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1AC Inherency (1/1)

CONTENTION ONE: INHERENCY

1. congress has repeatedly failed to pass a comprehensive Renewable Portfolio Standard that requires America to generate 20% of its electricity from renewable energy

Alan Nogee et al. Clean Energy Program Director with the Union of Concerned Scientists, “The Projected Impacts of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard” The Electricity Journal, May 2007.

In Congress, lawmakers from both chambers and both parties have introduced numerous national RPS proposals since 1997. Championed in large part by Sen. Jeff Bingaman (D.- N.M.), the Senate has passed a national RPS as part of comprehensive energy legislation three times since 2002, most recently in 2005. However, each time it has failed to become law. 
2. individual state initiatives are not stable or uniform enough to drive alternative energy into the mainstream market. 

Herzog, Post Doc. Fellow at Berkeley, (Antonia V. “Renewable Energy: A Viable Choice” Environment, Vol 43 No. 10.) December 2001.  http://rael.berkeley.edu/old-site/papers.html 

While the participation of 12 states signals a good start, this patchwork of state policies would not be able to drive down the costs of renewable energy technologies and move these technologies fully into the marketplace. Also, state RPS policies have differed substantially from each other thus far. These differences could cause significant market inefficiencies, negating the cost savings that a more comprehensive, streamlined, market-based federal RPS package would provide.

CONTENTION TWO: HARMS

1AC Enviro Racism Advantage (1/2)

Advantage (   ) is Environmental Racism.
1.  Minority communities are disproportionately affected by environmental catastrophe.  Failure to address climate change means leaving communities of color increasingly vulnerable to Katrina-like disasters.  This constitutes envrionmental racism.  

Maya Wiley, Director of the Center for Social Inclusion, Summer 2006, [“Overcoming Structural Racism,” Race, Poverty, and the Environment, Vol. 13, No. 1, online: http://www.urbanhabitat.org/node/504]

Last winter, the ground never froze in Brooklyn, New York. In January, I was digging up dandelions that had taken over my yard and preparing new flowerbeds.  Climate change is hitting close to home. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) has predicted eight to 10 hurricanes in the North Atlantic Ocean this season—about half-a-dozen of them expected to be at least a category three. Katrina was a category three hurricane. So, New York could be the next New Orleans. One thing climate change makes clear: what happens to one community can happen to all—across neighborhoods, across cities, across countries. 

But we can stop the tragedy of New Orleans from repeating itself. We can even turn New Orleans’ tragedy into an opportunity to understand better the human landscape that for so long has been sowed with the poisonous seeds of racism. By understanding and addressing the inequities brought on by structural racism, we can and will improve our environment in every possible way, including socially and economically.

Often, when we talk about global warming, issues of racial inequity are left out. We focus on “dirty” energy, our government’s failure to regulate corporate polluting and reluctance to create incentives for clean and renewable energy alternatives. We criticize our consumer culture with its insatiable appetite for SUVs, and our preference for suburban living with its long commutes. All of these are, of course, important factors in creating and perpetuating a climate crisis that is finally being acknowledged in the U.S., thanks to the hard work of environmental activists. While no one can say for sure that global warming caused hurricane Katrina, the science strongly suggests that storms are getting fiercer and more destructive because of carbon emissions. 
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2.  Status quo plans for energy reform maintain this racist distribution of pollution .  Only requiring a shift to renewable energy can  promote environmental justice. 

Sacramento Bee, February 19. 2008. “Environmental Justice Groups Declare War on Carbon Trading.“ http://www.sacbee.com/static/weblogs/hothouse/archives/010675.html
Many environmental groups and economists support a cap-and-trade system to control greenhouse gases, but environmental justice advocates -- which represent low-income communities with large populations of African-American, Latino and Asian people -- fear that cap-and-trade will expose their communities to unfair burdens of pollution. Some oil refineries, they fear, would be allowed to increase or maintain emissions with a cap-and-trade system (by purchasing offsets), whereas a regulatory scheme would force all industries to reduce. “Pollution trading allows us to treat clean air as a private commodity to be traded, speculated against, and profited from. We owe future generations clean air and a healthy environment, making pollution profitable is a prescription for disaster,” said Martha Arguello of Physicians for Social Responsibility-Los Angeles in a press release today. The EJ coalition prefers more of a regulatory approach, including mandates for zero-carbon cars and energy efficiency policies, including a tougher Renewable Portfolio Standard bill.

3.  Only by addressing each individual instance of racism can we begin to dismantle it.  Failure to do so guarantees violent planetary destruction.

Joseph Barndt, pastor in the Bronx and codirector of Crossroads, a ministry dedicated to dismantling racism.  Dismantling Racism: The Continuing Challenge to White America, 1991, p. 155-56

To study racism is to study walls.  We have looked at barriers and fences and limitations, ghettos and prisons.  The prison of racism confines us all, people of color and white people alike.  It shackles the victimizer as well as the victim.  The walls forcibly keep people of color and white people separate from each other; in our separate prisons we are all prevented from achieving the human potential that God intends for us.  The limitations imposed on people of color by poverty, subservience, and powerlessness are cruel, inhuman, and unjust; the effects of uncontrolled power, privilege, and greed, which are the marks of our white prison will inevitably destroy us as well.  But we have also seen that the walls of racism can be dismantled.  We are not condemned to an inexorable fate, but are offered the vision and the possibility of freedom.  Brick by brick, stone by stone, the prison of individual, institutional, and cultural racism can be destroyed.  You and I are urgently called to join the efforts of those who know it is time to tear down, once and for all, the walls of racism.  The danger of self-destruction seems to be drawing ever more near.  The results of centuries of national and worldwide conquest and colonization, of military buildups and violent aggression, of overconsumption and environmental destruction may be reaching the point of no return.  A small and predominantly white minority of global population derives its power and privilege from sufferings of the vast majority of peoples of color.  For the sake of the world and ourselves, we dare not allow it to continue. 
1ac Warming Advantage (1/3)

Advantage (__) is Global Warming.

1, The scientific consensus is in.  Global warming is real and it is primarily caused by humans burning fossil fuels, not by natural sources.

Joseph Romm, senior fellow, Center for American Progress, February 27, 2008 www.salon.com/news/feature/2008/02/27/global_warming_deniers/index.html

Over and over again, scientists have demonstrated that observed changes in the climate in recent decades can only be explained by taking into account the observed combination of human and natural forcings. Natural forcings alone just don't explain what is happening to this planet.  For instance, in April 2005, one of the nation's top climate scientists, NASA's James Hansen, led a team of scientists that made "precise measurements of increasing ocean heat content over the past 10 years," which revealed that the Earth is absorbing far more heat than it is emitting to space, confirming what earlier computer models had shown about warming. Hansen called this energy imbalance the "smoking gun" of climate change, and said, "There can no longer be genuine doubt that human-made gases are the dominant cause of observed warming."  Another 2005 study, led by the Scripps Institution of Oceanography, compared actual ocean temperature data from the surface down to hundreds of meters (in the Atlantic, Pacific and Indian oceans) with climate models and concluded:  A warming signal has penetrated into the world's oceans over the past 40 years. The signal is complex, with a vertical structure that varies widely by ocean; it cannot be explained by natural internal climate variability or solar and volcanic forcing, but is well simulated by two anthropogenically [human-caused] forced climate models. We conclude that it is of human origin, a conclusion robust to observational sampling and model differences.  Such studies are also done for many other observations: land-based temperature rise, atmospheric temperature rise, sea level rise, arctic ice melt, inland glacier melt, Greenland and Antarctic ice sheet melt, expansion of the tropics (desertification) and changes in precipitation. Studies compare every testable prediction from climate change theory and models (and suggested by paleo-climate research) to actual observations. How many studies? Well, the IPCC's definitive treatment of the subject, "Understanding and Attributing Climate Change," has 11 full pages of references, some 500 peer-reviewed studies. This is not a consensus of opinion. It is what scientific research and actual observations reveal.

1ac Warming Advantage (2/3)

2. Global warming is causing massive climate change, posing the worst environmental threat humans have ever faced.  

Mayer Hillman et al, Senior Fellow, Policy Institute in London, 2007, The Suicidal Planet: how to prevent climate catastrophe, p. 11

Climate change is the most serious environmental threat that the world has ever faced. The dangers can hardly be exaggerated. Climate scientists predict that by the end of this century, temperatures could rise 10 degrees F worldwide. But even if they rise by "just" 5 degrees F, major parts of the earth's surface could become uninhabitable and many species on the planet could be wiped out. Just within the next fifty years, there will be more heat waves, higher summer temperatures, fewer cold winters, and rising sea levels. As a consequence, hundreds of millions of people will be at serious risk from flooding, there will be a huge loss of life from excessively hot weather, diseases from warmer regions will become established, some species and habitats will be lost forever, and patterns of agriculture and business will have to change radically. And then, before too long, the whole world may face the even greater dangers of longterm and irreversible catastrophic changes as warming threatens the Greenland Ice shelf, the Gulf Stream, and the West Antarctic ice sheet

3. We are on the brink of a catastrophe.  Climate change threatens all life on the planet.  Any energy policy that does not dramatically reduce fossil fuel consumption amounts to merely rearranging deck chairs on the titanic.

Dr. Brandenberg and Paxson ’99  [John, physicist, rocket scientist, member of NASA Technical Advisory Committee of Technology and Commercialization, and Monica, scientific writer and editor, Dead Mars Dying Earth p. 153-6]
The world we know is like the Titanic. It is grand, chic, high powered, and it slips effortless through a frigid sea of icebergs. It does not have enough lifeboats, and those that it has will be poorly employed. The Americans, Europeans and Japanese are its aristocratic, first-class passengers. The Third World is in steerage. If we do not change course, disaster, perhaps catastrophe, is almost inevitable. As on the Titanic, the passengers in steerage will bear the brunt of the disaster, while the fraction of the passengers who can afford first- class tickets will sit in their half-empty lifeboats trying to stop their ears and cover their eyes.

There is a reason why interest in the Titanic has been revived; it’s the perfect metaphor for our planet. On some level we know: we are on the Titanic. We just don’t know we’ve been hit. The mass death aboard the Titanic occurred because of a collision with ice in a juxtaposition of carelessness and bad luck. Our disaster comes from our collision with a greenhouse—the greenhouse effect and global warming—a problem of such massive inertia that it will be extremely difficult to stop.
Unless we are effective in stopping it, excessive greenhouse warming will be an unqualified disaster for humanity, and in 50 years will bring the human race in extremis. The four horsemen of the apocalypse will ride, but the end of the world will not come. That would be too quick and merciful. As the temperature rises, the reassurances will resound that all will be well and that humanity will simply adjust to this supposedly inevitable change in climate. Unfortunately, they have no basis in either analysis, or history.

No accurate analysis can yet be done on the interaction of the atmosphere, the oceans, the biosphere, and the human race. The latter is poorly understood and the former are by nature unpredictable and powerful. No one knows what will really happen. It is a mad experiment, like setting your house on fire to see if the smoke detectors work. No historical precedent is useful either, since never before has the human race occupied the planet so completely, nor strained its resources so excessively. The only clue that history offers is that natural climate changes have usually inflicted great suffering and incited 
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<CONTINUED>

great bloodshed among humankind. The human condition is prone to misery even in times of stable climate and tends toward war even when no environmental stress is present. It strains belief to consider that the lot of the human race will improve as the world grows hotter, the winds faster and the Arctic ice more tenuous. However, this will not stop expert reassurance from becoming an industry.
People will shell out good money for reassurance. Companies will continue to set up institutes of global climate change reassurance, just as the tobacco industry has set up its own institutes and commissioned its own studies on the safety of cigarettes. Not surprisingly, these studies find no connection between cigarette smoke and cancer.
Since a climate change such as the one we are producing cannot be modeled accurately, reassurances concerning global warming are reminiscent of the rationalizations made by the officers aboard the ship, the Californian, who ignored the sight of repeated distress flares fired from the Titanic, which was at that moment only 10 miles away, stopped in the water, sinking, and surrounded by icebergs. The problem with the crew of the Californian was that they lacked imagination. In the cosmos as we now understand it, lack of imagination can be fatal.

Perhaps on the Californian there existed a deeper problem: they may have actively suppressed their imagination. They were perhaps afraid to imagine that the rockets meant a ship out there was in distress in the ice-choked seas. This would require them to take action, to risk being wrong, to risk their own ship.

When the morning came, the Californian still took two hours to cross the 20 miles to the site of Titanic, but by then all that remained to do was to recover the dead. Greenhouse warming, it seems, is treated with the same detachment. Few corporations have bothered to examine seriously the titanic global collision approaching us. So, in great numbers, privately, publicly and corporately, we continue to load our atmosphere with greenhouse gases, adding daily to the problem. It would be too painful to stop, we are told, perhaps even dangerous to ‘our economic health. The consequences will probably not be that terrible when they arrive, we are reassured. But this opinion flies in the face of virtually all of the evidence.

In the tropics, where most of the Earth’s people live, often in profound poverty, often crowded onto small parcels of arable land that produce barely enough food to live on, any change of climate will bring terrible suffering and disruption. Global warming means spreading deserts and rising seas, which in turn means that the habitable regions of the Earth will shrink. If there were fewer human beings on the planet it would help, but there aren’t “fewer.” There are 6 billion of us, trending toward 11 billion, behaving like parasites, sucking the vitality from our host, choking the air with our wastes, unable or unwilling to control our populations, ignorant of how to contribute to the biosphere that supports our economies, feeling entitled to survive and prosper, but, instead, following a precise formula for creating a global disaster, perhaps a catastrophe.

