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1NC - Renewable Portfolio Standard Counterplan
Text – the United States federal government should establish a national renewable portfolio standard requiring 20% of a utilities’ electricity be produced by renewable sources by 2025, and should establish and maintain a renewable energy credits market for utilities.
Counterplan would solve all of the case – it boosts renewables which solves dependence, competitiveness and greenhouse

Sovacool 2008- Senior Research Fellow at the Network for New Energy Choices [Benjamin with Christopher Cooper is the Executive Director of the Network for New Energy Choices Environment and Energy Law and Policy Journal “Congress Got it Wrong: The Case for a National Renewable Portfolio Standard and Implications for Policy” 7/25/08 //NG]

VI. CONCLUSIONS Politicians and real estate moguls are fond of referring to things as “win-win” situations. The truth is that most important policy decisions involve winners and losers and benefits that accrue to one group often come at the expense of another. Every so often, constituencies align as if the stars and policymakers are faced with a true “win-win” situation. A properly designed national RPS is one of those rare choices. When compared to conflicting state-based RPS policies and their impact on energy markets and electricity pricing, a federal mandate could benefit ratepayers and regulated utilities in several unique ways that most policy advocates have not even considered. For example, a national RPS would decrease consumer electricity prices by: (1) depressing the cost of fossil fuels used to generate electricity; (2) lowering the cost of natural gas used to heat and power homes; (3) minimizing the cost of transmission congestion; (4) protecting against rate hikes to recover infrastructure investments and stranded costs; and (5) preventing predatory trade-offs that require some ratepayers to subsidize others. Yet a national RPS would also achieve further objectives, such as: (1) decreasing regulatory compliance costs by reducing the need for costly litigation to clarify vague and competing state regulations; (2) lowering the administrative costs associated with inconsistent state standards; (3) making regulations more predictable to ease planning of resource investments; (4) creating economies of scale that decrease the cost of renewable energy technologies; (5) giving utilities greater flexibility in meeting RPS mandates by expanding the market of eligible renewable resources; (6) decreasing the cost of RECs by creating a uniform national market; and (7) encouraging the tracking of GHG emissions reductions before the implementation of a national carbon cap-and-trade program. A national RPS would even benefit utility profits by: (1) maximizing the “hedge” benefits of renewable energy investments; (2) decreasing construction cost overruns and encouraging more modular generation; (3) displacing transportation costs associated with fossil fuel supply chains; (4) overcoming public opposition to new transmission infrastructure; (5) speeding cost recovery of transmission investments; (6) reducing the need for expensive reserve capacity; and (7) creating a level playing field that rewards strategic investment rather than location. By producing thousands of new manufacturing, installation and maintenance companies, and by encouraging thousands of existing companies to expand into the burgeoning renewable technology manufacturing sector, a national RPS would help American companies by creating more new jobs for American workers in the same states that have lost the most manufacturing jobs. Furthermore, a national RPS would also produce other benefits, such as: (1) decreasing the number of sick days workers take because of illnesses related to power plant air pollution and accidents related to the mining, transportation and processing of fossil fuels and uranium; (2) increasing total consumer income by up to $8.2 billion by 2020; and (3) enhancing U.S. Gross Domestic Product (“GDP”) by up to $10.2 billion by 2020. Finally, as if the aforementioned benefits were not enough, a national RPS would provide secondary environmental and social benefits in the following ways: (1) conserving substantial amounts of water in drought-prone areas; (2) decreasing the number of premature deaths and illnesses related to power plant air pollution and transportation and storage accidents; (3) offsetting millions of tons of GHGs that contribute to global warming; and (4) reducing the amount of America’s wilderness that is consumed to generate electricity using fossil fuels and nuclear power. Given such obvious and overwhelming advantages, it is hard to believe that many utilities and policymakers diligently oppose a federal RPS mandate, repeating myths that have long since been debunked. Largely, the remaining objections to federal intervention constitute a diminishing series of canards that mischaracterize a national RPS policy as an unnecessary federal intervention in a relatively free market. A majority of states are well on their way to imposing their own clunky, overlapping, inconsistent, competing, and sometimes irrational mess of mandates. In contrast to the national distribution of fossil fuels, all states possess renewable resources that they can affordably develop. However, under the current system of state mandates, some RPS states are “losers” by subsidizing the cheap, polluting electricity in non-RPS states. Other RPS states are victims of inconsistencies from state mandates that produce perverse predatory trade-offs and require them to export their cheap instate renewable electricity to other states in exchange for more expensive electricity or renewable energy credits. A national mandate would level the playing field by creating consistent, uniform rules and by allowing utilities to purchase RECs or develop renewable resources anywhere they are cost competitive. Experience from existing state RPS programs proves that mandates with broad eligibility actually have led to the development of many different renewable resources. Utilities have already demonstrated that they can meet state RPS requirements by deploying a diverse portfolio of renewable resources that best match their service areas. By expanding—geographically and monetarily—the market for renewable resources, a national RPS is likely to diversify the deployment of renewable energy technologies even further. In Nevada, geothermal energy may be cheaper to develop than wind. In the Pacific Northwest, incremental hydropower may be cheaper than solar power. In the Southeast, biomass may be the most affordable. A national RPS mandate with a fuel-based definition of eligible renewable resources ensures that free market principles—rather than regulatory set-asides or political patronage—determine which technologies will be most cost competitive in certain areas of the country. An added bonus is that a uniform national RPS decreases compliance costs for regulated utilities, because a technology-neutral mandate allows utilities to meet RPS obligations using the technology that is most cost competitive for the fuels available. It is time that federal policymakers engage in an informed, comprehensive and rational debate about the few remaining objections to a federal RPS mandate. America faces serious and mounting energy problems, including: (1) continued dependence on dwindling foreign sources of fossil fuels and uranium; (2) an undiversified electricity fuel mixture that leaves the nation vulnerable to serious national security threats; (3) reliance on an ancient and overwhelmed transmission grid that risks more common, pronounced, and expensive catastrophic system failures; (4) an impending climate crisis that will require massive and expensive emissions controls costing billions of dollars and substantially reducing U.S. GDP; and (5) loss of American economic competitiveness as Europe and Japan become the major manufacturing center for new renewable energy technologies By establishing a consistent, national mandate and uniform trading rules, a national RPS can create a more just and predictable regulatory environment for utilities while jumpstarting a robust national renewable energy technology sector. Through offsetting electricity that utilities would otherwise generate with conventional and nuclear power, a national RPS would decrease electricity prices for American consumers while protecting human health and the environment. There is a time for accepting the quirks and foibles of state experimentation in national energy policy, and there is a time to look to the states as laboratories for policy innovation. Now is the time to model the best state RPS policies and craft a coherent national policy that protects the interests of regulated utilities and American consumers.

