growth-now-outpacing-coal.html?campaign=th_rss) LA

Though coal still provides the majority of China's power, there's some good news coming from Xinhua via Business Green: New official Chinese stats show that the nation's renewable energy capacity is now growing faster than its coal plants. Through the end of 2009 nearly 180 GW of new power capacity was under construction, with the growth of renewables outpacing coal by some 16 GW. All told, low-carbon energy sources (hydro, nuclear, and renewables) will account for 250 GW, or 26% of China's power capacity, by the end of 2010. Also notable in the figures is the growth of wind power in Inner Mongolia, now reaching 7.3 GW at the end of last month. That's an increase from 170 MW in 2005. US Gets 31% of Electricity From Low-Carbon Sources For comparison: AWEA just released some 2009 stats for the United States showing the nation added 10 GW more wind power last year, bringing the total to 35 GW. In total, EIA figures show that hydro, nuclear and renewables supplied about 31% of US electricity last year, with coal supplying 45%.
China’s energy infrastructure is quickly improving the US—their batteries will be charged renewably too

Bradsher 10 (Keith, Hong Kong Bureau Chief @ NYT, China Leading Global Race to Make Clean Energy, 1/30/12, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/31/business/energy-environment/31renew.html?pagewanted=all) LA

TIANJIN, China — China vaulted past competitors in Denmark, Germany, Spain and the United States last year to become the world’s largest maker of wind turbines, and is poised to expand even further this year. China has also leapfrogged the West in the last two years to emerge as the world’s largest manufacturer of solar panels. And the country is pushing equally hard to build nuclear reactors and the most efficient types of coal power plants. These efforts to dominate renewable energy technologies raise the prospect that the West may someday trade its dependence on oil from the Mideast for a reliance on solar panels, wind turbines and other gear manufactured in China. “Most of the energy equipment will carry a brass plate, ‘Made in China,’ ” said K. K. Chan, the chief executive of Nature Elements Capital, a private equity fund in Beijing that focuses on renewable energy. President Obama, in his State of the Union speech last week, sounded an alarm that the United States was falling behind other countries, especially China, on energy. “I do not accept a future where the jobs and industries of tomorrow take root beyond our borders — and I know you don’t either,” he told Congress. The United States and other countries are offering incentives to develop their own renewable energy industries, and Mr. Obama called for redoubling American efforts. Yet many Western and Chinese executives expect China to prevail in the energy-technology race. Multinational corporations are responding to the rapid growth of China’s market by building big, state-of-the-art factories in China. Vestas of Denmark has just erected the world’s biggest wind turbine manufacturing complex here in northeastern China, and transferred the technology to build the latest electronic controls and generators. “You have to move fast with the market,” said Jens Tommerup, the president of Vestas China. “Nobody has ever seen such fast development in a wind market.” Renewable energy industries here are adding jobs rapidly, reaching 1.12 million in 2008 and climbing by 100,000 a year, according to the government-backed Chinese Renewable Energy Industries Association. Yet renewable energy may be doing more for China’s economy than for the environment. Total power generation in China is on track to pass the United States in 2012 — and most of the added capacity will still be from coal. China intends for wind, solar and biomass energy to represent 8 percent of its electricity generation capacity by 2020. That compares with less than 4 percent now in China and the United States. Coal will still represent two-thirds of China’s capacity in 2020, and nuclear and hydropower most of the rest. As China seeks to dominate energy-equipment exports, it has the advantage of being the world’s largest market for power equipment. The government spends heavily to upgrade the electricity grid, committing $45 billion in 2009 alone. State-owned banks provide generous financing. China’s top leaders are intensely focused on energy policy: on Wednesday, the government announced the creation of a National Energy Commission composed of cabinet ministers as a “superministry” led by Prime Minister Wen Jiabao himself. Regulators have set mandates for power generation companies to use more renewable energy. Generous subsidies for consumers to install their own solar panels or solar water heaters have produced flurries of activity on rooftops across China. China’s biggest advantage may be its domestic demand for electricity, rising 15 percent a year. To meet demand in the coming decade, according to statistics from the International Energy Agency, China will need to add nearly nine times as much electricity generation capacity as the United States will. So while Americans are used to thinking of themselves as having the world’s largest market in many industries, China’s market for power equipment dwarfs that of the United States, even though the American market is more mature. That means Chinese producers enjoy enormous efficiencies from large-scale production. In the United States, power companies frequently face a choice between buying renewable energy equipment or continuing to operate fossil-fuel-fired power plants that have already been built and paid for. In China, power companies have to buy lots of new equipment anyway, and alternative energy, particularly wind and nuclear, is increasingly priced competitively.
China is quickly approaching the US in terms of renewables use
Goffman 11 (Ethan, CSA Editor @ Discovery Guides, Web Resource Group, Proquest Discovery Guides: China’s Surge in Renewable Energy, May 11, http://www.csa.com/discoveryguides/renewable/review.pdf) LA