1AC Oil Wars Advantage (1/2)

Advantage (__) is Oil Wars. 

1. Oil production will peak in the status quo leaving major powers like the US scrambling for energy.  Without renewable alternatives, the United States and other states will fight wars for resources.

The Age 2008 [April 26, Australia, If you think the oil situation is bad, worse is to come, 

http://business.theage.com.au/if-you-think-the-oil-situation-is-bad-worse-is-to-come/20080425-28ma.html]

The planet's population is expected to grow by 50% to 9 billion by the middle of the century.  The number of cars and trucks is projected to double in 30 years — to more than 2 billion — as developing nations rapidly modernise. And twice as many passenger planes, more than 36,000, will in all likelihood be flying in 20 years.  All of that will require a lot more oil — enough that global oil consumption will jump by 35% by 2030, according to the International Energy Agency, a leading global energy forecaster for the US and other developed nations.  Producers will have to find and pump an additional 11 billion barrels every year.  And that's only 22 years away, a heartbeat for the petroleum industry, where the pace of finding and tapping supplies is measured in decades. The pursuit of oil will be just part of the energy challenge. The world's energy demand — including oil, coal, natural gas, nuclear power, as well as renewable energy sources such as wind, solar and hydro power — is set to rise by 65% over the next two decades, according to the IEA.  But petroleum, the dominant fuel of the 20th century, will remain the top energy source. It accounts for more than a third of energy needs, ahead of coal and natural gas.  Refined into petrol, kerosene or diesel fuel, oil has no viable substitute as a transport fuel, and that is not likely to change much in the next 30 years.  The problem is that no one can say for sure where all this oil is going to come from.  That might not sound like such a bad thing for those concerned about carbon emissions and climate change. High prices might force people to conserve and encourage development of alternatives. But the energy crunch might also result in a global scramble for resources, energy wars, and much higher energy prices.  Some oil executives are sounding the alarm bell. At a recent energy conference, John Hess, chief executive of international oil company Hess Corp, warned that an oil crisis was looming if the world did not deal with runaway demand and strained supplies.  Royal Dutch Shell chief executive Jeroen van der Veer said recently, with some understatement, that "the energy outlook does not look rosy".  The world's oil supplies are already stretched. Countries outside the OPEC cartel — which have been the main source of discoveries and production since the 1970s — have said they expect little to no growth in production this year.  The North Sea and Alaska are slowly running out, and producers there are struggling to keep production from falling. Russia's phenomenal oil surge is coming to an end. A top executive of Lukoil, the country's second-largest oil group, said last week that Russia's production was unlikely to increase much. Nigeria is battling a violent militancy.  And Mexico, the third most important supplier of crude to the US, has been stuck in a crippling political debate over keeping out foreign investors while witnessing a dramatic production drop that some analysts say may be irreversible.  
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2. The US will fight to the bloody end to protect its dominance over resources.  All life is at risk!

Heinberg, journalist and lecturer at the New College of California, ’05 [Richard, The Party’s Over, p. 251]

In the past 60 years, the US military and intelligence services have grown to become bureaucracies of unrivaled scope, power, and durability. While the US has not declared war on any nation since 1945, it has nevertheless bombed or invaded a total of 19 countries and stationed troops, or engaged in direct or indirect military action, in dozens of others.
During the Cold War, the US military apparatus grew exponentially, ostensibly in response to the threat posed by an archrival: the Soviet Union. But after the end of the Cold War the American military and intelligence establishments did not shrink in scale to any appreciable degree. Rather, their implicit agenda—the protection of global resource interests—emerged as the semi-explicit justification for their continued existence.

With resource hegemony comes challenges from nations or sub-national groups opposing that hegemony. But the immensity of US military might ensured that such challenges would be overwhelmingly asymmetrical. US strategies labeled such challenges “terrorism”—a term with a definition malleable enough to be applicable to any threat from any potential enemy, foreign or domestic, while never referring to any violent action on the part of the US, its agents, or its allies.

This policy puts the US on a collision course with the rest of the world. If all-out competition is pursued with the available weapons of awesome power, the result could be the destruction not just of industrial civilization, but of humanity and most of the biosphere.

1AC Competitiveness Advantage (1/2)

Advantage (   ) is Economic Competitiveness. 

1.  The United States’ failure develop an alternative energy market is weakening its economic power compared to other countries.

Institute for 21st Century Energy, “Facts, Choices, and Challenges” 2007 http://www.energyxxi.org/xxi/Resources/facts_security.htm
Securing our energy supply, and thus our economic competitiveness, is also under pressure from the demands of other nations. Worldwide demand for fuel and power will expand much faster than our own. The Energy Information Administration predicts growth of more than 70% in global energy consumption between 2003 and 2030. Americans will feel the impact of this growing demand in prices, availability, geopolitics, and vulnerability to security threats, especially if we continue to heavily restrict energy development here at home. Burgeoning global energy consumption, most of which will come from fossil fuels, also means that efforts to address environmental and climate change concerns will have little or no effect without worldwide participation. The rapidly expanding economies of China and India are becoming massive consumers of energy and will put serious pressure on global energy supplies, as well as on demand for energy-saving technologies. China and India are powering much of their industrial development with impressive coal reserves. By some estimates, China is building an average of one coal-fired plant every week to power its booming economy. The two countries are each planning to build 20 new nuclear reactors by 2020. Even so, by 2050 both nations could be importing 70% to 80% of their energy needs. By 2020, China will have 140 million private cars, more than the United States has at present. Competitive economies need affordable and reliable energy. Our global competitors are embracing this reality. We can ill afford to ignore it.

2.  Without a federal endorsement, businesses don’t have the confidence to invest in renewables.  

Herzog, Post Doc. Fellow at Berkeley, 2001 (Antonia V. “Renewable Energy: A Viable Choice” Environment, Vol 43 No. 10 December.  http://rael.berkeley.edu/old-site/papers.html) 

The push to develop renewable and other clean energy technologies is no longer being driven solely by environmental concerns; these technologies are becoming economically competitive. According to Merrill Lynch’s Robin Batchelor, the traditional energy sector has lacked appeal to investors in recent years because of heavy regulation, low growth, and a tendency to be cyclical.10 The United States’ lack of support for innovative new companies sends a signal that U.S. energy markets are biased against new entrants. The clean energy industry could, however, become a world-leading industry akin to that of U.S. semi-conductors and computer systems.

1AC Economic Competitiveness Advantage (2/2)

3. Economic competitiveness is critical to maintaining US international hegemony. 

Khalilzad, Rand Corporation, Spring 1995 (Zalmay, The Washington Quarterly, Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War, vol. 18, no. 2, p.84)

The United States is unlikely to preserve its military and technological dominance if the U.S. economy declines seriously. In such an environment, the domestic economic and political base for global leadership would diminish and the United States would probably incrementally withdraw from the world, become inward-looking, and abandon more and more of its external interests. As the United States weakened, others would try to fill the vacuum.

To sustain and improve its economic strength, the United States must maintain its technological lead in the economic realm. Its success will depend on the choices it makes. In the past, developments such as the agricultural and industrial revolutions produced fundamental changes positively affecting the relative position of those who were able to take advantage of them and negatively affecting those who did not. Some argue that the world may be at the beginning of another such transformation, which will shift the sources of wealth and the relative position of classes and nations. If the United States fails to recognize the change and adapt its institutions, its relative position will necessarily worsen.

To remain the preponderant world power, U.S. economic strength must be enhanced by further improvements in productivity, thus increasing real per capita income; by strengthening education and training; and by generating and using superior science and technology. In the long run the economic future of the United States will also be affected by two other factors. One is the imbalance between government revenues and government expenditure. As a society the United States has to decide what part of the GNP it wishes the government to control and adjust expenditures and taxation accordingly. The second, which is even more important to U.S. economic well-being over the long run, may be the overall rate of investment. Although their government cannot endow Americans with a Japanese-style propensity to save, it can use tax policy to raise the savings rate.

4.  US hegemony is necessary to prevent multiple scenarios for global nuclear war. 

Khalilzad, Rand Corporation, Spring 1995 (Zalmay, The Washington Quarterly, Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War, vol. 18, no. 2, p.84)

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

1AC PLAN

Thus, the plan:

The United States Federal Government should establish a renewable portfolio standard requiring that 20% of all energy produced within the United States come from renewable sources by the year 2020. 

1AC Solvency (1/2)

CONTENTION THREE: SOLVENCY

1. A renewable portfolio standard is absolutely critical to making alternative energy competitive in a market that favors fossil fuels and nuclear.  It’s the surest way to create industry investment in a sustainable market.  

Herzog, Post Doc. Fellow at Berkeley, 2001. (Antonia V. “Renewable Energy: A Viable Choice” Environment, Vol 43 No. 10. December   http://rael.berkeley.edu/old-site/papers.html) 

The coal, oil, natural gas, and nuclear power industries continue to receive considerable government subsidies, even though they are already well established in the marketplace. Without the RPS or a similar mechanism, many renewables will not be able to survive in an increasingly competitive electricity market focused on producing power at the lowest direct cost. And while the RPS is designed to deliver renewables that are most ready for the market, additional policies will still be needed to support emerging renewable technologies, like photovoltaics, that have enormous potential to become commercially competitive. The RPS is the surest market-based approach for securing the public benefits of renewables while supplying the greatest amount of clean power at the lowest price. It creates an ongoing incentive to drive down costs by providing a dependable and predictable market. An RPS will promote vigorous competition among renewable energy developers and technologies to meet the standard at the lowest cost.

2.  Renewables are economically feasible and ready for investment.  There is nothing holding them back from supplanting fossil fuels but the sloth of the federal government. 

Herzog, Post Doc. Fellow at Berkeley, 2001. (Antonia V. “Renewable Energy: A Viable Choice” Environment, Vol 43 No. 10. December   http://rael.berkeley.edu/old-site/papers.html)
For many years, renewables were seen as energy options that—while environmentally and socially attractive—occupied niche markets at best, due to barriers of cost and available infrastructure. In the last decade, however, the case for renewable energy has become economically compelling as well. There has been a true revolution in technological innovation, cost improvements, and our understanding and analysis of appropriate applications of renewable energy resources and technologies—notably solar, wind, small-scale hydro, and biomass-based energy, as well as advanced energy conversion devices such as fuel cells.4 There are now a number of energy sources, conversion technologies, and applications that make renewable energy options either equal or better in price and services provided than the prevailing fossil-fuel technologies. For example, in a growing number of settings in industrialized nations, wind energy is now the least expensive option among all energy technologies—with the added benefit of being modular and quick to install and bring on-line. In fact, some farmers, notably in the U.S. Midwest, have found that they can generate more income per hectare from the electricity generated by a wind turbine than from their crop or ranching proceeds.5 Also, photovoltaic (solar) panels and solar hot water heaters placed on buildings across America can help reduce energy costs, dramatically shave peak-power demands, produce a healthier living environment, and increase the overall energy supply.
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3. 20% by 2020 is attainable and is the best goal for businesses. 

Herzog, Post Doc. Fellow at Berkeley, 2001. (Antonia V. “Renewable Energy: A Viable Choice” Environment, Vol 43 No. 10. December   http://rael.berkeley.edu/old-site/papers.html)

The Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) is akin to the efficiency standards for vehicles and appliances that have proven successful in the past. A gradually increasing RPS is designed to integrate renewables into the marketplace in the most cost-effective fashion, and it ensures that a growing proportion of electricity sales is provided by renewable energy. An RPS provides the one true means to use market forces most effectively—the market picks the winning and losing technologies. A number of studies indicate that a national renewable energy component of 2 percent in 2002, growing to 10 percent in 2010 and 20 percent by 2020, that would include wind, biomass, geothermal, solar, and landfill gas, is broadly good for business and can readily be achieved.34 States that decide to pursue more aggressive goals could be rewarded through an additional federal incentive program. In the past, federal RPS legislation has been introduced in Congress and was proposed by the Clinton administration, but it has yet to be re-introduced by either this Congress or the Bush administration.
4. The latest science shows that 20% by 2020 is a more than reasonable goal.  

Union of Concerned Scientists, citizens and scientists for Environmental Solutions, “Renewable Electricity Standard FAQ”, 2007 online: http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_energy/clean_energy_policies/the-renewable-electricity-standard.html
The United States is blessed by an abundance of renewable energy resources from the sun, wind, and earth. Combined, the technical potential of major renewable technologies could provide more than five times the electricity this country needs.1 Good wind areas, covering only 6 percent of the lower 48-state land area, could theoretically supply more than 1.3 times the total current national demand for electricity. A 12,000- square-mile area in Nevada could produce enough electricity from the sun to meet annual national demand. We have large untapped geothermal and bioenergy (energy crops and plant waste) resources. Of course, there are limits to how much of this potential can be used economically, because of competing land uses, competing costs from other energy sources, and limits to the transmission system, but there is more than enough to supply 10 percent, or even 20 percent, of our nation’s electricity needs.
Inherency: A2 States Solve

Many state portfolios allow dirty energy to qualify. 