Solves Renewable Energy
Counterplan solves the case – a National RPS would jumpstart the renewable energy economy – investment and energy prices

Sovacool 2008- Senior Research Fellow at the Network for New Energy Choices [Benjamin with Christopher Cooper is the Executive Director of the Network for New Energy Choices Environment and Energy Law and Policy Journal “Congress Got it Wrong: The Case for a National Renewable Portfolio Standard and Implications for Policy” 7/25/08 //NG]

While the value of renewable portfolio standards (“RPS”) may not be as uniformly recognized as daylight savings time is today, it should be. Currently, there exists widespread consensus on the financial, environmental, and security benefits enjoyed by diversifying our nation’s electricity fuels with clean, renewable resources. Twenty-eight states and the District of Columbia have already passed laws requiring utilities to use more of these resources.9 Five more states—Florida, Indiana, Louisiana, Nebraska, and Utah—are considering mandating some form of RPS.10 While most state efforts have been laudable, state RPS statutes have created a patchwork of inconsistent, often conflicting mandates that distort the market for renewable energy technologies and unintentionally inflate electricity prices. By subjecting an increasingly interstate electric utility market to confusing and sometimes contradictory state regulations, the circus of state-based RPS programs discourages long-term investments and, in some cases, encourages utilities to exploit the inconsistencies. Yet the vacuum of federal leadership on renewable portfolio standards is not without consequence. The instability inherent in a state-based approach to RPS is dramatically distorting private investments in renewable energy generation nationally and prohibiting the expansion of a robust renewable energy sector in the United States. A federal mandate is critical to correcting these market distortions and signaling a national commitment to renewable energy generation. A federal policy would promote a national renewable energy technology sector that contributes to the U.S. economy, weans the nation from foreign and polluting sources of energy, and decreases the real and social costs of electricity for American consumers.

RPS would boost the renewable energy market – it internalizes costs and levels the playing field

Sovacool 2008- Senior Research Fellow at the Network for New Energy Choices [Benjamin with Christopher Cooper is the Executive Director of the Network for New Energy Choices Environment and Energy Law and Policy Journal “Congress Got it Wrong: The Case for a National Renewable Portfolio Standard and Implications for Policy” 7/25/08 //NG]

RPS mandates stimulate a market for renewable resources and spur additional research, development, and implementation of renewable energy technologies. Government intervention helps level the playing field by neutralizing a legacy of unequal subsidies. Mandating a certain percentage of renewable penetration also helps internalize some of the environmental costs associated with dirty energy sources and provides a mechanism for early developers of cleaner resources to recover more of the value of renewable energy technologies. RPS policies create an incentive for retail utilities to either build their own renewable facilities or buy RECs from other generators.21 As the demand for renewable energy grows, manufacturers gain experience that lowers the cost of clean electricity production for everyone.

Solves Greenhouse
RPS Solves for CO2 – makes renewable energy tech cost-effective

Sovacool 2008- Senior Research Fellow at the Network for New Energy Choices [Benjamin with Christopher Cooper is the Executive Director of the Network for New Energy Choices Environment and Energy Law and Policy Journal “Congress Got it Wrong: The Case for a National Renewable Portfolio Standard and Implications for Policy” 7/25/08 //NG]

The interrelationship between rising capacity factors and installed capacity suggests that, by forcing a greater amount of installed renewable capacity, a national RPS will significantly improve the capacity factors of renewable energy technologies. Recent experience with wind energy seems to confirm this rule. For example, in the 1980s and 1990s, wind turbines reported capacity factors in the low teens. By 2006, when installed wind energy had more than tripled in the United States, wind turbines registered capacity factors in the mid-thirties.41 In a 2006 analysis, the EIA observed that wind turbine capacity factors appeared to be improving over time and concluded that, “capacity factor grows as a function of capacity growth.”43 Solar energy appears to follow this same pattern. In the early 1980s, when just 10 MW of solar photovoltaics (“PV”) had been installed globally, the average capacity factor for solar panels was around 9%.44 By 1995, however, after more than 70 MW had been installed, the average capacity factor of panels jumped to almost 15%.45 In 2000, Researchers from the Institute for Energy Policy and Economics found that “over the last 10 years ‘learning by doing’ has led to a simplification of industrial manufacturing processes”; as a result, costs have fallen considerably and efficiency levels on the order of 18% for cells are expected in the near future at a competitive cost.46 Because the United States does not currently have a national RPS, it also lacks a relatively robust manufacturing base for most renewable energy technologies. Renewable energy developers in the United States largely rely on European or other overseas manufacturers for the requisite materials—and sometimes for expertise and labor, as well—to install renewable energy systems. This reliance on foreign materials and labor increases construction lead-times as well as shipping costs. It also increases the likelihood of unexpected delays and shortages. The fragmented nature of state-based RPS policies actually compounds this problem by creating artificial bottlenecks in the distribution of materials necessary to deploy renewable energy systems. New state mandates can create unexpected surges in demand for renewable energy projects, driving up the price of components and labor. Roger Garratt of Puget Sound Energy (“PSE”) recently suggested that the quick and somewhat unanticipated passage of Washington’s initiative-driven RPS mandate created a seller’s market “by increasing competition for projects and a shortage of turbine supplies” among wind manufacturers.47 A national RPS would instigate market-based solutions to unexpected material bottlenecks in at least three ways. First, by providing a stable investment stream and a predictable regulatory environment, investors would have a greater incentive to establish domestic manufacturing facilities and to rely on local materials and labor. Second, under a national RPS, American developers would no longer suffer unfavorable exchange rates, given the recent weakening of the dollar, when purchasing materials. One wind company, Nordex, even estimated that changes in the exchange rate between Euros and dollars alone cost some American developers as much as $152,000 per project.48 Third, given the certainty of a national market for renewable energy, investors would likely develop better economies of scale in manufacturing in order to ensure that a sufficient number of materials would exist to satisfy the resulting demand for renewable energy projects. Some of these benefits have already been proven by statebased RPS programs. In those states that have already adopted more aggressive RPS statutes, the renewable energy industry has responded by streamlining manufacturing processes and lowering the cost of technology production. The California Energy Commission (“CEC”) estimated that the average levelized cost of wind energy—the total cost over the life of a generator divided by the numbers of kilowatt hours (“kWh”) produced—in California was 3.5 cents per kWh, less than one-eighth the price of producing wind energy just twenty-five years earlier.49 In a similar study, the Virginia Center for Coal and Energy Research (“VCCER”) found that renewable generators fueled by landfill gases and wind offered one of the cheapest forms of electricity—3.0 and 4.0 cents per kWh, respectively—compared to all other generators including advanced coal, natural gas, and nuclear reactors.50

RPS solves the Greenhouse effect – it promotes renewables which reduce the primary cause of CO2

Sovacool 2008- Senior Research Fellow at the Network for New Energy Choices [Benjamin with Christopher Cooper is the Executive Director of the Network for New Energy Choices Environment and Energy Law and Policy Journal “Congress Got it Wrong: The Case for a National Renewable Portfolio Standard and Implications for Policy” 7/25/08 //NG]