Faced with increasing pollution and unrest, China has turned to renewable energy. With a cen- tralized government and a history of intrusive economic planning, it has mandated a crash pro- gram. In 2006, an analyst compared China’s then infant program with America’s: “There is no renewable-energy law in the U.S. . . . We fund research and development, and give incentives. China is giving directives--getting right to the point"’ (Fang). The five year plan for 2005-2010 called “for wind, solar, bio-gas and water power to account for 10 percent of the country's energy consumption by 2010 (up from 7.5 percent in 2005) and 15 percent by 2020.” (Biello, China’s energy). According to one major report, China has “some of the world’s most ambitious renewa- ble targets, calling for 30 GW each from wind and biomass energy by 2020” (Pew). Other me- chanisms include a feed-in tariff for wind power and guaranteed bank loans at rates as low as 2% (Bradsher China Leading). These measures have shown quick results—in 2009, China passed other leading economies in clean energy investment, spending $34.6 billion versus $18.6 billion in the United States (Pew). Further, as of 2010 China has 52.5 GW of renewable energy, “just behind the United States” in installed capacity (Pew).
Politics Links

Plan Good Obama

Transportation Key – Presidential Authority

Transportation investment key to presidential authority

Smith 1/25 (John Robert, CEO, former Mayor - http://reconnectingamerica.org/news-center/reconnecting-america-news/2012/federal-transportation-infrastructure-investment-critically-important/) IGM

"I appreciate the President's recognition that repairing our transportation infrastructure must be a part of any plan to make an America 'built to last.' As the President pointed out, both Republican and Democratic administrations invested in great highway projects after World War II. Those major infrastructure investments benefited everybody, as the President noted, 'from the workers who built them to the businesses that still use them today.' And now, many of those roads and bridges are in disrepair. "Today, as the nation begins to rise out of a deep recession, an investment in transportation infrastructure is critically important, including not only roads and bridges, but other modes such as trains and buses. Transportation choices for Americans are essential for reducing our dependence on foreign oil, increasing access to opportunity, and improving our quality of life. Indeed, transportation is a key component in making many of the President's other proposals work. We need transit options and intermodal links to take students to college, to transport unemployed workers to job training, and to bring employees and customers to small businesses. Quality, reliable public transportation systems are the anchors that help many communities thrive, whether they are in rural, suburban, or urban areas. “A world class transportation system can be made in America with Americans working to ensure that Americans have a way to get to work. That is a solution we can all support. As a former Republican mayor, I was pleased to hear the president's strong call not to politicize transportation construction. I encourage members of both parties to work towards a solution that will benefit all Americans."

Renewable Investment Key – Insufficient Now

Government renewables investment key to avoid political fallout

Leone 4/19 (Steve, Editor, http://www.renewableenergyworld.com/rea/news/article/2012/04/the-pending-subsidy-cliff-and-the-way-out) IGM

It's a daunting reality, yet one that's been years in the making. And it's a scenario that's shaping up from the wind-swept coasts of California to the solar rooftops of New Jersey. The renewables industries — all of them — are not only approaching a subsidy cliff. They already have one foot dangling over the edge. These cliffs are seen as a part of the renewables landscape, and the hope has been that the perceived drop would be too steep for lawmakers to ignore. In the past, that’s been a successful strategy, but the new state of politics dictates that subsidies will be phased out. Though some may yet be extended for at least the short-term, we’re likely entering a new era of energy policy in the United States. A new report, “Beyond Boom and Bust,” by policy leaders at the Breakthrough Institute, the Brookings Institution and the World Resources Institute, details the subsidy collapse that has already begun in the U.S., and it lays out a blueprint for a long-term approach that deconstructs the fits and starts that have become the norm. The report is especially well-timed as the renewables industries head into a period of uncertainty magnified many times by the posturing that comes with presidential elections. The numbers, though, are real and they mostly point one way. In 2009, backed by ample stimulus funding and solid political support, federal clean tech spending, including everything from energy to electric vehicles, reached $44.3 billion. That spending has dropped steadily to an estimated $16 billion this year. By 2014, the federal government will spend $11 billion, or about a quarter of what it did five years earlier, on clean technologies.