Energy Justice Network, 2007, http://www.energyjustice.net/rps/.
Unfortunately, many of the RPS laws in other states allow existing and dirty "renewables" to qualify. However, some stronger RPS bills have been put forth. A model RPS bill - the strongest and cleanest in the nation - was introduced in the Pennsylvania Senate in early November 2003.
Existing state-based rps does not mandate a sufficient amount of electricity be generated from renewable energy

Eric Martinot, Ryan Wiser, and Jan Hamrin (Center for Resource Solutions, San Francisco, 2005) www.resource-solutions.org/lib/librarypdfs/IntPolicy-RE.policies.markets.US.pdf
Selective application of the purchase requirement. Some US states have applied the RPS to only a small segment of the state’s electric market, muting the potential impacts of the policy. For example, in both Connecticut and Pennsylvania, initial RPS requirements applied to less than 5% of the total market (in both cases, subsequent revisions to the policies have rectified this problem). Not only does this violate the principle of competitive parity, it also ensures that the RPS will have only a marginal impact.
The US is overly reliant on state-based solutions to generate renewable energy

Eric Martinot, Ryan Wiser, and Jan Hamrin (Center for Resource Solutions, San Francisco, 2005) www.resource-solutions.org/lib/librarypdfs/IntPolicy-RE.policies.markets.US.pdf
As the PURPA era gave way to stagnation in the early 1990s, electric power restructuring led to a boom in state policy innovations to support renewable energy. Those innovations, including RPS, public-benefit funds, net metering laws, voluntary green power markets, and a variety of financial incentives and regulatory provisions, have been gaining momentum since 1998. They now provide the bulk of encouragement for renewable energy in the United States, in combination with attractive federal tax incentives. Overall, however, the impact of these state-level actions is still modest relative to the potential impact of more aggressive federal policy. If anything, US experience illustrates the risk of relying too heavily on state-level support alone.
Action at both the state and federal level is necessary to spur renewable energy market growth

Eric Martinot, Ryan Wiser, and Jan Hamrin (Center for Resource Solutions, San Francisco, 2005) www.resource-solutions.org/lib/librarypdfs/IntPolicy-RE.policies.markets.US.pdf

Although government R&D and other technology development efforts are important, the history of the United States shows that renewable energy technologies and industries have developed fastest when policies have provided clear, consistent, and strong incentives for commercial market demand to grow.

The PURPA era still stands as the most successful period of renewable energy development in the US, due to a confluence of factors and the strong support provided by the feed-in type of policy. In the future, state-level renewables portfolios standards will be the key to large-scale expansion, and some early RPS successes were being achieved. But design pitfalls have plagued some RPS programs and future design and implementation will need to proceed carefully. And even more aggressive policy action will be needed, comparable to aggressive policies in other countries, at both state and federal levels, in order for US markets to follow global trends.

Enviro Racism: A2 “Laws Bad”

Even if they are not a cure-all, environmental laws can play an important role in addressing and redressing environmental injustice.  

Alice Kaswan, Assistant Professor of Law, Catholic University School of Law, The American Law Review, 1997. 47 Am. U.L. Rev. 221
Notwithstanding the role of environmental laws in causing environmental injustice, the environmental justice literature does acknowledge that environmental litigation may be an effective tool in challenging an undesirable facility. Since many facilities are undesirable due to their environmental consequences, environmental laws regulating the siting process or facility operations provide a natural basis for challenge. n264 Moreover, environmental laws may be the most promising method for achieving legal redress due to the limited coverage of civil rights laws and the high evidentiary burdens associated with the Equal Protection Clause. n265 The literature refers to the relatively frequent success of environmental lawsuits brought to resolve environmental justice conflicts. n266

The environmental justice movement supports the plan, and  it’s much better than the other approaches in the status quo. 

Naomi Kim, California Environmental Justice Movement, February 19, 2008. www.environmentalhealth.org/Declaration_Against_Trading%20FINALrelease.pdf
The coalition called for policies that directly and significantly reduce emissions, and focus on moving the state away from the fossil fuel infrastructure because such fuels are the overwhelming contributor to climate change and have devastating impacts on the poor and communities of color in California and around the world. Dr. Henry Clark of the West County Toxics Coalition explained, “Our people are sick and dying from the refineries. Trading schemes knowingly concentrate pollution exacerbating existing ‘hot spots’ in our communities of color. You can’t buy us off with promises of parks and asthma education programs, and then somehow think we’ll be ok with subjecting our children to increased cancer risk.” 
The EJ Coalition urges others to join their movement in demanding that California reject the fundamentally flawed trading and offsets approach, and instead adopt energy efficiency policies, promote zero-carbon cars, and calls on the Legislature to adopt and the Governor to sign an increased Renewable Portfolio Standard bill. The coalition also supports the use of consistent carbon pricing mechanisms, such as a mitigating effects carbon fee, to achieve actual reductions and a genuine transition to a clean energy economy. “Such a transition could bring about numerous opportunities; economic benefits, green job creation, and healthier communities in the fight against climate change,” stated Jose Carmona, a clean energy advocate. Instead, Carolina Simunovic of Fresno Metro Ministries pointed out “we’re wasting incredible amounts of time and resources trying to re-design a failed carbon trading system.” 
Environmental laws are helpful to fighting injustice. 

Naomi Kim, California Environmental Justice Movement, February 19, 2008. www.environmentalhealth.org/Declaration_Against_Trading%20FINALrelease.pdf
Environmental laws play three different roles in the pursuit of environmental justice. The first is instrumental: environmental laws may provide a legal "hook" for suits against a project, even if that "hook" does not explicitly relate to the question of justice. n285 Second, environmental laws could serve, rather than hinder, the pursuit of distributive justice. New requirements that demographic impacts be considered in connection with government decisions affecting the environment provide one mechanism for addressing distributional justice. n286 Passing legislation requiring greater distributional equity would be another. n287 Third, environmental laws may assist in the pursuit of political justice. While the first and second roles have received some attention in the environmental justice literature, n288 the role of environmental laws in the pursuit of political justice has not received sufficient attention. The remainder of this Article addresses this issue.

Enviro Racism: Plan creates jobs in poor communities

RPS will create jobs in low income neighborhoods which will help lift people out of poverty and offer them all sorts of new opportunities. 

International Herald Tribune, March 26, 2008. http://www.iht.com/articles/2008/03/26/business/gcollar.php?page=2
"The development of a green economy creates a broad new set of opportunities," Quam said. "When I first started looking at this area, many people commented on how this will be as big as the Internet. But this is so much bigger than the Internet. The only comparable example we can find is the Industrial Revolution. It will affect every business and every industry."

Jones, the president of Green for All, joined the green economy after graduating from Yale Law School. He became executive director of the Ella Baker Center for Human Rights in Oakland, using that position to start a program that trains low-income workers in how to weatherize homes and install solar panels. Jones calls such jobs green pathways out of poverty. "We need people who are highly educated at the theoretical level," he said, "and we need people who are highly educated at the level of skilled labor."
Our evidence is better than theirs – RPS will create jobs and keep money circulating around local economies.  

Alan Nogee et al. Clean Energy Program Director with the Union of Concerned Scientists, “The Projected Impacts of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard” The Electricity Journal, May 2007.
Renewable energy technologies tend to create more jobs than fossil fuel technologies because they are more labor-intensive. A large share of the expenditures for renewable energy is spent on manufacturing equipment, and installing and maintaining it. With biomass, money is also spent on fuel, but usually from sources that are within 50 miles of a biomass plant, because it is too expensive to transport it for long distances. Therefore, renewable energy facilities avoid the need to export cash to import fuel from other states, regions, or countries— keeping money circulating in the local economy, and creating more local jobs.
Competitiveness: A2 Heg Down

American hegemony is here to stay. 

Drezner, 2008 (Daniel W, associate IR prof. @ Tufts U, 2/20, http://www.newsweek.com/id/114011/page/2)
In a recent cover story in the New York Times Magazine titled "Waving Goodbye to Hegemony," the author, Parag Khanna, asserted that rising powers like Venezuela and India would be playing the United States, the European Union and China off each other to advance their aims. As if on cue, Venezuela's Hugo Chávez announced last week that his country was contemplating a cutoff of oil sales to the United States. America's decline is matched with growing buzz over the rise of the BRICs—Brazil, Russia, India and China. Are we already living in a multipolar world? Not so fast. There is a difference between forming expectations about future trends and believing that the future is now. If anything, recent events reaffirm the primacy of American power. American consumer and capital markets are still the primary engine of global economic growth. In the recent rash of health and safety scares revolving around products made in China, Beijing blustered in a way that suggested it held the upper hand. Six months later, however, China announced plans to overhaul health and safety inspections of Chinese exports, including improving its information database on all exports. Chinese diplomats demonstrated greater contrition in private negotiations with Western officials. Publicly officials began opening up more factories to inspection by Western journalists. In December of last year China signed two bilateral agreements with the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services widening access to Chinese factories. One Chinese academic concluded that the agreements represented "a very big response to U.S. demands." Contrary to popular perception, China's productive power remains less salient on the world stage than the market power of the United States. The effect of uncertainty in America's mortgage market had ripple effects across the globe. These market jitters revealed two facts. First, for all the talk about waning American power, markets stabilized only when Federal Reserve chairman Ben Bernanke announced an emergency interest rate cut. Second, an underlying cause behind the worldwide financial hiccup is that producers across the globe rely on the American consumer to purchase their wares. This even applies to sovereign wealth funds. To be sure, the United States needs the money to finance its large current account deficit. However, most other asset markets are neither big enough nor open enough to cater to large-scale sovereign wealth investments. Indeed, the very countries ginning up sovereign wealth funds at the moment are the most protectionist when it comes to foreign direct investment. The ability of rising states to play the United States off Europe and China is also open to question. Consider Venezuela again. This past Sunday Chávez backed down from his threat, saying, "We don't have plans to stop sending oil to the United States." Clearly Chávez wishes he could carry out the threat—but the only refineries that can process Venezuelan oil into a useful commodity are based in the United States. Chávez has been in power for close to a decade, and the United States remains Venezuela's largest export market. ongtime observers of international relations will have a sense of déjà vu in reading about America's decline. Two decades ago international-relations scholars were enmeshed in a debate about American decline. Replace China with Japan, and the current gnashing of teeth sounds like a replay of debates from the 1980s. Over the long term, however, the demographic and economic vitality of the American economy is difficult to dispute compared with possible peer competitors. For decades to come, the United States will be first among equals. So don't believe the hype. By most measures, the United States is still the hegemon. This does not mean, of course, that the declinists don't have a point. Power is a relative measure, and the robust growth of the BRIC nations guarantees that U.S. influence will decline in the future. The really important question for America—and the world—is how Americans will manage this adjustment.
The US has the most power in the world and will continue to for decades

Haas 8 (Richard, CFR pres., May/June, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20080501faessay87304/richard-n-haass/the-age-of-nonpolarity.html)

In this world, the United States is and will long remain the largest single aggregation of power. It spends more than $500 billion annually on its military -- and more than $700 billion if the operations in Afghanistan and Iraq are included -- and boasts land, air, and naval forces that are the world's most capable. Its economy, with a GDP of some $14 trillion, is the world's largest. The United States is also a major source of culture (through films and television), information, and innovation. But the reality of American strength should not mask the relative decline of the United States' position in the world -- and with this relative decline in power an absolute decline in influence and independence. The U.S. share of global imports is already down to 15 percent. Although U.S. GDP accounts for over 25 percent of the world's total, this percentage is sure to decline over time given the actual and projected differential between the United States' growth rate and those of the Asian giants and many other countries, a large number of which are growing at more than two or three times the rate of the United States.
Competitiveness: A2 competitiveness high

US competitiveness is declining. 

CSIS Middle East Program 8 (3/26, http://www.csis.org/media/csis/events/080326_gulf_roundtable_summary.pdf.)

These concerns play into growing anxiety about the place of the United States in the world. Sharply increasing economic growth in the developing world, combined with slowing growth in the developed world means that U.S. primacy is declining. Although the traditional view is that most economies around the world depend on a healthy U.S. economy to prosper, many economists and businessmen see a possibility that the U.S. and world economy may no longer be so inextricably linked. On a more popular level, concerns that unscrupulous Chinese businessmen are trying to poison Americans while Arabs are trying to use their American dollars to undermine U.S. interests in the Middle East resonate strongly in some quarters.

This is because of its failure to take the lead in the renewables market.