In addition to avoiding free riders, minimizing gaming between states, and mitigating the risk of litigation, a national RPS would diversify the country’s electricity portfolio with cleaner, less polluting technologies. Indeed, examinations of fuel generation in several states confirm that RPS policies displace more polluting generators, such as those powered by oil, natural gas, coal, and uranium. The New York State Energy and Research Development Authority (“NYSERDA”) looked at load profiles for 2001 and concluded that 65% of the energy displaced by wind turbines in New York would have otherwise come from natural gas facilities; 15% from coal-fired plants; 10% from oil-based generation; and 10% from out of state imports of electricity.209 A more recent study conducted in Virginia found that the electricity mandated by a state RPS would otherwise be generated with a mix of 87% coal; 9% natural gas; and 4% oil.210 A 20% RPS by 2020 in Michigan would displace the need for more than 640 MW of power that would have otherwise come from both nuclear and coal facilities.211 Utilities in Ontario, Canada are deploying renewable energy systems in an attempt to entirely displace coalfired electricity generation in the region.212 By offsetting the generation of conventional and nuclear power plants, a national RPS avoids many of the environmental and social costs associated with the mining, processing, transportation, combustion and clean-up of fossil and nuclear fuels. Perhaps the most important and least discussed advantage to a federal RPS is its ability to displace water-intensive electricity generation. The nation’s oil, coal, natural gas, and nuclear facilities consume about 3.3 billion gallons of water each day213 and accounted for almost 40% of all freshwater withdrawals.214 With electricity demand expected to grow by approximately 50% in the next 25 years, continued reliance upon fossil fuel-fired and nuclear generators could spark a water scarcity crisis.215 In 2006, the Department of Energy warned that if new power plants continue to be built with evaporative cooling systems, consumption of water for electricity production could more than double by 2030 to 7.3 billion gallons per day.216 This staggering amount is equal to the entire country’s water consumption in 1995.217 By promoting wind, solar, and other renewable resources that do not consume or withdraw water, a national RPS can help conserve this essential yet dwindling resource. In one of the most comprehensive assessments of renewable energy and water consumption, the American Wind Energy Association estimated that wind power uses less than 1/600 as much water per unit of electricity produced as does nuclear; 1/500 as much as coal; and 1/250 as much as natural gas.218 Conventional electricity generation is by far the largest source of air pollutants that harm human health and contribute to global warming. In 2003, for example, fossil fuel use—for all energy sectors, not just electricity—was responsible for 99% of the country’s carbon dioxide (“CO2”) emissions, 93% of its SOx emissions, and 96% of its NOx emissions.219 Researchers at the Harvard School of Public Health estimated that the air pollution from conventional energy sources kills between 50,000 and 70,000 Americans every year.220 These researchers found that the emissions from just nine power plants in Illinois directly contributed to an annual risk of 300 premature deaths, 14,000 asthma attacks, and more than 400,000 daily incidents of upper respiratory symptoms among the 33 million people living within 250 miles of the plants.221 The International Atomic Energy Agency estimates that when direct and indirect carbon emissions are included, coal plants are about five times more carbon intensive than solar and more than 140 times more carbon intensive than wind technologies.223 Natural gas fares little better, at three times as carbon intensive as solar and twenty times as carbon intensive as wind.224 The Common Purpose Institute estimates that renewable energy technologies could offset as much as 0.49 tons of CO2 emissions per every MWh of generation.225 According to data compiled by the Union of Concerned Scientists, a 20% RPS would reduce CO2 emissions by 434 million metric tons by 2020— a reduction of 15% below “business as usual” levels, or the equivalent to taking nearly 71 million automobiles off the road.226 In addition to the environmental damage caused by fossil fuel combustion, the production of fossil fuels and uranium— including drilling, mining, processing and transportation— produce a substantial amount of pollution and toxic waste.227 In the United States, there are more than 150 refineries; 4,000 offshore platforms; 410 underground gas storage fields; 160,000 miles of oil pipelines; and 1.4 million miles of natural gas pipelines.228 Additionally, nuclear waste is spread across 121 storage facilities in 39 states.229 Each can degrade their surrounding environment and negatively affect the health and safety of Americans.230 In contrast, recent advances in renewable energy technologies have made these technologies much less land intensive. The Worldwatch Institute recently estimated that harnessing renewable energy for electricity production requires less land than conventional systems.231 The study noted that solar power plants that concentrate sunlight in desert areas, for instance, require 2,540 acres per billion kWh.232 Moreover, the institute indicated that “[o]n a lifecycle basis, this is less land than a comparable coal or hydropower plant generating the same amount of electricity.”233 Similar projections from the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (“NREL”) demonstrate that solar and wind technologies use extensively less land than conventional systems when their complete fuel cycles are considered.234 The American Wind Energy Association (“AWEA”) estimates that in open and flat terrain a large-scale wind plant will require about sixty acres per MW of installed capacity.238 However, AWEA emphasizes that only 5%—three acres—or less of this area is actually occupied by turbines, access roads, and other equipment.239 95% remains free for other compatible uses such as farming or ranching.240 For example, at the High Winds Project in Solano, California, 6,000 acres of leased land host ninety separate 1.8 MW wind turbines that total 162 MW of electricity capacity.241 However, the “[t]urbines do not take up much land, and generally do not interfere with daily operations. Crops can be grown and livestock grazed right up to the base of the machine.”242

RPS solves greenhouse – it encourages renewables

Cabral 7-  partner with McGuireWoods LLP in Washington D.C, and a member of the firm’s Climate Change Practice Group [Neal J. is a and its Environmental Solutions Practice Group. “The Role of Renewable Portfolio Standards in the Context of a National Carbon Cap-and-Trade Program.” Sustainable Development Law & Policy, Fall 2007. http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy10osti/48258.pdf //NG]
An RPS requires that electric generators or suppliers source a defined percentage of their power from renewable energy facilities.3 Qualifying renewables vary by program, but typically include wind, biomass, solar, geothermal, landfill gas, and sometimes hydropower.4 Although renewable energy is a term intended to describe energy sources that are considered renewable because they are powered by energy coming from an inexhaustible source, or from sources that regenerate fast enough that they will not be depleted, RPS can also include sources that do not fit that description. However, all qualifying RPS sources currently under the various state standards and proposed federal standard are also at least low-carbon or carbon-neutral sources of power, and it is this defining attribute that, from a policy perspective, is probably the most important aspect of renewables. That RPS mandates are primarily carbon reduction mandates seems relatively clear. Although RPS requirements are almost never enacted primarily as specific carbon reduction programs, probably due to political concerns, this seems to be their primary perceived benefit. In other words, while states and Congress apparently count RPS programs as an important contributor to GHG reductions, they rarely discuss any specific carbon-based programmatic aspects of an RPS, such as explaining how the RPS would fit within specifically adopted carbon reduction goals.