EV Good - Public Support

The public is fully aware of the benefits of EVs

Berman 1/19 (Brad, NYTimes, Reuters, KQED - http://www.plugincars.com/factions-square-battle-electric-car-future-111588.html) IGM
 As usual, the folks driving electric cars are rarely consulted or quoted. While outsiders might expect citizens behind the wheel of battery-powered cars to vociferously demand an immediate EV revolution, I believe electric car drivers have the most accurate view of the situation. The benefits of EVs are abundantly clear—fun to drive, no tailpipe emissions, lower maintenance cost, breaking our relationship with gas stations and oil wars, etc.—but we aren’t driving with rose-colored glasses on. As Chelsea Sexton, long-time EV spokeswoman, pointed out via Twitter yesterday, there’s not a single new electric car or plug-in hybrid launching this year that will sell in numbers greater than the Nissan LEAF sold in 2011.
EV Good - Congress

EVs bipartisan support in Congress

Chambers 11 (Nick, NYTimes, Scientific American, http://www.plugincars.com/bipartisan-support-electric-cars-firms-congress-107171.html) IGM
Last week we learned that a bipartisan group of US Representatives had banded together to introduce the 'Electric Drive Vehicle Deployment Act of 2011'—a bill that would provide up to $300 million to each of 10 communities ($3 billion total) to greatly encourage early and strong deployment of electric cars in those communities. Any community in the U.S. would be able to compete for those funds based on which of them made the most convincing case during an application process. With bipartisan electric car love taking shape in the House, what news do we have from the Senate? Just yesterday, the old bipartisan electric car senatorial duo of Jeff Merkley (D-Ore.) and Lamar Alexander (R-Tenn.) also introduced a very similar bill—the 'Promoting Electric Vehicles Act of 2011"—which, according to Merkley's office, is clearly meant to be meshed up with the House bill easily if both bills were to pass their respective chambers.

EV Good - Bipartisan 

Bipartisan support for government action on EVs

Berman 1/19 (Brad, NYTimes, Reuters, KQED - http://www.plugincars.com/factions-square-battle-electric-car-future-111588.html) IGM
The policy piece that’s been largely missing from American clean energy strategy is research and development. This have been a fundamental element for the growth of military technology, the space program and medical sciences. But it’s been conspicuously absent as a major driving force for renewables. The lack of research, development and deployment (RD&D) funding really starts in the private sector, where U.S. energy firms reinvest about 1 percent of their revenues. In the information technologies, semiconductor and pharmaceutical industries, these numbers usually run between 15 and 20 percent. The federal government isn’t doing much better in this respect. In 2012, federal RD&D spending will fall below $4 billion. That compares unfavorably with the levels of early funding received by NASA ($19 billion), health research ($33.5 billion) and defense ($80 billion). Even pushing energy related RD&D funding to $15 billion would have profound effects. This may be an area with political common ground. Republicans who have been against the government “picking winners and losers” are usually quick to respond that federal investment should come in the research phase of new technologies.

EV Good - Bipartisan

Conservative Republicans are on board with the plan

Lehmann 11 (Evan, ClimateWire -http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2011/05/26/26climatewire-republican-sees-electric-car-bill-as-a-clima-79979.html?pagewanted=all) IGM
Still, Alexander's emphasis on saving energy comes as many Republicans are focusing on expanding domestic supply of fossil fuels. The bill is a $3 billion "jump-start," Alexander said, that would thrust the country toward replacing half of its cars with electric vehicles in 20 years. Heather Zichal, President Obama's deputy assistant for energy and climate change, said the electric car bill could be the "underpinning" of a larger clean energy measure. "You can see a package where this is the base," Zichal said yesterday. "We've been focused on finding those areas where there is a history of bipartisan support. You could certainly see, especially given the focus on gas prices, folks coalescing around a smaller package that makes the [research and development investment], does the efficiency, and that has bipartisan support on electric cars." Rubio likes electric cars It's unclear when, or even if, the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee will mark up Alexander's bill. If it does go to the Senate floor for a vote, it might press unlikely lawmakers into a difficult decision: Support it and appear to be encouraging government intervention in the market, or oppose a measure that could slowly tighten the spigot on foreign oil. "I want the U.S. to lead the world on electric cars," said Sen. Marco Rubio (R-Fla.), a conservative freshman. "How we accomplish that, I'm open to debate on it." Rubio wouldn't comment directly on Alexander's bill, but he questioned whether the government should be promoting one technology over another.