Herzog, Postdoctoral Researches at the Renewable and Appropriate Energy Laboratory, December 2001 (Antonio, Timothy Lipman and Jennifer L. Edwards, Environment, “Renewable Energy: A Viable Choice,” www.findarticles.com)  

The United States has lagged in its commitment to maintain leadership in key technological and industrial areas, many of which are related to the energy sector.6 The United States has fallen behind Japan and Germany in the production of photovoltaic systems, behind Denmark in wind and cogeneration system deployment, and behind Japan, Germany, and Canada in the development of fuel-cell systems. Developing these industries within the United States is vital to the country’s international competitiveness, commercial strength, and ability to provide for its own energy needs. Renewable Energy Technologies Conventional energy sources based on oil, coal, and natural gas have proven to be highly effective drivers of economic progress, but at the same time, they are highly damaging to the environment and human health. These traditional energy sources are facing increasing pressure on a host of environmental fronts, with perhaps the most serious being the looming threat of climate change and a needed reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. It is now clear that efforts to maintain atmospheric CO2 concentrations below even double the pre-industrial level cannot be accomplished in an oil- and coal-dominated global economy. Theoretically, renewable energy sources can meet many times the world’s energy demand. More important, renewable energy technologies can now be considered major components of local and regional energy systems. In California, solar, biomass, and wind energy resources, combined with new efficiency measures available for deployment today, could supply half of the state’s total energy needs. As an alternative to centralized power plants, renewable energy systems are ideally suited to provide a decentralized power supply that could help to 4 lower capital infrastructure costs. Renewable systems based on photovoltaic arrays, windmills, biomass, or small hydropower can serve as mass-produced “energy appliances” that can be manufactured at low cost and tailored to meet specific energy loads and service conditions. These systems have less of an impact on the environment, and the impact they do have is more widely dispersed than that of centralized power plants, which in some cases contribute significantly to ambient air pollution and acid rain. There has been significant progress in cost reductions made by renewable technologies (see Figure 1).7 In general, renewable energy systems are characterized by low or no fuel costs, although operation and maintenance costs can be considerable. Systems such as photovoltaics contain far fewer mechanically active parts than comparable fossil fuel combustion systems, and are therefore likely to be less costly to maintain in the long term. Costs of solar and wind power systems have dropped substantially in the past 30 years and continue to decline. For decades, the prices of oil and natural gas have been, as one research group noted, “predictably unpredictable”8. Recent analyses have shown that generating capacity from wind and solar energy can be added at low incremental costs relative to additions of fossil fuel-based generation. Geothermal and wind can be competitive with modern combined-cycle power plants—and geothermal, wind, and biomass all have lower total costs than advanced coalfired plants, once approximate environmental costs are included (see Figure 2).9Environmental costs are based, conservatively, on the direct damage to the terrestrial and river systems from mining and pollutant emissions, as well as the impacts on crop yields and urban areas. The costs would be considerably higher if the damage caused by global warming were to be estimated and included. The push to develop renewable and other clean energy technologies is no longer being driven solely by environmental concerns; these technologies are becoming economically competitive. According to Merrill Lynch’s Robin Batchelor, the traditional energy sector has lacked appeal to investors in recent years because of heavy regulation, low growth, and a tendency to be cyclical.10 The United States’ lack of support for innovative new companies sends a signal that U.S. energy markets are biased against new entrants. The clean energy industry could, however, become a world-leading industry akin to that of U.S. semi-conductors and computer systems. Renewable energy sources have historically had a difficult time breaking into markets that have been dominated by traditional, large-scale, fossil fuel-based systems. This is partly because renewable and other new energy technologies are only now being mass produced and have previously had high capital costs relative to more conventional systems, but also because coal-, oil-, and gas-powered systems have benefited from a range of subsidies over the years. These include military expenditures to protect oil exploration and production interests overseas, the costs of railway construction to enable economical delivery of coal to power plants, and a wide range of tax breaks
Competitiveness: A2 RPS Not Solve economy

RPS will boost the economy, creating new technologies and jobs.

Apollo Alliance 8 (Ella Baker Center's Green Collar Jobs Campaign, http://www.cleantechamerica.com/GreenDevelopment/)

The brightest star in the U.S. economy is the emerging multi-billion dollar green sector. It promises new opportunities in clean renewable power, energy efficient construction, clean technology, and urban agriculture. More to the point, green offers jobs. According to a 2004 UC Berkeley study updated in 2006, Putting Renewables to Work: How Many Jobs Can the Clean Energy Industry Generate? - the renewable industry has consistently produced more jobs per megawatt of electricity generated than the fossil fuel industries in construction, manufacturing, installation, operations, management, and fuel processing.

With a 20 percent national renewable energy standard, UC Berkeley predicts more than 188,000 jobs would be created by 2020. The Apollo Alliance's Jobs Report details how 3.3 million new green collar jobs could be added to the economy over a 10-year period that would stimulate $1.4 trillion in new gross domestic product.

RPS will boost the economy, increasing rural productivity and tax revenue. 

Alan Nogee et al. Clean Energy Program Director with the Union of Concerned Scientists, “The Projected Impacts of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard” The Electricity Journal, May 2007.
A national RPS can help improve the U.S. economy in other ways. Renewable energy can greatly benefit struggling rural economies, by providing new income for farmers, ranchers, and landowners from biomass energy production,wind power lease payments, and local ownership. Property tax revenues from renewable energy facilities can also help local communities pay for schools and vital public services. Table 3 compares the economic development benefits of the 20 percent by 2020 and 10 percent by 2020 national RPS scenarios analyzed using UCS assumptions
Competitiveness Extensions 

Investing in renewables is key to promote US leadership in energy and technology.

Denis Du Bois, editor of Energy Priorities Magazine, April 22, 2006, “US Energy Industry Falling Behind World, Says Weather Makers Author”, Energy Priorities Magazine, http://energypriorities.com/entries/2006/04/us_falling_behind_world_energy.php
“The U.S. is being left behind in the race to capitalize on the new intellectual property that will drive the new energy economy," Tim Flannery declared in an NPR interview last week. "That would be a tragedy for this country." In the 1970s, the US was a world leader in wind and solar energy technology, explained Flannery. That lead has since been lost to Germany, Japan, Denmark and Britain. The world has recognized that it cannot go on generating greenhouse gases at the current pace. The U.S. and other non-Kyoto countries, such as Australia, are not investing in areas that will lead to new, low-emissions technology, and they are being left behind. Already behind, I would say. By not backing its renewable power industry, the U.S. is missing opportunities to be the leader in these technologies -- and missing out on jobs and revenue from the energy tech sector. When it comes to clean energy, it's up to other countries to set the pace for the world, and to set the example for emerging economies. 
Energy leadership is key to US hegemony. 

Lugar 8 (Richard, US senator, Jan., http://lugarenergycenter.iupui.edu/forum.html)

We can debate the margin of error in any of these international energy projections, but the picture they paint is a bleak one for global stability and U.S. influence. Rapid industrialization in China, India, and other nations is rendering obsolete many well-intentioned approaches to energy security, climate change, and global economic policy. Technological breakthroughs that expand energy supplies for billions of people worldwide will be necessary for sustained economic growth. If concerns over climate change are factored into policies, the challenge becomes even greater, because serious efforts to limit carbon could constrain energy options – particularly the use of coal. In the absence of revolutionary changes in energy policy, we will be risking multiple hazards for our country that could constrain living standards, undermine our foreign policy goals, and leave us highly vulnerable to economic and political disasters with an almost existential impact.

Competitiveness: Heg Good

US hegemony is good and necessary to prevent other major powers from creating giant wars.  

Stephen Walt, Professor of International Affairs at Harvard's Kennedy School of Government. "American Primacy: Its Prospects and Pitfalls." Naval War College Review, Vol. 55, Iss. 2. pg. 9 (20 pages) Spring 2002.
Proquest
A second consequence of U.S. primacy is a decreased danger of great-power rivalry and a higher level of overall international tranquility. Ironically, those who argue that primacy is no longer important, because the danger of war is slight, overlook the fact that the extent of American primacy is one of the main reasons why the risk of great-power war is as low as it is. For most of the past four centuries, relations among the major powers have been intensely competitive, often punctuated by major wars and occasionally by all-out struggles for hegemony. In the first half of the twentieth century, for example, great-power wars killed over eighty million people. Today, however, the dominant position of the United States places significant limits on the possibility of great-power competition, for at least two reasons. One reason is that because the United States is currently so far ahead, other major powers are not inclined to challenge its dominant position. Not only is there no possibility of a "hegemonic war" (because there is no potential hegemon to mount a challenge), but the risk of war via miscalculation is reduced by the overwhelming gap between the United States and the other major powers. Miscalculation is more likely to lead to war when the balance of power is fairly even, because in this situation both sides can convince themselves that they might be able to win. When the balance of power is heavily skewed, however, the leading state does not need to go to war and weaker states dare not try.8 The second reason is that the continued deployment of roughly two hundred thousand troops in Europe and in Asia provides a further barrier to conflict in each region. So long as U.S. troops are committed abroad, regional powers know that launching a war is likely to lead to a confrontation with the United States. Thus, states within these regions do not worry as much about each other, because the U.S. presence effectively prevents regional conflicts from breaking out. What Joseph Joffe has termed the "American pacifier" is not the only barrier to conflict in Europe and Asia, but it is an important one. This tranquilizing effect is not lost on America's allies in Europe and Asia. They resent U.S. dominance and dislike playing host to American troops, but they also do not want "Uncle Sam" to leave.9 Thus, U.S. primacy is of benefit to the United States, and to other countries as well, because it dampens the overall level of international insecurity. World politics might be more interesting if the United States were weaker and if other states were forced to compete with each other more actively, but a more exciting world is not necessarily a better one. A comparatively boring era may provide few opportunities for genuine heroism, but it is probably a good deal more pleasant to live in than "interesting" decades like the 1930s or 1940s.

Warming:  Its happening

Their sources are paid hacks for the oil industry.  The scientific community is totally on our side.   Warming is happening and its because of human activity. 

Environmental Defense Fund: Global Warming Myths and Facts, January 3, 2008
http://www.edf.org/page.cfm?tagID=1011
The most respected scientific bodies have stated unequivocally that global warming is occurring, and people are causing it by burning fossil fuels (like coal, oil and natural gas) and cutting down forests. The U.S. National Academy of Sciences, which in 2005 the White House called "the gold standard of objective scientific assessment," issued a joint statement with 10 other National Academies of Science saying "the scientific understanding of climate change is now sufficiently clear to justify nations taking prompt action. It is vital that all nations identify cost-effective steps that they can take now, to contribute to substantial and long-term reduction in net global greenhouse gas emissions." (Joint Statement of Science Academies: Global Response to Climate Change [PDF], 2005) The only debate in the science community about global warming is about how much and how fast warming will continue as a result of heat-trapping emissions. Scientists have given a clear warning about global warming, and we have more than enough facts — about causes and fixes — to implement solutions right now.
And none of their  arguments about the earth adapting are relevant.  This is a threat unlike any other humans have ever faced.

Environmental Defense Fund: Global Warming Myths and Facts, January 3, 
2008  http://www.edf.org/page.cfm?tagID=1011

Although humans as a whole have survived the vagaries of drought, stretches of warmth and cold and more, entire societies have collapsed from 
dramatic climatic shifts. The current warming of our climate will bring major 
hardships and economic dislocations — untold human suffering, especially for our children and grandchildren. We are already seeing significant costs from today's global warming which is caused by greenhouse gas pollution. Climate has changed in the past and human societies have survived, but today six billion people depend on interconnected ecosystems and complex 
technological infrastructure. What's more, unless we limit the amount of heat-trapping gases we are putting into the atmosphere, we will face a warming trend unseen since human civilization began 10,000 years ago. (IPCC 2001)
Warming: A2 co2 good

Their projections are just plain wrong. Warming will hurt and not help agriculture.

McBroom 07 UC Berkeley Campus News

online: http://berkeley.edu/news/media/releases/2001/08/07_warm.html

The impact of global warming on U.S. agriculture appears to be much larger and more negative than has been recognized, according to a new analysis by agricultural experts at the University of California, Berkeley. Moreover, the impact is unambiguously negative. There is little chance that a significant rise in global temperature could benefit U.S. agriculture, reported the UC Berkeley scientists at the annual meeting in Chicago of the American Agricultural Economic Association.
They estimate that a five degree temperature rise -projected to occur in the next 30-50 years at current rates of carbon dioxide accumulation in the atmosphere - could result in $15 billion to $30 billion in annual damage to American crops.  "People have postulated a wide range of possible impacts on agriculture from global warming. Some even believe there might be benefits. But our results show we can expect damage, not benefits," said Anthony Fisher, chair of UC Berkeley's Department of Agricultural & Resource Economics.
Fisher said mistakes have been made because people did not factor in the cost of providing a water supply in areas of the country that depend on natural rainfall for growing crops. Some two thirds of American counties, mainly in the eastern and midwestern parts of the country, do not have irrigation systems for agriculture. Past projections also have been based on the value of agricultural land that is close to urban areas. That value goes up as people optimize choices during rising temperatures, said Fisher.
By analyzing agricultural values in non-irrigated, rural areas of the country, the UC Berkeley team reached quite different, more certain conclusions, about the damage from global warming, he said.

"Non-irrigated U.S. agriculture is unambiguously damaged under the CO2 doubling scenario, and the damages are quite large relative to other estimates," the team concluded in a summary to the paper.
No matter how you look at it, the dangers of global warming outweigh any supposed benefits.