RPS fails to reduce CO2 – empirically – cost overruns and cheaper fossil fuels

Leonard 2009- the chief executive of the electricity company Entergy. [J. Wayne Leonard NY Times “A Better Shade of Green” 1/24/09 www.nytimes.com/2009/01/24/opinion/24leonard.html //NG]

A renewable portfolio standard is said to be needed for creating and improving renewable energy technologies. In practice, however, it does little to reduce carbon dioxide emissions and makes energy production excessively expensive. Coal-fired power plants produce more than 83 percent of the electricity sector's carbon dioxide emissions. But because coal is cheaper than natural gas or oil, it is the least likely to be displaced by solar or wind power. Natural gas has a relatively low carbon content. But it is likely to be the first to be displaced by renewable sources of energy because it is more expensive than coal. That means that even a renewable portfolio standard as high as 20 percent would reduce emissions by only a small fraction of what is needed to lower the risk of catastrophic climate change. This modest decrease in carbon dioxide emissions would come at twice the cost per ton of reduction that would come from a cap-and-trade strategy. Under cap and trade, in other words, we could double the reduction for the same money. And isn't a maximum decrease in emissions the ultimate goal? In this struggling economy, America's elected officials cannot afford to make expensive choices that do not solve our problems. And, most important, a renewable portfolio standard would do nothing to help develop the technology that's most urgently needed to address climate change: a method of capturing carbon dioxide emissions from existing coal-fired power plants -- which generate more than half of all electricity in the United States. To replace all of America's coal-fired power plants with renewable sources of energy would cost nearly a trillion dollars. Even if the United States could pay such a price, China and other developing countries that rely on coal far more than we do could not. China is building more and more coal-fired power plants and, by 2020, will have three times as many as the United States has today. Carbon-capture technology, much more than solar or wind power or other renewable forms of energy generation, is our most important potential green technology for export. And the fastest way to develop it is to create a market for it here in the United States by establishing a cap-and-trade program that puts a price on carbon dioxide emissions, and investing private and taxpayer money in research on carbon capture and storage. A renewable portfolio standard would only divert our attention from this vital mission. Consider what it would mean for our company alone. At Entergy, less than 25 percent of the electricity we produce comes from coal-fired power plants, so our carbon dioxide emissions are already low. And we are researching retrofit technologies to capture carbon dioxide from the coal plants we do have. Under a renewable portfolio standard, though, we would be required to spend hundreds of millions of dollars annually developing solar, wind and geothermal energy, but would have no incentive to continue our pursuit of carbon-capture technology. Renewable forms of energy have their place in meeting our needs, and putting a price on carbon dioxide emissions will make them more economically appealing. But it makes little sense to institute a renewable portfolio standard to require their development. Instead, the new energy secretary should advise President Obama.

RPS solves environment- creates a REC market

Sovacool 2008- Senior Research Fellow at the Network for New Energy Choices [Benjamin with Christopher Cooper is the Executive Director of the Network for New Energy Choices Environment and Energy Law and Policy Journal “Congress Got it Wrong: The Case for a National Renewable Portfolio Standard and Implications for Policy” 7/25/08 //NG]

An expanded interstate renewable energy market established under a national RPS would drive down the costs of RECs because supply would be pegged to demand organically rather than resulting from inconsistent, artificial geographical restrictions. By eliminating geographical barriers to REC exchange, a national RPS would provide the necessary market volume to create predictable rates of return for bulk investors. Standardized trading practices would validate RECs as fungible currency and would be far more cost effective for investors than trying to negotiate discreet investments in small or regionalized systems.110 A national REC trading market would also benefit regulated utilities. By allowing renewable generators to sell their RECs to retail suppliers anywhere, a national RPS gives regulated utilities the option of either investing in their own renewable generation or purchasing RECs from suppliers at the most competitive cost.111 By establishing a uniform REC trading market, a national RPS can: (1) provide flexibility for utilities that may not own renewable generators to more easily meet their portfolio requirements; (2) create a safety valve for utilities that own renewable generators, should they suffer from unexpected shortfalls; (3) allow regulated utilities time to plan investments, defer short term investments that may be unfavorable, or acquire the time needed to purchase equipment or negotiate contracts; (4) lower compliance costs, because a national market would allow utilities to buy credits from the cheapest suppliers; and (5) help overcome the physical inability to transmit energy from eligible resources, such as solar hot water heaters.112 Two recent studies document the cost savings associated with a national RPS that establishes a uniform REC trading market. Kent S. Knutson and Peter McMahan analyzed two national RPS scenarios, one with a nationwide REC system and one without. They found that a national REC trading scheme would save utilities $14 billion compared to a RPS without uniform trading rules.113 Another study from the European Union (“EU”) assessed the costs of renewable energy in the EU under a scenario with and without uniform rules for trading RECs.114 The study found that, with an EU-wide credit-trading scheme, the cost of renewable energy was approximately 12% less—around 9.2 eurocents per kWh—than without a uniform market.115 Moreover, the study concluded that strategic deployment of renewable energy technologies under an EU-wide REC trading scheme could reduce costs for individual countries by up to 47%.116

Solves Oil Dependence
RPS solves oil dependence by encouraging alternatives

Cabral 7- partner with McGuireWoods LLP in Washington D.C, and a member of the firm’s Climate Change Practice Group [Neal J. is a and its Environmental Solutions Practice Group. “The Role of Renewable Portfolio Standards in the Context of a National Carbon Cap-and-Trade Program.” Sustainable Development Law & Policy, Fall 2007. http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy10osti/48258.pdf //NG]
Instead, proponents often tout renewables as a sound policy measure because, in addition to being green from a general emissions perspective, they also provide other ancillary benefits. For example, renewables are said broadly to promote energy security. While renewables do promote certain aspects of energy security through supply diversity, they do not tend to reduce fuel imports since the power sector generally imports only a very small amount of fuel from outside North America. Studies on whether renewables contribute importantly to energy price stability also conflict. 5 In general, the International Energy Agency has concluded that while “environmental objectives will be uppermost,” RPS can provide some energy security enhancements.

RPS solves the case – it reduces dependence on foreign oil

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG] 

From a national security perspective, the primary benefit would come from a reduced dependence on foreign energy supplies, because renewable resources such as wind, sun, and biomass, tend to come from domestic sources.54 In the electricity sector, the most significant source would be reduced need for natural gas, which is increasingly coming (in liquefied form)55 from overseas.56 Enormous amounts of natural gas are used for electric generation, including as much as 90% or more of new electric generation.57

Solves Competitiveness
RPS solves the case – it increases competitiveness by encouraging renewable energy

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG] 

Congressional proponents of the Proposed RPS (and most versions of an RPS) cite several goals, including: reduced pollution, improved national security, job creation, and lower consumer prices.44 Additionally, a national program, rather than a state-by-state program, is more likely to provide a strong national market, thus leading to more renewable energy projects. 45 In May 2007, the House Committee on Energy and Commerce sent a letter to more than forty “interested parties” from varying constituent groups inviting responses to several questions regarding a possible renewable energy portfolio standard.46 Not surprisingly, the constituent groups supporting an RPS emphasized these key areas in their responses.47 One of the broader descriptions of the potential benefits of a national RPS can be found in the Union of Concerned Scientists’ response, which stated that a national RPS “standard can provide many benefits for the nation, including increasing energy security, fuel diversity, price stability, jobs, farm and ranch income, tax revenues, technology development, customer choices, and reduced environmental impacts, water consumption, and resource depletion, as well as reduced compliance costs with current and future environmental regulations.”48 If the claimed benefits are accurate (and, as noted below, there are many who believe they are not), there are several ways in which these benefits would be achieved. Probably the most obvious would be the potential environmental benefits.49 Although electricity accounts for less than 3% of U.S. economic activity, “the burning of coal, oil, and natural gas for power currently accounts for more than 26 percent of smog-producing nitrogen oxide emissions, one-third of toxic mercury emissions, and 64 percent of acid rain-causing SO2 missions.”50 One expert has asserted that if “20 percent of our electricity in 2020 were to be provided by renewables, then we would be displacing the equivalent of 71 million cars from the nation’s highway.”51 Others have noted that the increased use of renewable energy would reduce harmful emissions or reduce the cost of compliance with requirements to reduce pollution.52 “And by reducing the need to extract, transport, and consume fossil fuels, a national RPS would limit the damage done to our water and land and conserve natural resources for future generations.”53\