Plan -> EV Popular

Even if EVs are unpopular now, the plan makes them popular

Chambers 11 (Nick, NYTimes, Scientific American, http://www.plugincars.com/bipartisan-support-electric-cars-firms-congress-107171.html) IGM
“Electrifying half our cars and trucks within 20 years would reduce our dependence on oil by about a third, from about 20 million to about 13 million barrels a day, and would give people who drive them the patriotic pleasure of not sending money overseas to people trying to blow us up,” said Alexander. “Electrifying half our cars and trucks is the single best way to reduce our dependence on oil, and if enough Americans drove them, it would also be the single best way to avoid $4-a-gallon gas.” At differing times over the course of this year it has seemed that support for electric cars was hard to come by given the bickering and gridlock that seems to have dominated political discourse in these trying times. Perhaps with the both the House and the Senate now showing significant bipartisan support for the idea of "deployment communities" the idea will get some political legs?
A2 EV Bad - Indicts

Electric vehicle backlash is based on bad information

Berman 1/19 (Brad, NYTimes, Reuters, KQED - http://www.plugincars.com/factions-square-battle-electric-car-future-111588.html) IGM

As Randy Essex and Ben Holland from the Rocky Mountain Institute aptly pointed out a couple of weeks ago, electric cars are under attack by conservative politicians and media pundits with “flawed narratives” about EVs. The most vocal electric car critics look at sales of 17,000 EVs in 2011 as proof-positive that there’s no market for plug-in cars—and are calling for a repeal of tax consumer credits. The RMI authors write, “The [incentives] are under fire—even as gas prices jumped because of Iran’s threats to close the Strait of Hormuz, a chokepoint in global oil trade.” They warn that we “can’t necessarily count on Congress to guide [our] energy future." They say we should be aiming to end America’s fossil fuel dependency by 2050, but instead we are bickering over “short-term incentives and outcomes and putting innovation in a shooting gallery because it didn’t take over the US vehicle market in its first year.”
Keystone

Plan -> Keystone Pipeline

Plan causes revival of Keystone XL pipeline debate

Cardwell 1/26 (Diane, NYTimes http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/27/business/energy-environment/clean-energy-projects-face-waning-subsidies.html?pagewanted=2&_r=1&ref=windpower) IGM
How this will play out in Congress is anybody’s guess, lawmakers say. Mr. Reichert said the credits were not yet part of the negotiations over the payroll tax cut, which is due to expire at the end of February. Republican leaders may look to revive the Keystone XL oil pipeline — as proposed, the pipeline would run 1,700 miles from oil sands in Canada to refineries on the Gulf Coast — as part of a compromise to approve the renewable energy credits, according to lobbyists and lawmakers involved in the discussions.
Keystone Key to Elections

Keystone pipeline is the biggest issue in the election

LeVine 5/30 (Steve, New America Foundation - http://oilandglory.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/05/30/will_the_fate_of_an_oil_pipeline_help_decide_the_us_presidential_election) IGM
Could the fate of a pipeline prove decisive in the U.S. presidential election? So far, the proposed Keystone XL pipeline connecting Canada and Texas is central to a Republican strategy of tarring President Obama as an economically clueless tree-hugger oblivious to the jobless multitude. Yet should energy pipelines assume gigantic, life-like proportions in the public imagination? Whether or not they should, they have been doing so for a couple of decades now. In the 1990s, the Baku-Ceyhan oil pipeline linking the Caspian and Mediterranean seas was treated by its advocates and opponents as a life-and-death struggle. So it has been in recent years over competing proposed natural gas pipelines connecting Europe to Russia and Central Asia -- Nord Stream, South Stream and Nabucco. 