Richard A. Matthew, University of California, Irvine May 2008, 

Global Climate Change: National Security Implications http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB862.pdf
It is well established that we are already overusing the bioproductive capacity—the renewable food and energy— of the planet. Consider that three billion people are today living in conditions of dire poverty and that another two or three billion people are going to be added into this category. Consider further that we are currently using some 2.3 hectares of bioproductivity per person to maintain the lifestyle that we have globally today, and that we probably do not have more than about one and a half hectares of bioproductivity to give to each person on the planet. In other words, we are using up resources like fish and forests faster than they can be replenished. Indeed, influential scientists like E. O. Wilson, the Harvard biologist, are even more pessimistic about the relationship between renewable esources and consumption rates than what I am suggesting here.5 This poses a very serious problem. It means that there are a whole lot of people who have little, if any, prospects of ever pulling themselves out of dire poverty and the imperative of basic survival, no matter how unsustainable this may be. It would be remarkable if technology could close this gap between bioproductivity and consumption in the space of the next 50 or 100 years Further complicating matters, we also know that there will be winners and losers as the world’s climate changes. Not everyone will experience the same kind of problems, and some areas will find the changes conducive to human settlement and increased agricultural output and so on. But overall, the expected downside massively outweighs any predicted upside. The menu of likely threats includes severe weather events, changes in the food supply, massive flooding, and dramatic changes in microbial activity that will lead to the spread of infectious disease. Indeed, many analysts believe that we are very close to a global pandemic. They anticipate a transfer of disease from the animal kingdom to the human kingdom that will be highly virulent. A lot of these transfers have taken place in the past 3 decades because environmental conditions are changing and because people are being forced into marginal environments where they come into close contact with pathogens with which they have not had any contact in the past..

Oil Wars: Impact extensions

The US absolutely must act immediately to change its energy economy.  Otherwise, suicidal resource wars are the most probable outcome.

Richard Heinberg, New College of California Core Faculty, Power Down: Options and Actions For A Post-Carbon World, 2004, p. 111

The US is also uniquely positioned to lead the global energy transition. While it is the world's foremost energy user, the US also possesses advanced renewable-energy research facilities. And China, if it were to follow the model of Kerala or Cuba, rather than attempting  to shift its economy in the direction of greater energy-resource  dependency, could be a beacon to the less-industrialized nations of  the world.

However, currently neither nation is on the path to lead a global Powerdown. Indeed, present trends suggest that the US and  China are on a collision course, as the energy appetites of both  nations continue to grow in the context of deepening energy- resource depletion.

For the sake of American readers, I will put the matter as bluntly as possible: A peaceful global Powerdown is possible only if the  US leads the way. If  current American domestic and foreign polices  continue, Powerdown efforts on the part of other nations may result  in improved survival options for the people of those nations, but for  the world as a whole by far the most likely outcome will be devastating resource wars continuing until the resources themselves are  exhausted, the human species is extinct, or the fabric of modern societies has been shredded to the point that anarchy - in the worst  sense of the word - prevails nearly everywhere.
America has already demonstrated that it is willing to fight wars to secure its resources.  If oil peaks, these wars would involve major global powers like Russia and China.  The resulting conflict would kill us all.

Henderson, Besline Research CEO/President/consultant, 07 (Bill, CounterCurrents.org, February 24, “Climate Change, Peak Oil, and Nuclear War”, http://www.countercurrents.org/cc-henderson240207.htm)

Countercurrents.org By Bill Henderson  

Damocles had one life threatening sword hanging by a thread over his head. We have three:  The awakening public now know that climate change is real and human caused but still grossly underestimate the seriousness of the danger, the increasing probability of extinction, and how close and insidious this danger is - runaway climate change, the threshold of which, with carbon cycle time lags, we are close to if not upon.  A steep spike in the price of oil, precipitated perhaps by an attack on Iran or Middle East instability spreading the insurgency to Saudi Arabia, could lead to an economic dislocation paralyzing the global economy. Such a shock coming at the end of cheap oil but before major development of alternative energy economies could mean the end of civilization as we know it.  And there is a building new cold war with still potent nuclear power Russia and China reacting to a belligerent, unilateralist America on record that it will use military power to secure vital resources and to not allow any other country to threaten it's world dominance. The world is closer to a final, nuclear, world war than at any time since the Cuban missile crisis in 1962 with a beginning arms race and tactical confrontation over weapons in space and even serious talk of pre-emptive nuclear attack.  These three immediate threats to humanity, to each of us now but also to future generations, are inter-related, interact upon each other, and complicate any possible approach to individual solution. The fossil fuel energy path has taken us to a way of life that is killing us and may lead to extinction for humanity and much of what we now recognize as nature.

Oil Wars: Peak Coming

Neither new sources nor new technology will save us -- a peak in oil production is just around the corner.

Andrews, Co-founder of the Association for the Study of Peak Oil US affiliate, 08
(Steve, Energy Bulletin, "Rejecting the real snake oil," 6-27-7, http://www.energybulletin.net/node/31362, 6-30-8)
Depletion of aging oil fields is relentless. The world's largest oil fields -- all of which once produced at least one million barrels of oil/day -- are all in permanent decline. The smaller new fields brought into production can't offset the declines in the old war horses. It's like being on a treadmill that is both speeding and ramping up, where you work harder and harder just to stay in place. 9. New technology isn't saving the day. In the US, where we've applied the best technology available, production has slowly declined since the late 1970s. 10. Oil exports are riding for a fall. In exporting countries like Mexico, where production slips while domestic consumption grows, exports will shrink at an accelerated rate. China, the UK and Indonesia, oil exporters during the 1990s, are now importers. World oil exports will peak before world oil production peaks. Highly hyped liquid substitute fuels, such as ethanol from corn and liquids from coal or oil shale, come with their own unique baggage. They can't be scaled up quickly, require huge energy and water inputs, and pose a range of environmental problems. Given the above facts and trends, ASPO-USA and a growing list of respected energy analysts anticipate a peaking in world oil production soon, most likely between 2010 and 2015. Such a turning point in world energy consumption and production patterns will undoubtedly have serious consequences on the world's economy. Those possible consequences should be anticipated and acted upon by decision makers at every level. Those who deny this looming reality are part of the problem, not part of the intelligent response

We have to prepare for the peak  now to avoid the impact. 

Rapier, 08(Miles, Omninerd, "What You Need to Know about Peak Oil," 5-17-6, http://www.omninerd.com/articles/What_You_Need_to_Know_about_Peak_Oil, 6-30-8)
In 2005, the Department of Energy commissioned a report from Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) on the risks we face due to Peak Oil. Commonly referred to as "The Hirsch Report," after principal author Dr. Robert L. Hirsch, it warns of the potential consequences of approaching Peak Oil unprepared. The report emphasizes the seriousness of the problem we are facing, and indicates that mitigation efforts should begin immediately. In the executive summary, the report states:25  "The peaking of world oil production presents the U.S. and the world with an unprecedented risk management problem. As peaking is approached, liquid fuel prices and price volatility will increase dramatically, and, without timely mitigation, the economic, social, and political costs will be unprecedented. Viable mitigation options exist on both the supply and demand sides, but to have substantial impact, they must be initiated more than a decade in advance of peaking."  Furthermore, the report warns: "The problems associated with world oil production peaking will not be temporary, and past 'energy crisis' experience will provide relatively little guidance. The challenge of oil peaking deserves immediate, serious attention, if risks are to be fully understood and mitigation begun on a timely basis."

Solvency Extensions

A national RPS will be modeled after the successes of state ones and will diversify the energy market, solving any efficiency problems. 

Alan Nogee et al. Clean Energy Program Director with the Union of Concerned Scientists, “The Projected Impacts of a National Renewable Portfolio Standard” The Electricity JournalMay 2007.
The RPS has emerged as a popular and effective tool used by a growing number of states to reduce market barriers and stimulate new renewable energy development. Driven in part by early successes in the states, and recognition of the many benefits that significantly increasing renewable energy use can provide the entire nation, advocates have been calling for a national RPS for nearly a decade. A national RPS has passed three times in the U.S. Senate from 2002 to 2005, but has failed to become law. Leadership in the 110th Congress has indicated interest in continuing the national RPS debate as part of an effort to increase America’s energy independence and reduce global warming emissions. For several years EIA and UCS have been conducting analyses to project the costs and benefits of various RPS proposals. The analyses demonstrate that under a wide range of assumptions, a 20 percent national RPS is achievable, and would save consumers money by reducing natural gas and electricity prices. The analyses also show that a national RPS would diversify the electricity system, promote local economic development, improve the nation’s energy security and reliability, and achieve important reductions in global warming emissions. Even under a 10 percent RPS, both UCS and EIA analyses show Americans would see all of these benefits, but at lower levels than what would occur under a 20 percent RPS.
The industry is ready for it – we can get 10% out of solar alone. 

Space Daily in 2k8 (staff writers, solar could provide 10% of us electricity generation by 2025)

A new study makes the case that solar power is emerging as a cost-effective hedge against fossil fuels and is likely to reach cost parity with retail-electricity rates in most regions of the U.S. in less than a decade. The Utility Solar Assessment (USA) Study, produced by clean-tech research and publishing firm Clean Edge and green-economy nonprofit Co-op America, provides a comprehensive roadmap for utilities, solar companies, and regulators to reach 10% solar in the U.S. by 2025. The study finds that significantly scaling solar power in the U.S. will require the active involvement of utilities. The study delivers a to-do list for the three key stakeholders in the nation's solar industry. Among others, the action items include: For utilities: Take advantage of the unique value of solar for peak generation and alleviating grid congestion; implement solar as part of the build-out of the smart grid; and adapt to new market realities with new business models.  For solar companies: Bring installed solar systems costs to $3 per peak watt or less by 2018; streamline installations; and make solar a truly plug-and-play technology.  For regulators and policy makers: Pass a long-term extension of investment and production tax credits for solar and other renewables; establish open standards for solar interconnection; and give utilities the ability to "rate-base" solar. The USA Study also reports that: - For the first time solar power is beginning to reach cost parity with conventional energy sources. As solar prices decline and the capital and fuel costs for coal, natural gas, and nuclear plants rise, the U.S. will reach a crossover point by around 2015.  - Installed solar PV prices are projected to decline from an average $5.50-$7.00 peak watt (15-32 cents kWh) today to $3.02-$3.82 peak watt (8-18 cents kWh) in 2015 to $1.43-$1.82 peak watt (4-8 cents kWh) by 2025.  - Solar power offers a number of advantages over conventional energy sources. Among them, the ability to deliver energy at or near the point of use, zero fuel costs, minimal maintenance requirements and zero carbon-based source emissions.  The investment to arrive at 10% solar in the U.S. is not small, reaching $450 billion to $560 billion between now and 2025, an average of $26 billion to $33 billion per year. However, given utilities' existing capital costs such an investment is not prohibitive. To put the investment in perspective: Utilities spent an estimated $70 billion on new power plants and transmission and distribution systems in 2007 alone.  "One of the big takeaways from this report is that, in many ways, the future of solar is in the hands of utilities," said Ron Pernick, Clean Edge cofounder and managing director and USA Study coauthor. "Reaching 10 percent of our electricity from solar sources by 2025 will require the active participation of utilities along with the support and participation of regulators and solar technology companies."

Solvency Extensions

New storage technology has made the wind industry ready to provide dramatically more energy to the grid.  

Richard Baxter in 2005 (December 16, Sr. Technology Analyst of Ardour Capital Investments, Energy Pulse, “Energy Storage - Supporting Greater Wind Energy Usage”, http://www.energypulse.net/centers/article/article_display.cfm?a_id=1164)

The benefits of using wind energy can be quite high. A number of studies by US Government Laboratories (NREL, LLNL, etc.) have shown that adding wind to a diesel-powered local grid can reduce fuel consumption by 40%-50% and total costs by 30% to 50% for areas with plentiful wind resources.(1) However, because of the small size of these power grids (lack of system inertia, etc.) simply adding wind turbines to small power grids cannot be done haphazardly—a systematic review of the load and potential additional wind turbines must be undertaken to ascertain potential benefits, and to determine what level of wind penetration is best. For many of these power grids, the opportunity exists to have wind resources well in excess of 50% of the peak load. The same studies that showed that increasing the wind penetration can lower the diesel fuel costs on these systems also showed that adding a storage component can gain an additional 10%-20% in system cost reductions. Although wind turbines provide power with no fuel cost, they bring with them operational characteristics that cause the overall system to operate at sub-optimal conditions many times due to the variability of the wind energy, the non-dispatchability of the wind energy, and the additional system stabilization requirements (frequency and voltage) required. By alleviating some of the stress on the system by operating as a dynamic source and sink for power (a shock absorber), energy storage can be a beneficial additional to these island grids for three general reasons: reducing diesel starts/runtime, providing system stability, and improving the reliability of supply from increasing the level of wind penetration for the system. The value of energy storage to the system increases as the wind penetration increases, as there will be an increasing amount of time that the available wind power exceeds the total system loads. According to one NREL study(2), at 50% wind penetration, storage can provide 20% greater fuel saving and 20% fewer diesel run-tine than non-storage wind/diesel systems alone.
Solvency Extensions

Federal support for renewable energy industries is absolutely critical and needed now.  Either  policy will guide investment toward green energy or inaction will deter it.  