RPS boosts competitiveness – it creates jobs and increases investment in the renewable energy industry

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG] 

Perhaps the most important, if not the most obvious, potential benefit of a national RPS is economic development and job creation. In projecting the impact of a 20% national RPS, the Union of Concerned Scientists determined that, by 2020, such an RPS “would generate more than 355,000 jobs in manufacturing, construction, operation, maintenance, and other industries—nearly twice as many as fossil fuels, representing a net increase of 157,480 jobs . . . .”61 Further, it was determined that renewable energy would “provide an additional $8.2 billion in income and $10.2 billion in gross domestic product in the U.S. economy in 2020.”62 Although premised on a national RPS percentage higher than that in the Proposed RPS, these numbers nonetheless indicate that a national RPS could provide significant economic benefits. The most compelling job creation claims come from a report developed by the Renewable Energy Policy Project (REPP). The group determined that more than 16,000 firms in all fifty states have the technical potential to enter the growing wind turbine manufacturing sector.63 The twenty states that would potentially benefit the most, receiving 80% of the job creation, are the same states that account for “76% of the manufacturing jobs lost in the [U.S. over the] last 3 1/2 years.”64 

Solves Economy
RPS solves economic decline – it reduces energy prices – overbuilding and natural gas price spikes

Sovacool 2008- Senior Research Fellow at the Network for New Energy Choices [Benjamin with Christopher Cooper is the Executive Director of the Network for New Energy Choices Environment and Energy Law and Policy Journal “Congress Got it Wrong: The Case for a National Renewable Portfolio Standard and Implications for Policy” 7/25/08 //NG]

Because fossil fuels inherently involve competition over a limited commodity, supply and demand impacts create a vicious cycle that increases the value of the fuel and adds additional costs that must be absorbed by ratepayers. Because renewable energy technologies utilize domestic and widely available fuels to produce electricity, they also decrease demand on fossil fuels, thereby lowering prices as well. For example, from 2002 to 2005, operation and maintenance expenses for utilities rose by nearly $26 billion.58 Rising fuel prices drove 96% of this increase.59 Aggregate fossil fuel costs nearly doubled between 2000 and 2004 from $0.023 per kWh to $0.0437 per kWh.60 The overbuilding of gas-fired peaking plants in the 1990s resulted in skyrocketing demand for natural gas, which in turn caused prices to surge. Between 1995 and 2005, natural gas prices rose by an average of 15% per year, and the electricity sector’s demand for natural gas increased from 24% of total natural gas consumption in 2000 to 29% in 2005.61 Consumption of natural gas is likely to increase even further for three reasons. First, increased electricity demand in many areas has shrunk reserve margins to historically low levels.62 By 2005, reserve margins across the contiguous United States dropped to 15% and as low as 9% in some large states like Texas and Florida.63 Shrinking reserve margins coupled with increased electricity demands have forced many utilities to restart “mothballed” natural gas fired generating units. Plans for new peaking units in large consumer states like Texas and Florida rely overwhelmingly on natural gas.64 Second, because U.S. utilities have over-invested in gas-fired generating units, they hunger for new supplies of natural gas. Congress responded recently by authorizing greater drilling rights in the Gulf of Mexico and also hinted at granting greater access to federal lands where natural gas drilling is currently offlimits. 65 Whether new drilling rights are granted or not, the tantalizing prospect of vast new sources of natural gas may lead utilities to believe that gas-fired units are safer investments than they really are. Third, as pressure builds for the United States to adopt some form of binding GHG reduction target, more generators will turn to natural gas because its carbon intensity is about half that of coal.66 For example, PSE’s Roger Garratt recently told industry executives that PSE had plans to invest in a significant number of new natural-gas fired combined cycle facilities partly because the company anticipates future binding carbon constraints.67 The situation with natural gas prices became so severe that in the fall of 2006 ratepayers in Illinois waged a modern-day version of the Boston Tea Party, sending teabags to the state’s utilities in protest of projected rate increases of 22% to 55% in 2007.68 In Boston, homeowners and small businesses have seen electricity prices rise by 78% since 2002, from 6.4 cents a kWh to 11.4 cents a kWh.69 Across the United States, average retail electricity prices rose by 9.2% in 2006 alone, a trend likely to continue for the next several years.70 Natural-gas induced price spikes have been devastating to the U.S. economy. Because natural gas accounts for nearly 90% of the cost of fertilizer, escalating natural gas prices in 2005 created significant economic hardships for U.S. farmers.71 Additionally, some manufacturing and industrial consumers that relied heavily on natural gas moved their facilities overseas. For instance, the U.S. petrochemical industry relies on natural gas as a primary feedstock as well as for fuel. In 2004, the petrochemical sector lost approximately 78,000 jobs to foreign plants where natural gas was much cheaper.72 When the price of natural gas spiked in 2001, almost half of the country’s methanol capacity and one-third of its ammonia capacity were shut down, and the Dow Chemical Company moved 1.4 billion pounds of production from the United States to Germany because of higher energy costs.73 Even dairy producers in California temporarily suspended milk and cheese production until natural gas prices receded, and three of the state’s sugar refineries went bankrupt.74 The country’s higher natural gas prices have cost the economy $50 billion and more than 100,000 jobs in Texas, Ohio, New Jersey, and West Virginia.75 As a result, many electricity generators switched back to coal-fired peaking units.76 However, the switch only increased demand for coal, driving the price up. In 2003, for example, the cost of coal in Central Appalachia was $35 per ton.77 The price increased nearly 7% each year until, by 2006, a ton of coal in the region cost close to $60 a ton.78 In some areas of the United States, coal prices actually doubled between 2002 and 2004, due in part to high demand.79 In addition, because the most economical reserves were already, a majority of the remaining coal and natural gas reserves were “stranded.” While such stranded resources may be quite abundant, they are located primarily in areas geographically distant from major consuming areas and, thus, in areas from which it is more difficult to extract, process, and transport.80 A national RPS can save consumers money by reducing demand for both natural gas and coal. Several studies have documented that an increase in renewable energy production would decrease costs for electricity generation by offsetting the combustion of fossil fuels.81 Because some renewable resources generate the most electricity during periods of peak demand, such resources can help offset electricity otherwise derived from natural gas-fired “peaking” or reserve generation units. For example, PVs have great value as a reliable source of power during extreme peak loads.82 Substantial evidence from many peer-reviewed studies demonstrates an excellent correlation between available solar resources and periods of peak demand.83 Indeed, in California, an installed PV array with a capacity of 5,000 MW reduces the peak load for that day by about 3,000 MW, cutting in half the number of natural gas “peakers” needed to ensure reserve capacity.84 Researchers at Resources for the Future calculated that, given the historic volatility of the natural gas market, a 1% reduction in natural gas demand can reduce the price of natural gas by up to 2.5% in the long term.85 This inverse relationship between renewable generation and natural gas prices was confirmed by researchers at the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (“LBNL”)86 and the Union of Concerned Scientists (“UCS”), which found that a national RPS would save consumers more than $49 billion largely by depressing the price of natural gas used for electricity production and home heating.87 Some studies also document how RPS policies depress the price of other fossil fuels, such as oil and coal. For instance, in Pennsylvania, where more than 90% of electricity comes from coal and nuclear resources, a study conducted by Black & Veatch concluded that an aggressive RPS would result in a substantial reduction in fossil fuel consumption, lowering the price of coal and oil and ultimately providing cost savings to ratepayers.88 The study noted that even a 1% reduction in fossil fuel prices would lead to a $140 million reduction in fossil fuel expenditures for the state.89