Keystone -> Romney Popularity

Keystone debates make Obama look bad

LeVine 6/12 (Steve, New America Foundation - http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/06/12/playing_dirty) IGM
Calculating that clean energy is passé among Americans more concerned about jobs and their own pocketbooks, Romney is gambling that he can tip swing voters his way by embracing dirtier air and water if the tradeoff is more employment and economic growth. Romney's gamble is essentially a bet on the demonstrated disruptive potency of shale gas and shale oil, which over the last year or so have shaken up geopolitics from Russia to the Middle East and China. Now, Romney and the GOP leadership hope they will have the same impact on U.S. domestic politics, and sweep the former Massachusetts governor into the White House with a strong Republican majority in Congress. A flood of new oil and natural gas production in states such as North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas is changing the national and global economies. U.S. oil production is projected to reach 6.3 million barrels a day this year, the highest volume since 1997, the Energy Information Agency reported Tuesday. In a decade or so, U.S. oil supplies could help to shrink OPEC's influence as a global economic force. Meanwhile, a glut of cheap U.S. shale gas has challenged Russia's economic power in Europe and is contributing to a revolution in how the world powers itself. But Romney and the GOP assert that Obama is slowing the larger potential of the deluge, and is not up to the task of turning it into what they say ought to be a gigantic jobs machine. The president's critics say an unfettered fossil fuels industry could produce 1.4 million new jobs by 2030. They believe that American voters won't be too impressed with Obama's argument that he is leading a balanced energy-and-jobs approach that includes renewable fuels and The GOP's oil-and-jobs campaign -- in April alone, 81 percent of U.S. political ads attacking Obama were on the subject of energy, according to Kantar Media, a firm that tracks political advertising -- is a risk that could backfire. Americans could decide that they prefer clean energy after all. Or, as half a dozen election analysts and political science professors told me, energy -- even if it seems crucial at this moment in time -- may not be a central election issue by November. Yet if the election is as close as the polls suggest, the energy ads could prove a pivotal factor. "Advertising is generally not decisive. Advertising matters at the margins. ... But ask Al Gore if the margin matters," said Ken Goldstein, president of the Campaign Media Analysis Group at Kantar Media. "This is looking like an election where the margin may matter." Romney is hardly the first major U.S. presidential candidate to embrace Big Oil. The politics of clean go back to Lady Bird Johnson's war on litter and Richard Nixon's embrace of environmentalism. But both presidents Bush came from the oil industry, and former Alaska Gov. Sarah Palin, the last GOP vice presidential nominee, gleefully led chants of "Drill, baby, drill" in 2008. Yet President George W. Bush also famously declared that "America is addicted to oil" in his 2006 State of the Union address, and initiated most of the energy programs for which Obama is currently under fire. And Palin's drumbeat in the end seemed to fall flat. The Republican efforts appear to go beyond any modern campaign in their brash embrace of what is dirty, and their scorn of what is not. And the times seem to favor them. In 2009, the GOP, backed by heavy industry lobbying, knocked back environmentalists on their heels by crushing global warming legislation. Other previously central issues -- Afghanistan, Iraq, health care -- are still debated in the campaign, but not as centrally nor as viscerally as energy, said Frank Maisano, an energy and political analyst at Bracewell & Giuliani, a Houston-based law firm.

Keystone -> Obama Popularity

Republicans would lose Keystone fight

McGowan 11 (Elizabeth, InsideClimate News -http://insideclimatenews.org/news/20111222/congress-john-boehner-payroll-tax-keystone-xl-pipeline-obama-jobs) IGM
House Republicans keep trying to give President Obama a political black eye by wielding the 36-inch diameter Keystone XL pipeline as a cudgel just before Christmas. Instead, they could end up severely maiming only themselves if they persist with end-of-year legislative theatrics at what some are referring to as the "Capitol Hill Playhouse" this week. "It's quite a sandbox, isn't it?" Pat Parenteau, a Vermont Law School professor who specializes in Congress and environmental issues, told InsideClimate News. "I think their strategy has backfired and that they've roped themselves with this political gambit. This idea that you have to keep introducing ideology into every issue, that will be their undoing." Parenteau is referring to House Republicans' insistence on gumming up a straightforward bill to extend a payroll tax break for 160 million Americans with language that would force Obama to fast-track approval or denial of the $7 billion, hotly contested pipeline. At first, Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev., vowed such a proposal would be dead on arrival. And the president—carefully parsing his words—promised to reject it. But that resolve lasted only a few days. On Saturday, Reid and his fellow senators voted 89-10 to continue the set-to-expire payroll tax cut through February. That compromise gained bipartisan support even though it also gave Obama just 60 days to say yes or no to the 1,702-mile pipeline that could wend its way from the oil sands mines of Alberta to refineries along the Gulf Coast of Texas. Senate leaders assumed the House would follow suit, so both chambers could exit for the holiday break and resume negotiations in January.