Abbasi in 2k8 (Daniel, Director of MissionPoint Capital Partners, CQ Congressional Testimony, promoting private investment in renewable energy projects, LN)

This brings me to my second major point, which is that our ability to continue to invest in this industry's growth depends on a comprehensive and stable set of supportive policies. In order to keep our risk profile within the bounds dictated by our fiduciary responsibility, we must continually assess the stability of the policy framework that provides indispensable support for this phase of renewable energy growth in our country. So we strongly encourage Congress to extend and to further intensify use of the full suite of policy instruments, such as investment and production tax credits, Renewable Portfolio Standards, expanded use of federal procurement authority, loan guarantees, higher RD&D expenditures and others. The fact that significant investment is already happening today should not be interpreted as a signal that strengthened policies are no longer needed. In fact, the investment community is already anticipating this strengthening and if it fails to strengthen soon, it will be akin to a negative earnings surprise on Wall Street that could put the U.S. even further behind in this strategic industry. The pending and still uncertain extension of the Investment Tax Credit is the most timely example of this investor expectation - and the risks of disappointing it. MissionPoint believes that Congress should deliver on what was left behind when the 2007 energy bill was passed, and renew as soon as possible these crucial tax credits to support a clean energy future. Extension of the Production Tax Credit will stimulate accelerating investment in and production of wind and geothermal power, two of the fastest growing renewable energy industries. The Investment Tax Credit will support manufacture of clean solar technologies. Both are set to expire at the end of this year unless Congress acts to extend them. Unfortunately, the "on-again/off-again" status of the PTC has contributed to a boom-bust cycle of development in the wind industry. There are significant consequences to not renewing PTC prior to expiration. In '01-'02, there was a 2 month gap between expiration and renewal, and wind capacity additions fell by a factor of four. By contrast, the PTC was extended in 2005 prior to expiration, and the next year capacity additions increased. Clearly other factors are not identical between the various time points, but historical failure to renew before expiration has resulted in dramatic decrease in installations. These are the short-term consequences, but just as important are the long term consequences of having a PTC that runs even the risk of expiration every few years. A longer term PTC would enable a more stable and substantial domestic industrial capacity to develop, including investment in manufacturing capacity, permanent job creation, an ecosystem of domestic component suppliers, and private investment in R&D. It would be good, for example, to have domestic capacity to produce specialized wind turbine components, rather than relying on substantial equipment imports as we do today. What makes the expiration risk so problematic for investors? Uncertain and erratic policy increases the cost of capital. Quite simply, you need to pay a higher cost of capital to equity providers or lenders for your renewable project, if you cannot count on supportive policy in your cash flow projections. Moreover, even when the tax credit extensions are enacted, they are typically too short in duration to match to the long-term cash flows we are trying to finance. So the net present value of the project is driven down. This is particularly problematic in the energy industry, because these are capital intensive businesses that require long-term cash flows in order to justify the upfront investment. All of this undermines the credibility of our domestic renewable market with capital providers, as well as with top quality entrepreneurs and large strategic players. It is important to recognize that this is not just about small start-up or mid- market companies. Even major equipment manufacturers like GE Wind Energy are unable to economically start and stop the retooling and production plans of their plants, if the policy and market framework is not stable. They will only allocate resources to long term sustainable businesses, otherwise they will exit or shift their production to more attractive foreign markets. By undercutting the diversification of our energy supply into renewables through uncertain policy, we not only undermine our domestic innovation and adoption cycle, but we also perpetuate our dependence on volatile and high cost commodities like natural gas and oil.
Neg

1nc Inherency Frontline

1. Existing programs will spur renewable energy without needing any help from the affirmative plan
Mary Ann Ralls, Member of the Senior Regulatory Counsel at the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, Energy Law Journal, 2006. 27 Energy L. J. 451
But was a mandate necessary to foster the purposes underlying the numerous attempts to enact a RPS, and to spur on the growth of renewable energy markets? When the sum of other federal, state, regional, local, and utility-specific activities in the renewable arena is calculated, the answer is no. Activities on a number of fronts supplant the need for a federal RPS. Moreover, the flexibility inherent in many such programs, as well as in the consideration procedures established under the Electricity Title XII of EPAct 2005, n5 mean that these programs and procedures are much more likely to realize the benefits from renewables while providing consumers with reliable, cost-effective energy.

2. State-level RPS is pushing renewable energy into the mainstream marketplace

Eric Martinot, Ryan Wiser, and Jan Hamrin, 2005 Center for Resource Solutions, San Francisco www.resource-solutions.org/lib/librarypdfs/IntPolicy-RE.policies.markets.US.pdf 
Renewables Portfolio Standards (RPS) have become the most-popular state-level policy to support renewable energy in the United States. Under an RPS, retail electricity suppliers are required to purchase a growing amount or percentage of renewable energy over time. Of all of the state-level policies discussed here, the RPS is also proving to be the most important in stimulating large amounts of renewable energy additions, although design pitfalls have been experienced in numerous states. To date, most capacity installed under RPS laws has been wind, which is the cheapest option.

Neg Inherency Extensions


There are already lots of tax incentives for renewables. 

Mary Ann Ralls, Member of the Senior Regulatory Counsel at the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, Energy Law Journal, 2006. 27 Energy L. J. 451
To date, electric cooperatives have made application to the United States Treasury Department for almost $ 500 million in CREBS to finance fifty-eight renewable projects across America. n69 Section 1306 of the Act establishes a production tax credit for new advanced nuclear power facilities with a credit amount of 1.8 cents per KWh for electricity produced over an eight-year term. Section 202 reauthorizes the Renewable Energy Production Incentive until 2026. Section 203 sets goals for federal purchasing of renewable energy up to 7.5% in fiscal year 2013 and each fiscal year thereafter. Sections 124 and 206, respectively, establish rebates for residential consumers who satisfy qualified state energy efficient appliance programs (up to $ 50 million annually through 2010), and for consumers who install renewable energy systems to homes or small businesses (with an annual cap of $ 150 million in 2006 and $ 250 million by 2010). n70 A few other federal bills also provide for funding for renewable energy and ancillary purposes. The Fiscal Year (FY) 2006 Appropriations Act for the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) includes $ 23 million in funding for the USDA's renewable energy loan program and the DOE Appropriations Act for FY 2006 includes $ 1,185.7 million for DOE's energy efficiency and renewables programs. n71

And, these are driving massive growth in the industry.

Mary Ann Ralls, Member of the Senior Regulatory Counsel at the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, Energy Law Journal, 2006. 27 Energy L. J. 451
Financial incentives are in place at the federal, state, and local levels, including tax credits for renewable development and other production incentives, customer rebates, and research, and development grants. The importance of these programs in providing encouragement, inducement, and support for renewable technologies, research and project development cannot be overstated. At the federal level, EPAct 2005 enhances these opportunities by, among other things, amending renewable production incentives that are set forth in the Energy Policy Act of 1992. n64 Under EPAct 2005, the renewable energy production tax credit (PTC) is extended through 2007, and includes incremental and new hydropower and Indian coal as qualifying energy resources. n65 The American Wind Energy Association (AWEA) estimated that up to 2,500 MW of wind energy capacity was scheduled to go on line by 2005, and that the extension of the PTC would continue this strong growth momentum.

1NC Enviro Justice Frontline

1.  Environmental justice fails to address the underlying causes of racism. 

Alice Kaswan, Assistant Professor of Law, Catholic University School of Law, The American Law Review, 1997. 47 Am. U.L. Rev. 221
While the environmental justice literature generally acknowledges the strategic value of environmental litigation, some of the literature argues that this remedy fails to address the deeper roots of the problem: discrimination. n280 The underlying issue is the political and economic status of the affected community and the extent to which that community is treated fairly. Strategies like bringing an environmental lawsuit or participating in environmental proceedings are unlikely to address these basic concerns.

2.  There are a host of other environmental injustices that the plan does nothing to redress.  

Maine Law Review, 2005. “Comment: Environmental Injustice and the Problem of the Law” 57 Me. L. Rev. 209
These findings represent just a sampling of what is now known about environmental injustice. The methodologies of these studies have also been the subject of debate. n17 Indeed, EPA concluded in 1992, based on its own review of the research, that "racial minority and low income populations experience higher than average exposures to certain air pollutants, hazardous waste facilities (and by implication, hazardous waste), contaminated fish, and agricultural pesticides."

3.  Environmental laws like the affirmative alienate communities and  allow experts and elites to take advantage of them. 

Alice Kaswan, Assistant Professor of Law, Catholic University School of Law, The American Law Review, 1997. 47 Am. U.L. Rev. 221
Furthermore, the environmental justice literature portrays the technical nature of environmental laws as alienating to the communities enlisting their aid. n282 Because of the complexity of environmental  [*278]  laws and the likelihood that community residents will not have the experience or training to use them, the expert lawyer might dictate litigation strategy or engage in the administrative process without the participation of the non-expert community. n283 When the locus of the dispute is moved to the courtroom or an administrative agency, the community group is on unfamiliar turf. Use of environmental laws could thus disengage and disempower the affected community.

NEG Enviro Racism Adv Answers

Environmental regulations like the affirmative only end up further disadvantaging minority populations because wealthier communities are better able to take advantage of them.

Alice Kaswan, Assistant Professor of Law, Catholic University School of Law, The American Law Review, 1997. 47 Am. U.L. Rev. 221

As described in the environmental justice literature, environmental laws may exacerbate unequal environmental conditions because communities with ample resources are able to use environmental and zoning laws in ways that those with fewer resources cannot. As suggested above, when it comes to the siting of undesirable land uses, affluent communities are more likely to have the resources to participate effectively in environmental review and other environmental proceedings than poorer communities. n255 Wealthy communities can afford to hire experts to analyze government documents, appear in public hearings, and bring suit against the decision makers on both procedural and substantive issues.

Communities of color have neither the resources nor the expertise necessary to comply with or take advantage of an environmental regulation like the affirmative.  These communities are further disenfranchised by these policies.

Alice Kaswan, Assistant Professor of Law, Catholic University School of Law, The American Law Review, 1997. 47 Am. U.L. Rev. 221
Identifying the positive contributions of environmental laws to debates about political justice does not erase the concerns about using environmental laws expressed in the environmental justice literature. n367 The literature observes that engaging in environmental proceedings requires considerable expertise - both scientific and legal. n368 One concern is that burdened communities will not have sufficient resources to pay for the scientific expertise necessary to realizing the potential presented by environmental laws. n369 A second concern is  [*297]  that communities will not have sufficient legal resources necessary to realizing the potential presented by environmental laws. n370 A third concern is that, even if resources can be obtained, "experts" will take over the process, leaving community residents as disengaged bystanders.
Environmental laws end up doing more harm than good for minority communities. 

Alice Kaswan, Assistant Professor of Law, Catholic University School of Law, The American Law Review, 1997. 47 Am. U.L. Rev. 221
In many low-income and minority communities, environmental laws are looked on with suspicion. First, environmental laws (and environmental lawyers) often cause or exacerbate environmental injustice. Second, despite the potential for some environmental laws to provide a legal basis for challenging an environmental problem, the use of environmental laws does not address the deeper issues of justice that are at stake. In some cases, using environmental laws might harm rather than help the affected community's quest for justice.

NEG Enviro Racism Ans: No Green Jobs

Their promise of new green jobs is just political pandering.  All of their projections are exaggerated. 

International Herald Tribune, March 26, 2008. http://www.iht.com/articles/2008/03/26/business/gcollar.php?page=2
But some skeptics argue that the phrase "green jobs" is little more than a trendy term for politicians and others to bandy about. Some say they are not sure that these jobs will have the staying power to help solve the problems of the U.S. job market, and others note that green jobs often pay less than the old manufacturing jobs they are replacing. Such is the novelty of the concept that no one is certain how many such green jobs there are, and even advocates do not always agree on what makes a job green.
It’s impossible to know how many green jobs will be generated by the plan. 

International Herald Tribune, March 26, 2008. http://www.iht.com/articles/2008/03/26/business/gcollar.php?page=2
It is hard to gauge the number of green-collar jobs in the United States. Welders at a wind-turbine factory are viewed as having green jobs, but what about the accountants or janitors?

In the most-often-cited estimate, a report commissioned by the American Solar Energy Society said the United States had 8.5 million jobs in renewable-energy or energy-efficient industries. Jerome Ringo, president of the Apollo Alliance, predicted that the United States could generate three million to five million more green jobs over the next 10 years.
1nc Competitiveness Frontline (1/2)

1.  The US has the most competitive economy in the world. 

Laura MacInnis in 2008  (U.S. economy still world's most competitive: IMD; Reuters; http://www.reuters.com/article/newsOne/idUSL144570420080514)
The United States remains the world's most competitive economy, though it is possible it will slip into recession, Switzerland's IMD business school said in a report released on Thursday. The International Institute for Management Development, in Lausanne, ranked the U.S. economy first for the 15th year in a row in its World Competitiveness Yearbook 2008.
2.  US hegemony is declining in the status quo as other states are rising to challenge the US. 

The Canberra Times, April 16, 2008 http://canberra.yourguide.com.au/news/opinion/opinion/us-needs-to-get-smarterstability-in-east-asia-is-more-likely-to-come-from-an-inclusive-approach-that/1224377.html
One of the key features of this system, though, is US pre-eminence. This will change in the coming decades with the rise of new great powers most obviously China, but also Japan and India and perhaps Indonesia and Russia as well. Yet US strategic policy towards East Asia often seems narrowly focused on the possibility of military conflict with China, and the need to maintain technological superiority.