RPS solves the economy – it reduces energy prices by reducing natural gas demand

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG] 

A reduction in the use of natural gas would also, by many accounts, lead to lower prices for consumers. A recent study by Woods Mackenzie, an energy industry consultancy, indicated that a 15% national RPS would “drive down” the demand for, and price of, natural gas and “lower the overall price of power.”58 The company found that regardless of whether a national RPS is implemented, the “United States needs to build 420 GW of capacity over the next twenty years to replace aging facilities and meet its ever-growing need for electricity.”59 A national RPS would create incentives ensuring, essentially requiring, that some of that new generation be fueled by renewable sources. This switch, according to the Woods MacKenzie study, to renewable generation sources would lower fuel costs and reduce fossil fuel consumption, leading to lower electricity costs, amounting to approximately $100 billion in savings.60

They Say “Permutation”
The Permutation links to our net benefits – all of our case turns and space disads depend on space. Counterplan avoids these. Politics only links to the Affirmative
[If you are running this against SSP]

Space Solar Power wouldn’t qualify for an RPS because it is not domestically produced, economically the first choice, or ready by 2025.

They Say “RPS increases Energy Prices”
Turn – RPS decreases energy costs – consensus of studies

Sovacool 2008- Senior Research Fellow at the Network for New Energy Choices [Benjamin with Christopher Cooper is the Executive Director of the Network for New Energy Choices Environment and Energy Law and Policy Journal “Congress Got it Wrong: The Case for a National Renewable Portfolio Standard and Implications for Policy” 7/25/08 //NG]

F. Consensus of Models Confirms Economic Benefits For many of these reasons, sophisticated studies conducted by the Union of Concerned Scientists (“UCS”), the U.S. Energy Information Administration (“EIA”), and the LBNL all confirm that a federal RPS would either lower electricity costs for consumers or have a negligible impact on electricity prices. The most recent economic analysis by UCS in 2007 compared a range of potential economic impacts of a national RPS by examining four RPS scenarios matching proposals expected for consideration in the 110th Congress.163 Using more conservative estimates than those used by the Department of Energy to forecast the market potential for wind, geothermal and biomass resources, UCS found that a federal RPS mandate would lower consumer energy bills in all four cases.164 UCS determined that a 20% federal RPS by the year 2020 would decrease consumer energy bills by an average of 1.5% per year and save consumers a total of $49.1 billion on their electricity and natural gas bills.165 According to UCS, a 20% RPS by 2020 would lead to substantial cost-savings for four reasons: (1) a national RPS would reduce competition for fossil fuels and lower future prices; (2) many renewable energy technologies are now less expensive than new fossil fuel plants that generate the same amount of energy; (3) a national RPS would reduce the cost of renewable energy by creating economies of scale in manufacturing, installation, operations and maintenance; and (4) increased reliance on renewable energy would offset expensive natural gas-fired generation and “hedge” against volatile natural gas prices.166

RPS solves high energy prices - decreases cost over-runs

Sovacool 2008- Senior Research Fellow at the Network for New Energy Choices [Benjamin with Christopher Cooper is the Executive Director of the Network for New Energy Choices Environment and Energy Law and Policy Journal “Congress Got it Wrong: The Case for a National Renewable Portfolio Standard and Implications for Policy” 7/25/08 //NG]

A national RPS can help minimize construction cost overruns by deploying technologies that are smaller, modular, and less capital-intensive.127 Renewable energy technologies require lead times of two to five years, or less, compared with conventional coal and nuclear plants that can take five to fifteen years to plan, permit, and construct.128 Florida Power and Light (“FPL”) boasts that it can take a wind farm from groundbreaking to commercial operation in as little as three to six months.129 In 2005, PSE proved that FPL’s boast was achievable in practice when it brought eighty-three 1.8 MW wind turbines at its Hopkins Ridge Wind Project from foundation pour to commercial operation in exactly six months and nine days.130 Solar installations may require even less construction time because the materials generally are pre-fabricated and modular. John Ravis, a project finance manager for TD BankNorth, recently told industry analysts that utility-level PV systems can come online in as little as two months, if the panels are available.131 Quicker lead times enable a more accurate response to load growth, and minimize the financial risk associated with borrowing hundreds of millions of dollars to finance plants for ten or more years before they start producing a single kilowatt of electricity. Because renewable energy technologies can be produced at smaller scale, they can be located nearer to loads, enhancing their ability to match smaller increments of demand. PV panels—also known as solar panels—can be built in various sizes; organized in arrays ranging from watts to megawatts; and used in a wide variety of applications, including centralized plants, distributed sub-station plants, grid connected systems for home and business use, and off-grid systems for remote power use.132 PV systems have long been used to power remote data relaying stations critical to the operation of supervisory control and data acquisition systems used by electric and gas utilities and government agencies.133 Because renewable technologies are faster to build and easier to deploy, they also limit financial risk and capital exposure. Modular plants can be cancelled easier, such that stopping a project is not a complete financial loss. The portability of most renewable energy systems means utilities can still recover value should the systems need to be resold as commodities in a secondary market. Smaller units with shorter lead times also reduce the risk of purchasing a technology that becomes obsolete before it is installed.134 Quick installations can better exploit rapid learning, as many generations of a renewable energy technology can be developed in the same time it takes to build one giant conventional power plant.135

RPS won’t increase electricity rates – empirical evidence, quick recoveries and increased flexibility

Sovacool 2008- Senior Research Fellow at the Network for New Energy Choices [Benjamin with Christopher Cooper is the Executive Director of the Network for New Energy Choices Environment and Energy Law and Policy Journal “Congress Got it Wrong: The Case for a National Renewable Portfolio Standard and Implications for Policy” 7/25/08 //NG]

In most states, RPS mandates have not significantly increased rates, and a consensus of economic models predicts that a national policy would generate substantial consumer savings exceeding even the existing patchwork of state programs. By expanding the amount of energy that would offset gas-fired generation, a national RPS would reduce demand on a strained and volatile natural gas market. Renewable energy units with markedly faster lead-times than conventional and nuclear reactors speed the cost recovery of critical transmission investments and reduce the rate increases needed to pay for new transmission. When utilities say a national RPS “costs” the sector, they are usually assuming future profits that will not be recoverable from consumers through higher electricity rates. For policymakers, balancing utility profits with electricity prices is one of the hard decisions we elect them to make. However, elected officials should consider that utility claims of lost profit are short-sighted and strategically unsound. In reality, a more predictable RPS regulatory environment decreases utility litigation and compliance costs relative to a growing web of vague and unstable state mandates. Expanding the universe of eligible renewable resources and establishing clear, uniform trading rules creates far more flexibility for regulated utilities and rewards utility investments on the basis of smart market strategy and not geography.