Obama would spin it as progressive

James 12 (Frank, NPR, Chicago Tribune -http://www.npr.org/blogs/itsallpolitics/2012/01/18/145410841/keystone-dead-pipeline-lives-on-as-election-year-issue) IGM
The president is clearly hoping he can persuade voters that Republicans made him do it, that they gave him no choice by linking a speedy decision by him on the pipeline to their last-minute agreement in December to extend the payroll tax holiday. OBAMA: "This announcement is not a judgment on the merits of the pipeline, but the arbitrary nature of a deadline that prevented the State Department from gathering the information necessary to approve the project and protect the American people. I'm disappointed that Republicans in Congress forced this decision, but it does not change my Administration's commitment to American-made energy that creates jobs and reduces our dependence on oil..." Obama is banking on persuading enough voters that his desire to protect a particularly environmentally sensitive part of Nebraska trumps building the pipeline along a route that alarmed environmentalists and even some Nebraska Republicans. Obama may have reason for optimism since he clearly has more political capital to work with at this point than Congress. According to Gallup, the president's approval rating stands at about 45 percent while Congress is at 11 percent.
Plan Bad Obama

Gov’t Investment Bad - Solyndra

Solyndra reduced support for government clean energy investments

Kilgore 1/26 (Ed, Progressive Policy Institute -http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/political-animal-a/2012_01/beyond_solyndra035024.php) IGM

Over at Grist, David Roberts has an interesting piece that argues the Solyndra brouhaha and general defensiveness have blinded Democrats to the strong public support, across party lines, for “clean energy” and government efforts to promote it. Citing both Stan Greenberg’s focus-group findings during the SOTU address, and more general polling data, Roberts suggests this could actually become a “wedge issue” for Democrats: Americans know that clean energy is the future. They want to embrace the future. They want to, well, win it. They certainly don’t want to fend it off for the sake of oil companies. Americans hate oil companies! (Almost as much as they hate congressional Republicans.) They don’t want to subsidize oil companies any more. Even Republicans support ending oil subsidies by a 2-to-1 margin. The underlying point I’d make about David’s argument is that people in politics, and especially Democrats, have long had an unfortunate tendency to avoid whole topics that they perceive as “enemy territory” or “the other party’s issues.” That may be happening with Democrats on energy and the environment right now. It’s true that some sub-issues in this area remain tough —there’s no question progressives have lost ground with the public on dealing with global climate change during the last few years, and will always have trouble with policy prescriptions that deliberately aim at raising energy prices.

Transportation Funding Unpopular

Transportation funding empirically unpopular

Ruane 3/1 (Peter, ARTBA president -http://cicnysb.firstdaystory.com/full.php?sid=2196&current_edition=2012-03-01) IGM 

In today's Washington, transportation funding has become just another political football. It's been 28 months since the last law expired, and Congress, driven by bitter partisan bickering, has failed to agree to a new one. Such bickering is unfortunate, because jobs and growth are at stake. In addition, this feuding is historical; in the past, the major political parties tended to agree that robust transportation was vital not only to our economic strength but also to our military strength. In fact, it's still the case that a strong America rests on the wheels and wings of mobility.

EV Bad – Political Heat O/W Public

Electric vehicles attract political heat regardless of how the public perceives them

Berman 11 (Brad, NYTimes, Reuters, KQED, http://www.plugincars.com/electric-cars-become-political-football-107954.html) IGM
When I reported on this three years ago, Walter McManus, auto economist at the University of Michigan, told me, “Investing in new products and technologies takes cash. Without incentives to invest in the fuel-efficient products that consumers are now demanding, Detroit will continue to spend scarce resources to sell yesterday’s products instead of developing tomorrow’s cleaner products.” Automakers have up to 25 years to repay the money. Such sober thinking is lost in today’s heated political environment. “Electric cars have become a political football,” said Lisa Margonelli, fellow at the New America Foundation, speaking at Green Drive Expo earlier this month in Richmond, Calif. “They are attracting tremendous amounts of negative attention. They are becoming hot.”

EVs Bad – Public Support

Public hates electric vehicles – government incentives don’t solve

Times Free Press 3/19 (http://timesfreepress.com/news/2012/mar/19/time-to-end-failed-subsidies/) IGM
The free market has provided a symbol of how unpopular electric cars are despite subsidies the government showers on them to promote their development and purchase. Washington uses your tax dollars to give $7,500 tax credits to people who buy certain electric-powered vehicles. The state of Tennessee unwisely offers a $2,500 credit as well. But despite the government's defraying the cost of the cars, the public simply doesn't want them. For example, in January, only 603 Chevrolet Volts -- hybrid electric plug-in vehicles that would cost a jarring $41,000 each without the tax credits -- were sold nationwide. (Sales were a slightly improved but still weak 1,023 in February.) Yet almost 27,000 of Chevrolet's popular Silverados were sold in January. Nissan, meanwhile, had January sales of only 676 of its electric-powered Leaf, compared with sales of more than 22,000 of its popular Altima. If the grim sales figures for electric cars don't convince you of how badly received they have been, consider this recent development: General Motors is suspending production of the Volt for more than a month, because dealers can't get rid of the ones they have on their lots. About 1,300 workers at the Detroit plant where Volts are built are going to be laid off at least temporarily, and GM has walked back its optimistic suggestion that it might be able to sell 45,000 Volts this year. 
Public Support Key to Elections