3. The plan will completely fail to boost competitiveness of secure US hegemony.

ROBERTS 08 (Michael J., Research Fellow at the Independent Institute, “National Renewable Portfolio Standard,” Energy Law Journal, May 17, http://www.redorbit.com/news/business/1390129/national_renewable_portfolio_standard/index.html)

We begin with data on renewables which suggests that a federal RPS will bring little diversity in generation resources and few environmental benefits. The next sections examine advocates' claims for it, finding them inadequate at best. As environmental policy, an RPS is inefficient by every economic standard. It is a costly measure whose effects on emissions are uncertain, difficult to integrate with existing environmental regulation, and needlessly disruptive of generation investments intended to comply with anticipated emissions rules. Other purported consequences are also questionable. As macroeconomic or industrial policy, a national RPS cannot possibly "create" net increases in employment and rural areas that it will "revitalize" seldom need the help. Claims that it is necessary to stimulate reductions in production cost lose their force in a global economy, as do expectations that it will position the U.S. to dominate the world renewables market. Rather than facilitating risk management, standard renewables contracts only transfer it from utilities to captive customers. National security is better advanced through direct policies instead of compulsory investment in renewables.
1nc Competitiveness Frontline (2/2)

4. It is totally unrealistic to expect the United States to dominate the renewables market as a result of the plan

ROBERTS 08 (Michael J., Research Fellow at the Independent Institute, “National Renewable Portfolio Standard,” Energy Law Journal, May 17, http://www.redorbit.com/news/business/1390129/national_renewable_portfolio_standard/index.html)
Others hope that a national RPS can bring U.S. domination of the world's renewables markets. One advocate sees it as a necessary response to renewables-based export policies that are taking shape in Japan. 9 He believes Americans must emulate the cooperation between Japan's manufacturers and government planners, a vision of invincibility from the 1970s and 1980s that died with the recession and banking crisis of the 1990s.40 Experience gives little reason to expect that such concerted policy formation can make either nation dominant. The U.S. will continue to export those in which it has a cost advantage and import those in which it does not.41 International trade in renewables raises no security issues, since they are ordinary manufactures that no nation or group can credibly monopolize.
5.  American hegemony is violent imperialism.  It authorizes genocidal violence and causes other powers to behave violently as well, resulting in bloody conflict and extinction.

Foster, co-editor of Monthly Review, professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, 2k3 [John, “The new Age of Imperialism,” Monthly Review 55.3] 

At the same time, it is clear that in the present period of global hegemonic imperialism the United States is geared above all to expanding its imperial power to whatever extent possible and subordinating the rest of the capitalist world to its interests. The Persian Gulf and the Caspian Sea Basin represent not only the bulk of world petroleum reserves, but also a rapidly increasing proportion of total reserves, as high production rates diminish reserves elsewhere. This has provided much of the stimulus for the United States to gain greater control of these resources—at the expense of its present and potential rivals. But U.S. imperial ambitions do not end there, since they are driven by economic ambitions that know no bounds. As Harry Magdoff noted in the closing pages of The Age of Imperialism in 1969, "it is the professed goal" of U.S. multinational corporations "to control as large a share of the world market as they do of the United States market," and this hunger for foreign markets persists today. Florida-based Wackenhut Corrections Corporation has won prison privatization contracts in Australia, the United Kingdom, South Africa, Canada, New Zealand, and the Netherlands Antilles ("Prison Industry Goes Global," www.futurenet.org, fall 2000).Promotion of U.S. corporate interests abroad is one of the primary responsibilities of the U.S. state. Consider the cases of Monsanto and genetically modified food, Microsoft and intellectual property, Bechtel and the war on Iraq. It would be impossible to exaggerate how dangerous this dual expansionism of U.S. corporations and the U.S. state is to the world at large. 

As Istvan  Meszaros observed in 2001 in Socialism or Barbarism, the U.S. attempt to seize global control, which is inherent in the workings of capitalism and imperialism, is now threatening humanity with the "extreme violent rule of the whole world by one hegemonic imperialist country on a permanent basis...an absurd and unsustainable way of running the world order."* This new age of U.S. imperialism will generate its own contradictions, amongst them attempts by other major powers to assert their influence, resorting to similar belligerent means , and all sorts of strategies by weaker states and non-state actors to engage in "asymmetric" forms of warfare. Given the unprecedented destructiveness of contemporary weapons, which are diffused ever more widely, the consequences for the population of the world could well be devastating beyond anything ever before witnessed.  Rather than generatinga new "Pax Americana" the United States may be paving the way to new global holocausts.
 The greatest hope in these dire circumstances lies in a rising tide of revolt from below , both in the United States and globally. The growth of the antiglobalization movement, which dominated the world stage for nearly two years following the events in Seattle in November 1999, was succeeded in February 2003 by the largest global wave of antiwar protests in human history. Never before has the world's population risen up so quickly and in such massive numbers in the attempt to stop an imperialist war. The new age of imperialism is also a new age of revolt.

The Vietnam Syndrome, which has so worried the strategic planners of the imperial order for decades, now seems not only to have left a deep legacy within the United States but also to have been coupled this time around with an Empire Syndrome on a much more global scale--something that no one really expected. This more than anything else makes it clear that the strategy of the American ruling class to expand the American Empire cannot possibly succeed in the long run, and will prove to be its own--we hope not the world's—undoing.
Neg Competitiveness Adv Answers

The US is and will remain the most competitive economy in the world. 

Makoob Business in 2008 (US still competitive but risks Japan-style recession: IMD; Maktoob Business; http://business.maktoob.com/NewsDetails-20070423152693-US_still_competitive_but_risks_Japan_style_recession_IMD.htm)
The United States remains the world's most competitive economy but risks plunging into economic recession just like Japan in the 1990s due to structural weaknesses, a new study warned Thursday.
The US once again ranked number one in an annual competitiveness survey by the Swiss-based Institute for Management Development (IMD), but risks being toppled from its plinth with both Singapore and Hong Kong close behind."Singapore is closing the gap with the US and 2008 might be the turning point where the US falls from its leadership of top competitors," the IMD said in a statement.IMD economist Stephane Garelli said the US situation bears hallmarks of Japan's position twenty years ago, just before it slid into a decade of recession, and when the Lausanne-based institute carried out its first competitiveness survey.
"The past crisis in Japan bears some resemblance with the present turmoil in the US," he said.
In 1989, "Japan's competitiveness seemed unassailable, with a strong domination in economic dynamism, industrial efficiency and innovation."
"Then all hell broke loose: the stock market went into reverse in 1989, land prices collapsed in 1992, credit cooperatives and regional banks came under attack in 1994, large banks teetered on the edge of bankruptcy in 1997 and a major credit crunch occurred in 1998.""Does this ring a bell?," Garelli asked rhetorically.
The US economy has been badly hit by the subprime mortgage crisis and the International Monetary Fund has forecast a "mild recession" with annual growth at a paltry 0.5 percent for 2008.However, Garelli said the comparison with Japan was not watertight, noting that "because of its openness, resilience and entrepreneurship, (it) always seems to find the means to reinvent itself in ways that Japan (and much of Europe) often lacks."

US hegemony is on the decline, for manyreasons. 

Haas in 2008 (Richard, CFR pres., May/June, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20080501faessay87304/richard-n-haass/the-age-of--nonpolarity.html)
In this world, the United States is and will long remain the largest single aggregation of power. It spends more than $500 billion annually on its military -- and more than $700 billion if the operations in Afghanistan and Iraq are included -- and boasts land, air, and naval forces that are the world's most capable. Its economy, with a GDP of some $14 trillion, is the world's largest. The United States is also a major source of culture (through films and television), information, and innovation. But the reality of American strength should not mask the relative decline of the United States' position in the world -- and with this relative decline in power an absolute decline in influence and independence. The U.S. share of global imports is already down to 15 percent. Although U.S. GDP accounts for over 25 percent of the world's total, this percentage is sure to decline over time given the actual and projected differential between the United States' growth rate and those of the Asian giants and many other countries, a large number of which are growing at more than two or three times the rate of the United States. GDP growth is hardly the only indication of a move away from U.S. economic dominance. The rise of sovereign wealth funds -- in countries such as China, Kuwait, Russia, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates -- is another. These government-controlled pools of wealth, mostly the result of oil and gas exports, now total some $3 trillion. They are growing at a projected rate of $1 trillion a year and are an increasingly important source of liquidity for U.S. firms. High energy prices, fueled mostly by the surge in Chinese and Indian demand, are here to stay for some time, meaning that the size and significance of these funds will continue to grow. Alternative stock exchanges are springing up and drawing away companies from the U.S. exchanges and even launching initial public offerings (IPOs). London, in particular, is competing with New York as the world's financial center and has already surpassed it in terms of the number of IPOs it hosts. The dollar has weakened against the euro and the British pound, and it is likely to decline in value relative to Asian currencies as well. A majority of the world's foreign exchange holdings are now in currencies other than the dollar, and a move to denominate oil in euros or a basket of currencies is possible, a step that would only leave the U.S. economy more vulnerable to inflation as well as currency crises. U.S. primacy is also being challenged in other realms, such as military effectiveness and diplomacy. 

1nc Oil Wars Adv Frontline

1. Oil prodution will increase in the coming years and relieve pressure on supply.  

Yergin, chairman of Cambridge Energy Research Associates, ’05 [Daniel, “It’s Not the End of the Oil Age”, July 31, 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2005/07/29/AR2005072901672.html]

Yet this fear is not borne out by the fundamentals of supply. Our new, field-by-field analysis of production capacity, led by my colleagues Peter Jackson and Robert Esser, is quite at odds with the current view and leads to a strikingly different conclusion: There will be a large, unprecedented buildup of oil supply in the next few years. Between 2004 and 2010, capacity to produce oil (not actual production) could grow by 16 million barrels a day -- from 85 million barrels per day to 101 million barrels a day -- a 20 percent increase. Such growth over the next few years would relieve the current pressure on supply and demand.

Where will this growth come from? It is pretty evenly divided between non-OPEC and OPEC. The largest non-OPEC growth is projected for Canada, Kazakhstan, Brazil, Azerbaijan, Angola and Russia. In the OPEC countries, significant growth is expected to occur in Saudi Arabia, Nigeria, Algeria and Libya, among others. Our estimate for growth in Iraq is quite modest -- only 1 million barrels a day -- reflecting the high degree of uncertainty there. In the forecast, the United States remains almost level, with development in the deep-water areas of the Gulf of Mexico compensating for declines elsewhere.
While questions can be raised about specific countries, this forecast is not speculative. It is based on what is already unfolding. The oil industry is governed by a "law of long lead times." Much of the new capacity that will become available between now and 2010 is under development. Many of the projects that embody this new capacity were approved in the 2001-03 period, based on price expectations much lower than current prices.
2. If production does peak, the transition away from oil will be smooth and peaceful, not catastrophic and violent.

Bailey, science correspondent for Reason magazine, ’04 [“Are We Out of Gas Yet?”, February 18, http://www.reason.com/news/show/34766.html]
Someday, of course, oil production really will peak, either for geologic or economic reasons, or most likely a combination of both. Instead of a catastrophe, Lynch expects a relatively smooth transition to new energy sources. And history bears out his optimism. Oil crisis mongers make the mistake of thinking that "markets are so myopic that they cannot foresee future supply trends; that markets won't realize when a resource is running out." 

If demand for oil begins to outstrip the supply, prices will rise, signaling companies and consumers to use less, develop new technologies, switch to other fuels, increase their insulation, and so forth. "Demand for energy is going to move away from heavy hydrocarbons," Lynch predicts. "Coal is first, oil is next." He expects that our old hydrocarbon friends will be replaced in our affection by natural gas, nuclear, and other forms of energy as those technologies improve. "It will be much like the transition in the 20th century from coal to oil in the residential heating and transportation sectors or like the transition from horses to cars," he says. The Oil Age will end, not with a horrific screech leading to a destructive crash, but with a barely perceptible, well-lubricated, smoothly braked halt, one that is merely a prelude to moving smoothly and rapidly forward again.

1NC Oil Wars Adv Frontline

3. It’s not probable that countries will go to war over resources; they are rational and know that the market will work itself out.

Moran and Russel, respectively Prof of national security affairs at CCC, Senior Lecturer; Co-Director, Center for Contemporary Conflict; Managing Editor, Strategic Insights.   ‘08
Daniel and James, Center for Contemporary Conflict “The Militarization of Energy Security” 4/4/08 http://www.analyst-network.com/article.php?art_id=1671 

The militarization of energy security requires, in the first instance, that something must change that would cause major participants in the energy market to reject their well-grounded calculation that war for energy (or any merely economic advantage) does not pay. High energy prices would be a likely, but probably not a sufficient, motivation for such a change. In addition, governments would have to believe that the normal mechanisms by which prices adjust to changes in supply and demand had broken down, or were on their way to doing so. Prices in any market demonstrate three basic tendencies: short-term volatility, medium-term momentum, and long-term reversion to the mean. The meaning of these terms varies depending on what is being bought and sold, but their operation is apparent across an enormous range of economic phenomena. They represent, collectively, the self-modulating action of supply and demand, which is the economist’s equivalent of the Law of Gravity.