They Say “Kills Electric Utilities”
RPS won’t kill electric utilities – it improves investment protection, and regulations won’t be too much of a burden

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG] 

The most significant difficultly in making investment decisions regarding new generation, which exists without a national RPS, is calculating the expected return on that investment. Deregulation in electricity markets has, in some cases, increased competition, but has also “had the side effect of increasing risk in a highly capital-intensive industry.”102 Before deregulation, “utility debt was considered virtually risk-free since the rate of return was guaranteed by the public utility commission, and the costs of new construction could be passed on to ratepayers.”103 Now, in many places, return on new generation investment depends solely on the market. The Proposed RPS provides some rate protection for electric utilities that are subject to rate regulation at the state or federal level. The Proposed RPS provides that covered utilities “shall not be denied the opportunity to recover the full amount of the prudently incurred incremental cost of renewable energy and energy efficiency obtained to comply with the requirements [of the national RPS].”104 However, some risk would remain, because “[i]n most states, electric rate structures are based on sales volume, and utility companies lose money if sales decrease.”105 As such, a national RPS “could create financial risks for electric companies unless states change their regulatory structure.”106 The mere existence of a national RPS would provide some incentive for all utilities to invest in renewable generation because that investment would have two markets—the market for its electricity and the market for its RECs—instead of just the market for its electricity for a traditional generation facility.107 In addition, it is likely that power projects will require “more equity, less debt, and shorter debt repayment periods” than in the past.108 “Developers will probably attempt to sign bilateral contracts with large end users, marketers, aggregators, and utilities, but contract terms are likely to be shorter than in the past.”109 In fact, “[c]orporate balance-sheet financing may also become more common.”110 If a utility buys RECs and energy from another supplier, there is also a risk that purchase agreement would end up showing as a long-term debt on the utility’s balance sheet.111 Thus, how a national RPS would impact such capital-intensive investments is hard to predict. The implications of a national RPS may not be quite as burdensome as they initially appear, however, because, many states have RPS programs already, and, as explained below, even those operating in non-RPS states are often served by organizations, e.g., Regional Transmission Operators (RTOs) and Independent System Operators (ISOs),112 with the expertise necessary to facilitate compliance. Nonetheless, it is retail electricity suppliers that would bear the greatest burden of a nationally imposed RPS, because they would need to participate in facilitating compliance, as well as facilitating the renewable generation market.

They Say “RPS only helps some Regions”
All regions of the country benefit from an RPS – transportation costs

Sovacool 2008- Senior Research Fellow at the Network for New Energy Choices [Benjamin with Christopher Cooper is the Executive Director of the Network for New Energy Choices Environment and Energy Law and Policy Journal “Congress Got it Wrong: The Case for a National Renewable Portfolio Standard and Implications for Policy” 7/25/08 //NG]

By developing indigenous renewable resources, all regions also can enjoy substantial cost savings from decreased fossil fuel transportation costs. Up to 80% of the cost of coal for ratepayers in Illinois goes toward covering railway costs.90 Coal at the mouth of a mine in Wyoming, for example, costs about $5 per ton, but by the time it reaches a power plant outside of Chicago, that same coal costs about $30 a ton.91 The EIA estimated in 2003 that fuel costs accounted for an average of 76% of the operating expenses of coal-fired power plants nationwide.92 In 1999, coal accounted for 41% of all freight moved by U.S. rail carriers, frequently causing bottlenecks and contributing to both congestion and higher transportation costs.93 In the typical operation of transporting coal by rail, an individual freight car spends as much as 50% of its time in a switchyard and another 40% in customer yards and sidings.94 This means that an average ton of coal shipped by rail spends as little as 10% of its time actually moving towards its destination.95 The cumulative costs to transport natural gas may be even higher. Natural gas transportation and distribution already account for 41% of the residential price of natural gas.96 Because the construction of natural gas pipelines can cost as much as $420,000 per mile,97 fully constructing the natural gas infrastructure recommended by the Bush Administration’s National Energy Plan—which calls for over 301,000 miles of new natural gas transmission and distribution pipelines98—could cost ratepayers as much as $126.4 billion. Moreover, researchers for Western Resource Advocates assessed the ability of wind power to operate as a natural gas price hedge and found that wind energy showed a hedge value only when it was a substantial portion of a generation portfolio.99 Indeed, 1 MW wind project in a 5,000 MW generation portfolio had a negligible hedge value.100 However, larger wind projects demonstrated a higher probability of realizing potential hedge benefits, especially during periods of high natural gas prices.101 These results suggest that utilities could benefit more from an aggressive national RPS mandate that compels significant renewable energy investments than from direct incentives for projects that are small relative to a utility’s entire generation portfolio.

They Say “Transition Difficult”
A gradual phase in allows utilities to adapt to an RPS

Sovacool 2008- Senior Research Fellow at the Network for New Energy Choices [Benjamin with Christopher Cooper is the Executive Director of the Network for New Energy Choices Environment and Energy Law and Policy Journal “Congress Got it Wrong: The Case for a National Renewable Portfolio Standard and Implications for Policy” 7/25/08 //NG]

Furthermore, by increasing the amount of renewable energy slowly over time, the standard ensures that the renewable energy market will result in competition, efficiency, and innovation that will, in turn, deliver renewable energy at the lowest possible cost. A gradual phase-in provides time to set up standards for credit certification, monitoring, and compliance. It creates relative certainty and stability in the renewables market by enabling long-term contracts and financing for the renewable power industry, thereby lowering costs. Moreover, it gives utilities and generation companies incentive to drive down the cost of renewables in order to reduce their RPS compliance costs.250 California provides an excellent example of how a gradual phase-in makes a RPS more effective. When California implemented their RPS in 2002, they required investor-owned utilities, energy service providers, and community choice aggregators to meet 20% of their electricity load with renewable resources by 2017.251 To reach the target, the California RPS also obligated each utility to increase the percentage of its load with renewable energy by 1% each year.252

They Say “Implementation Fails”
Even if all the details are not worked out, RPS solves On Balance – it will motivate solutions to technical problems

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG] 