Elections decided by public perception of Obama

Couch 10 (Aaron, Kansas City Star - http://midwestdemocracy.com/articles/its-democrats-stupid/) IGM

Gallup released an interesting poll Thursday. It reveals that in a lot of ways, how the country views Republicans doesn't affect how successful either of the main parties fairs in a given election cycle. That's because how people view Republicans on key issues has stayed pretty constant over the past 16 years, while how people view Democrats has been prone to shifts. The poll suggests that 1994's great Republican Renaissance and 2006's great Republican downfall were not a function of shifting opinion about Republicans. Rather, each year's election results were affected by how people viewed the Democrats. Check out the rest of the results over at Gallup.

Public Support Key to Agenda

Public support is the ultimate decider of agendas

Oldendick 2 (Robert, IPSPR, http://ipspr.sc.edu/ejournal/publicopinion.asp) IGM

In a democratic system of government, the ultimate political authority rests in the hands of the people. Yet given the number of citizens in the country, the state, or even the smallest municipality, democracy as practiced in the ancient Greek city-states – in which the legislature was comprised of all citizens, who voted directly on all issues – is impractical. In our representative democracy, therefore, it is the responsibility of government officials to carry out the desires of their constituents. The challenge for public officials, of course, is determining “what the public wants.” While an elected official can sometimes vote in a way with which a majority of his or her constituents disagrees, those who desire to remain in office for any length of time generally must consider the views of those who elected them. Office-holders who consistently vote against the wishes of the people of their districts rather quickly find themselves to be former elected officials. But how do representatives who want to reflect the desires of their constituents discover what these preferences are?

***Spending DA Links***

Spending: Wasteful - Transportation

Government spending outweighs return income

Goff 12 (Emily Goff, Research Associate Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, "Transportation Conference Bill: Some Good Reforms, but Too Much Spending" Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2012/06/transportation-conference-bill-some-good-reforms-but-too-much-spending) BSB

Senate and House conferees have reached an agreement to fund surface transportation programs through 2014. The bill, MAP-21 (H.R. 4348), should be measured against how it steers the country away from its current path of reckless spending and whether it improves congestion, mobility, and safety. Lawmakers deserve credit for including reforms such as environmental review streamlining, consolidating or eliminating programs, and giving states more flexibility on how to use their federal transportation dollars. However, the bill spends too much and does not keep spending in line with what the Highway Trust Fund (HTF) brings in through the federal gas tax.
Government wastes money on spending - Highway bill proves

Goff 12 (Emily Goff, Research Associate Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, "Transportation Conference Bill: Some Good Reforms, but Too Much Spending" Heritage Foundation,
 The bill spends too much, and to pay for this overspending, it contains transfers from the general fund, which are themselves paid for through new revenue streams. Some of the policy changes that yield new revenues are unacceptable, but beyond that, new revenue should not be used for new spending. The bill also continues diverting HTF funds to costly and wasteful transit programs. Spending Is Too High. To fund transportation programs through 2014, the bill would spend $120 billion, or $60 billion per year. Though consistent with current spending levels, it is well above what the HTF will collect: According to the Congressional Budget Office, the trust fund will run out of money in 2013, meaning spending is clearly outpacing revenues.[3] Keeping spending within the limit of the trust fund puts pressure on lawmakers to return control of transportation programs and their funding to the states.

Spending: Wasteful - General
Government spending is incredibly wasteful

Coburn 11  (DR. Tom, Senator from Oklahoma, "Dr. Coburn Releases New Report on Wasteful Government Spending in 2011: "Wastebook 2011" http://www.coburn.senate.gov/public/6946d43b-bccf-4579-990e-15a763532b40.html) BSB

“Video games, robot dragons, Christmas trees, and magic museums. This is not a Christmas wish list, these are just some of the ways the federal government spent your tax dollars. Over the past 12 months, politicians argued, debated and lamented about how to reign in the federal government’s out of control spending. All the while, Washington was on a shopping binge, spending money we do not have on things we do not absolutely need. Instead of cutting wasteful spending, nearly $2.5 billion was added each day in 2011 to our national debt, which now exceeds $15 trillion,” Dr. Coburn said. “Congress cannot even agree on a plan to pay for the costs of extending jobless benefits to the millions of Americans who are still out of work. Yet, thousands of millionaires are receiving unemployment benefits and billions of dollars of improper payments of unemployment insurance are being made to individuals with jobs and others who do not qualify. And remember those infamous bridges to nowhere in Alaska that became symbols of government waste years ago? The bridges were never built, yet the federal government still spent more than a million dollars just this year to pay for staff to promote one of the bridges.”
Spending: Green Tech - Too Expensive
Green technology's costs are too high

Powers 10 (Stephanie, FINRA securities licenses, an MBA, and experience consulting with individuals and businesses, "Green Energy: Why We're Still Not Using It" Investopedia, http://www.investopedia.com/financial-edge/0810/Green-Energy-Why-Were-Still-Not-Using-It.aspx#axzz1zhKgyIDb) BSB

The total cost to research, build and operate new green energy plants combined with storage and transmission expenses is significantly higher than traditional coal burning plants. According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration, the average cost of solar power is almost four times as much as traditional coal burning electric generation. The costs are difficult to compare due to the widely disparate nature of individual technologies but the net result is that startup costs are steep.
Spending: EV's  - Too Expensive
Lithium batters make electric vehicles too expensive

LaMonica 9 (Martin, Sr. Writer-Cambridge, MA, “Toyota: Electric cars 'too expensive' for mainstream”, CNet News, http://news.cnet.com/8301-11128_3-10353116-54.html)

Electric vehicles are the clear favored technology for concept cars at the Frankfurt Motor Show this week. But Toyota, the leader in hybrid cars, thinks that the high cost of the lithium ion batteries will keep electric cars from penetrating the mass market for another decade. Over the past three years, Toyota secretly tested lithium ion batteries as a potential replacement for the nickel metal hydride batteries now used in the Prius, according to a Bloomberg report. In its tests, Toyota concluded that lithium ion batteries were safe and reliable, but the higher cost doesn't justify a complete shift over for Toyota's hybrids, executives said. As a result, the company will remain with nickel-based batteries for most of its hybrid cars, according to the report. The lighter weight that lithium ion batteries offer over other battery types has led automakers to that technology for all-electric sedans such as the Nissan Leaf and the Chevy Volt extended-range electric vehicle. Toyota, too, this week unveiled a plug-in Toyota Prius based on the 2010 model that uses a lithium ion battery. It expects to start leasing them to fleet operators early next year. But when it comes to the "mass market," the company still considers costs and range of battery-electric vehicles a barrier until 2020. "Electric vehicles of today are less costly than in 1990s, but if you compare them with the other vehicles out there they are still too expensive," Executive Vice President Takeshi Uchiyamada said at a news conference at the Frankfurt show. "Unless there is a very big breakthrough in battery costs I don't think electric vehicles can take a large market share." Among the many electric-vehicle concepts expected this week are four sedans from Renault, including the Fluence ZE which can work with Better Place's automated battery-switching stations.

Agencies won't buy electric vehicles

GAO 9 (United States Government Accountability Office, “Federal Fleet and Energy Management”,  page 34) LL

Just as high initial high cost of plug-ins may hinder consumer adoption of these vehicles, it will also limit agencies ability to acquire them. Plug-ins are likely to cost significantly more than comparably sized gasoline-powered vehicles, and because the upfront cost of a vehicle is a key factor when agencies select a vehicle, federal customers will likely not be able to purchase or lease many of these vehicles without additional funding to help cover costs. Thus, as a practical matter, agencies’ budgets will determine the extent to which they can integrate plug-in hybrids and all-electric vehicles into their fleets. GSA typically negotiates with auto manufacturers for significantly discounted prices for vehicles it purchases and leases for federal agencies—typically more than 40 percent below the manufacturer’s suggested retail price. (See app. II for more information on GSA procurement processes.) For  example, GSA offers agencies a Ford F-150 pickup truck for $15,11 (about an $11,000 discount to the suggested retail price), a Chevrolet Cobalt for $12, 600 (about a $2,400 discount), and a 4-cylinder Pontiac G6 for $14,000 (about a $6,000 discount). GSA officials did not they think would be able to obtain the usual discount for early plug-ins since auto manufacturers are often reluctant to offer the same discounts for new model lines because they can better recover their start-up costs in the retail market. Therefore, since discounted plug-in hybrids will not likely be offered to the government, the cost differential between plug-ins and comparable vehicles—including other alternative fuel vehicles such as flex-fuel vehicles—could be even greater for the government than it would be for an individual consumer. 