The country still needs to address, to name just a few: an aging and insufficient energy infrastructure,205 including a significant lack of transmission capacity;206 increasing gasoline costs;207 and climate-change issues.208 A national RPS would impact all of these issues, but all of these issues would impact the potential success of a national RPS. By most accounts, a national RPS is technologically achievable and, notwithstanding some potentially higher costs, economically feasible. That does not make it good policy, but it should move the debate forward. Although this Article has attempted to raise a number of questions that should be resolved, or at least considered, before imposing a national RPS, an element of uncertainty is bound to remain. There are those who believe that a national RPS is only a valid option once all scenarios are considered, and, in essence, all potential problems solved. This would, certainly, be ideal, but it is not feasible. Legislation designed to tackle difficult issues requires making, hopefully, educated decisions, but is inherently uncertain. In fact, the vast majority of current studies indicate that results from a national RPS would range between either: (1) a fundamental change in how electricity markets operate; or (2) a moderate price increase for consumers, with moderate changes to the current system. Any major policy decision imposes risks; but, despite the histrionics, a national RPS actually appears to present limited downside, along with significant upside. That is, a national RPS, along the lines of those recently proposed, that fails (or is moderately successful) would likely lead to minor increases in consumer rates. A major success could reduce natural gas consumption and lower rates by a significant margin. The reality is that, without major advances in technologies, a national RPS is likely only to have moderate success. However, the implementation of an RPS could be the catalyst needed to trigger major advances in technologies. No major policy change should be implemented without careful consideration. But, while more study and analysis will help the debate, the potential upside to a national RPS appears to outweigh the downside, at least from a nationwide perspective.

They Say “Must Solve Energy Grids”
RPS would spur improvements in energy infrastructure and transmission

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG] 

Risk is a part of all major policy changes, and the downside in this situation is far lower than in many other cases. If nothing else, a national RPS would further highlight the lack of necessary transmission in the United States. It is likely that the local nature of renewable energy generation would provide an awareness of infrastructure issues at a more local level than exists today, and that could help address the NIMBY (not-in-my-backyard) problem that has long plagued transmission projects.209 Although it is unlikely anyone would welcome transmission lines in their backyard, local jobs created from both renewable generation and transmission projects may make siting more palatable than it has been in the recent past.

They Say “RPS links to Politics”
RPS builds political credibility – strong lobbies support it.

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG]

Across the country and around the world, renewable energy sources are creating interest and excitement as alternatives to traditional fuel sources for electricity generation. Proponents of mandating the use of renewable energy sources cite many potential benefits, including expanded economic development, improved national security, lower electricity prices, and reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. Although the extent and net value of such benefits are subject to debate, as are the best methods to achieve the benefits,1 the broad range of potential benefits has created interest from a wide variety of constituencies, including business leaders, academics, environmental advocates, and even national security experts.2

RPS has strong political and public support – polls and state legislation proves

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG] 
Often lost in the debate about the value and appropriateness of a national RPS is that there is little dispute about the value and appropriateness of renewable energy itself. Awareness that energy issues intersect with other key issues like national security and climate change has never been higher. Support for renewable energy, at least as a concept, is overwhelming.198 A recent poll indicates that 85% of those polled believe that existing federal incentives for renewable energy technologies should be extended.199 Other polls have indicated support across the political spectrum for renewable energy200 and, more specifically, a renewable portfolio standard.201 In addition, more than thirty states have taken some kind of legislative action to promote renewable energy programs, and more programs are being proposed.202 Some states have even increased their commitment to energy from renewable resources. Colorado, for example, implemented a 10% RPS in 2004, against the wishes of the state’s utilities; in 2007, “with utility support, Colorado increased its RPS to 20% by 2020.”203

***AFF***
Aff – Solvency Resps
RPS won’t solve without comprehensive energy policy change

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG] 

Renewable energy has great potential for expanded economic development, improved national security, lower electricity prices, and reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. And, while a national RPS is one way to help realize this potential, it should also be clear that for a national RPS to lead to more than moderate change, a comprehensive national energy policy is necessary. That is not to say that all questions must be answered before moving forward. In fact, without a national RPS in place, it may be impossible to determine the potential of renewable energy because even a moderately increased market for renewable energy could lead to significant technological advancements. All the planning in the world will not necessarily translate into effectiveness in the marketplace. At some point, an idea must be tested to find out if it will actually work.

Turn- RPS means more warming- increased natural gas usage.

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG] 

A long-term reduction in natural gas costs as a result of a mandatory national RPS could lead to increased consumer use of natural gas. In fact, even without a national RPS, future residential heating applications are expected to continue to drive residential demand for natural gas.196 “Between 1991 and 1999, 66 percent of new homes, and 57 percent of multifamily buildings constructed used natural gas heating. In 2003, 70 percent of new single family homes constructed used natural gas.”197 If natural gas prices do, in fact, continue to decline as a result of a national RPS, this trend can only be expected to continue.

Major Studies leave many questions about RPS solvency

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG] 

D. The Great Unknown: Operational and Infrastructure Implications Considering the major operational impacts on electric utilities is exceedingly difficult. Many of the studies discussed in Part II provide significant caveats related to the assumptions used in developing the respective models. The outcomes of the currently available studies are so broad that the results seem to add little more than quantified speculations, at least in terms of making specific predictions about the implications of a national RPS. That is, the studies provide a lot of numbers to consider, but the results indicate that the impact of a national RPS could be revolutionary or exceedingly moderate. For instance, the study from Woods MacKenzie indicates that a national RPS would lead to such significant amounts of renewable energy that consumers could save as much as $100 billion on their electric bills.127 If this is to become a reality, it will mean a fundamental change in how utilities operate.

No Need for CP – most states already have an RPS

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG] 

From a practical perspective, consumer impacts of a national RPS would be limited, although not insignificant. Important in considering the likely consumer impact of a national RPS is that many consumers (indeed, roughly half of the country) are already subject to some form of RPS. As such, the question is not a decision between a national RPS and no RPS; instead, the question is whether all consumers will be subject to an RPS or just some.189 For those consumers not currently buying electricity under an RPS, a state RPS may be pending.190 Further, as one study advocating a federal RPS stated, “Not only does reliance on state-based action make for an uncertain regulatory environment for potential investors, it creates inherent inequities between ratepayers in some states that are paying for ‘free riders’ in others.”191 The study explained that renewable energy generation has a free-rider problem because “everyone benefits from the environmental advantages of renewable energy.”192 As such, private companies might invest millions of dollars in researching and developing clean energy technologies, yet be unable to recover the full profit of their investments.193 To the extent this is accurate, consumers not under an RPS, even those with less renewable generation resources in their state, would reap the benefits of technologies developed under state RPS programs, without paying their fair share. 

Aff – RPS Links to Politics
RPS politically controversial – empirically the House has rejected it

Fershee 2008 Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law; [Joshua “Changing Resources, Changing Market: The Impact of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard on the U.S. Energy Industry” Jan 2008 http://works.bepress.com/joshua_fershee/2 accessed 7/27 //NG]

The Senate has supported an RPS in the past, but there were significant roadblocks this time around. Most prominently, even if the House and Senate had been able to come to some sort of consensus, the Bush Administration had indicated that the President would veto any energy legislation that included, among other things,21 an RPS or tax increases on the oil industry.22 Instead, the President favors “expanded U.S. production, new fuel economy standards and a big mandate for ethanol and other alternative fuels.”23 The final legislation apparently allayed the President’s concerns; the President signed the bill into law on December 19, 2007.24