4. Scarcity is causing cooperation, not conflict in the status quo. 

FES, 07  (“Global Energy Security: Prospects for Cooperation between Industrial and Emerging

Countries,” 9/19, http://www.fes-globalization.org/events/download/Global_Energy_Security_Programme.pdf)
Rising energy prices due to vastly growing demand from “rising powers”, a switch from demand to supply driven markets, tendencies to use energy as a “power currency” in international affairs, risks of growing conflict over access to energy resources, and last, but not least the debate over sustainable energy paths flowing from climate change and the scarcity of fossil fuels – all these tendencies have put energy policy on the global agenda. Pressure is mounting to coordinate policies and to lay the foundations and extend the scope for an international energy order. The global dimension of energy supply calls for closer cooperation at the international level, including coordination of economic, security related and environmental aims. Ongoing dialogue between leading industrial and emerging countries is crucial. In the “Petersburg Declaration”, adopted at the St. Petersburg Summit 2006, the G8 countries had agreed upon principles, aims and policies for global energy security. This declaration could be an interesting starting point for discussions over energy policy beyond the G8.
NEG Oil Wars Adv Answers

Their predictions of production peaks are based on old technology.  Recent progress has increased production capacity. 

Yergin, chairman of Cambridge Energy Research Associates, ’05 [Daniel, “It’s Not the End of the Oil Age”, July 31, 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2005/07/29/AR2005072901672.html]

But this time, it is said, is "different." A common pattern in the shortage periods is to underestimate the impact of technology. And, once again, technology is key. "Proven reserves" are not necessarily a good guide to the future. The current Securities and Exchange Commission disclosure rules, which define "reserves" for investors, are based on 30-year-old technology and offer an incomplete picture of future potential. As skills improve, output from many producing regions will be much greater than anticipated. The share of "unconventional oil" -- Canadian oil sands, ultra-deep-water developments, "natural gas liquids" -- will rise from 10 percent of total capacity in 1990 to 30 percent by 2010. The "unconventional" will cease being frontier and will instead become "conventional." Over the next few years, new facilities will be transforming what are inaccessible natural gas reserves in different parts of the world into a quality, diesel-like fuel.

Oil production will rise, not fall off. 

Mortished, World Business Editor,’08 [Carl, “World Not Running Out of Oil, Say Experts”, January 18, http://business.timesonline.co.uk/tol/business/industry_sectors/natural_resources/article3207311.ece]
Doom-laden forecasts that world oil supplies are poised to fall off the edge of a cliff are wide of the mark, according to leading oil industry experts who gave warning that human factors, not geology, will drive the oil market. 
A landmark study of more than 800 oilfields by Cambridge Energy Research Associates (Cera) has concluded that rates of decline are only 4.5 per cent a year, almost half the rate previously believed, leading the consultancy to conclude that oil output will continue to rise over the next decade. 
Peter Jackson, the report's author, said: “We will be able to grow supply to well over 100million barrels per day by 2017.” Current world oil output is in the region of 85million barrels a day. 
NEG Oil Wars Adv Answers

Their scenario is exaggerated and absurd.  It only distracts us from addressing the real dangers of environmental crisis.

Victor, professor at Stanford Law School; director of the Program on Energy and Sustainable Development; senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, 07 (David G., The National Interest/Columbia International Affairs Online, Nov/Dec, What Resource Wars?, http://www.ciaonet.org/cgi-bin/dkv/ciao/querystring.pl?rq=0&ht=0&qp=&col=ciao&qc=ciao&qt=india+resource+war&x=0&y=0,)
Finally, serious thinking about climate change must recognize that the “hard” security threats that are supposedly lurking are mostly a ruse. They are good for the threat industry—which needs danger for survival—and they are good for the greens who find it easier to build a coalition for policy when hawks are supportive. Building a policy on this house of cards is no way to muster support for a problem that requires several decades of sustained effort. One of the greatest hurdles in the climate debate—one that is just now being cleared, but will reappear if policy advocates seize on false dangers—has been to contain the entrepreneurial skeptics who have sown public doubt about the integrity of the science on causes and effects of climate change.

The false logic now runs in both directions. Not only will climate change multiply threats by putting stress on societies, but a flood of articles warns of new territorial conflicts as warming opens the formerly ice-bound Arctic for exploration. Russia recently planted a flag on the seabed at the North Pole. In fact, the underlying causes of this exploration rush are ambiguous property rights and advances in undersea drilling that are unrelated to climate change. A similar pattern unfolded in the 1950s in Antarctica, which led to a standoff of territorial claims and no real harm to the region, no production of usable minerals and no resource wars.
The real dangers lie in the growing risk that climate change could be a lot worse than the likely scenarios, which could create severe and direct harm to societies that is much more worrisome than the indirect and remote risk of climate-induced resource wars. Yet politicians give more attention to imagined insecurities from climate change and rarely talk about climate as a game of odds and risk management. They talk even less about the resource war that nobody should want to win—mankind’s domination of nature. For the real losers in unchecked climate change will be natural ecosystems unable, unlike humans, to look ahead and adapt.

1nc Warming Frontline (1/2)

1. Hundreds of scientists dispute the claim that greenhouse gases are responsible for catastrophic global warming. 

Center for Global Food Issues, Hudson Institute, September 12, 2007  9-07 Avery Global Warming.pdf
A new analysis of peer-reviewed literature reveals that more than 500 scientists have published evidence refuting at least one element of current man-made global warming scares. More than 300 of the scientists found evidence that 1) a natural moderate 1,500-year climate cycle has produced more than a dozen global warmings similar to ours since the last Ice Age and/or that 2) our Modern Warming is linked strongly to variations in the sun's irradiance. “This data and the list of scientists make a mockery of recent claims that a scientific consensus blames humans as the primary cause of global temperature increases since 1850,” said Hudson Institute Senior Fellow Dennis Avery. Other researchers found evidence that 3) sea levels are failing to rise importantly; 4) that our storms and droughts are becoming fewer and milder with this warming as they did during previous global warmings; 5) that human deaths will be reduced with warming because cold kills twice as many people as heat; and 6) that corals, trees, birds, mammals, and butterflies are adapting well to the routine reality of changing climate
2. The earth is resilient and will survive climate change.  No catastrophe is likely.

Sherwood Idso, Center the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, 6/6 2007 http://www.co2science.org/scripts/CO2ScienceB2C/education/reports/hansen/hansencritique.jsp
Hansen says "earth's history shows that climate is remarkably sensitive to global forcings" and that "positive feedbacks predominate," causing "the entire planet to be whipsawed between climatic states." Exercising but a modicum of thought, however, it is readily realized that the three parts of this unqualified contention are not universally-accepted facts, as Hansen makes them out to be, but merely opinions, and arguable ones at that. Just as easily, for example, one could say that earth's climate is not strongly influenced by global forcings and that negative feedbacks predominate, allowing the bulk of the planet to never stray too far from a climatic state conducive to the continued existence of life. And as compelling evidence for the veracity of this latter view, one need only observe the mind-boggling diversity and total number of plant and animal species that currently inhabit the planet, plus the fact that they have all been around for a very long time. How could this vast assemblage of life possibly exist today, if earth's climate was truly "remarkably sensitive to global forcings," and if "positive feedbacks predominate[d]," causing "the entire planet to be whipsawed between climatic states," as Hansen claims, especially in light of the tremendous ease with which he envisions hoards of earth's existing plant and animal species being driven to extinction by just a tad more warming than what the earth has already experienced?

1NC Warming Frontline (2/2)

3. Increased CO2 emissions are the only way to increase plant productivity which is necessary to stave off an imminent food and water crisis that puts us all at risk.   

Center for Science and Public Policy, 6  (Jan 12, http://ff.org/centers/csspp/library/co2weekly/20060112/20060112_02.html)
Wallace (2000) illustrates the source and magnitude of the problem by noting that the projected increase in the number of people who will join our ranks in the coming half-century (a median best-guess of 3.7 billion) is more sure of occurring than is any other environmental change currently underway or looming on the horizon; and these extra people will need a whopping amount of extra food that will take an equally whopping amount of extra water to produce, the problem being that there is no extra water. "Over the entire globe," therefore, says Wallace, "a staggering 67% of the future population of the world may experience some water stress," which translates into food insufficiency; and food insufficiency means malnutrition and, in the most extreme cases, starvation and war. So what's the solution? There's only one answer, according to Wallace. We must produce much more food per unit of available water, which leads to the most important question of all. How can it be done? Wallace suggests we must greatly augment water conservation measures wherever possible and implement every conceivable efficiency-enhancing procedure in irrigated and rain fed agriculture. Second, we must do everything we can, as he says, "to fix more carbon per unit of water transpired." That is, we must strive to dramatically increase plant water use efficiency. Human ingenuity will surely enable great strides to be made in all of these areas over the coming decades. But will the improvements be large enough? At the present time, no one can answer this question with any confidence. In fact, pessimism permeates most thinking on the subject; for as Wallace correctly reports, "the global scientific community is not currently giving this area sufficient attention." So where is our attention currently focused? Unfortunately, it is focused on reducing anthropogenic CO2 emissions to the atmosphere, which is truly lamentable; for the continuation of those emissions is, ironically, our only real hope for averting the near-certain future global food and water shortfalls that are destined to occur if the Kyoto Protocol Crowd gets its way with the world. But how would allowing anthropogenic CO2 emissions to take their natural course help to ameliorate future thirst as well as hunger? The answer resides in the fact that elevated levels of atmospheric CO2 tend to reduce plant transpiration while simultaneously enhancing plant photosynthesis, which two phenomena acting together enable earth's crops to produce more food per unit of water used in the process. Literally thousands of laboratory and field experiments - and that is no exaggeration - have verified this fact beyond any doubt whatsoever. Indeed, this atmospheric CO2-induced blessing is as sure as death and taxes, and as dependable as a mother's love. But what do climate-alarmist ideologues do about it? They spurn it. They deny it. They even try to make people believe the opposite (see our Editorial 13 Dec 2000). And they do it to the detriment of all mankind.
NEG Warming Adv Answers

Warming is the result of natural causes, not human emissions. 

S. Fred Singer, research professor, George Mason University, atmospheric and space physicist, NATURE, NOT HUMAN ACTIVITY, RULES THE CLIMATE, February 2008 p. 26

If current warming is not due to increasing greenhouse gases, what are the natural causes that might be responsible for both warming and cooling episodes – as so amply demonstrated in the historic, pre-industrial climate record? Empirical evidence suggests very strongly that the main cause of warming and cooling on a decadal scale derives from solar activity via its modulation of cosmic rays that in turn affect atmospheric cloudiness. According to published research, cosmic-ray variations are also responsible for major climate changes observed in the paleo-record going back 500 million years.

Science is on our side.  CO2 can as much as double crop yield while saving 1/3 the water, doubling agricultural efficiency.

Cohen and Idso 99 (Bonner, Senior Fellow at the Lexington Institute and Keith Vice President of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, January 1, http://www.heartland.org/Article.cfm?artId=13372)

Cohen: Then increased CO2 levels benefit agriculture, right?

Idso: As the CO2 content of the air continues to climb, most agricultural crops should respond by increasing their yields. Agricultural crop responses to elevated CO2 have been studied extensively, and the peer-reviewed scientific literature shows that for a doubling of the atmospheric CO2 content, yield is boosted by 30 to 40 percent for most species.

Moreover, because transpirational water loss is generally reduced at elevated CO2 levels, these greater yields are achieved with about one-third less water loss per leaf. Hence, the water-use efficiencies of the leaves of most agricultural plants actually double with a doubling of the atmospheric CO2 content. And this phenomenon will become increasingly more important as agricultural water supplies are reduced to offset increased human needs in growing urban areas.
NEG Warming Adv Answers

CO2’s contribution to food security vastly outweighs it’s contribution to global warming. 

Wittwer 92 (Sylvan H., Professor of Horticulture at Michigan State University, Fall, Issue 62, Policy Review)
For the present, the direct effects of an increasing atmospheric CO2 on food production and the outputs of rangelands and forests are much more important than any effects thus far manifest for climate. A recent review of over 1,000 individual experiments with 475 plant crop varieties, published in 342 peer-reviewed scientif​ic journals and authored by 454 scientists in 29 countries, has shown an average growth enhancement of 52% with a doubling of the cur​rent level of atmospheric carbon dioxide. Yet some scientists, especially those with ecological orientations, take delight in glamorizing, along with a sympathetic press, the few exceptions which, in turn, become widely quoted in the sci​entific literature. These include tussock arctic tundra; some grasslands where undesirable species may, under restricted conditions, outgrow the more desirable; and in some ecosystems where competition among species may create a lack of balance. (See "Rising Carbon Dioxide Is Great for Plants," CR, December 1992.) Globally, it is estimated the overall crop productivity has been already increased by 10% because of CO2 and may account for much of what has been attributed to the Green Revolu​tion. Meanwhile, changes in climate in specific fields where crops actually grow and are culti​vated remain defiantly uncertain. Conversely, the effects of an enriched CO2 atmosphere on crop productivity in large measure are positive and leave little doubt as to the benefits for glob​al food security. With this note, it is a sad commentary that most of the current and modern textbooks on plant nutrition omit, inadvertently or otherwise, any mention of the role of carbon dioxide as a fertilizer or essential nutrient. This was true 35 years ago and remains so to this day. Textbooks still ignore the fact that different levels of CO2 may have pronounced effects on plant growth and may interrelate and complement various levels of other nutrients applied to crops in the rooting media. The complementary effects are also manifest with respect to water require​ments and positive interrelations with tempera​ture, light, and other atmospheric constraints. (See -"Environmental 'Science' In The Class​room," CR, April 1997.) Today, in the greenhouses of the Westlands of Holland, where the first use of elevated levels of greenhouse carbon dioxide for enrichment of food crops occurred 40 years ago, there are glass green houses covering over 10,000 hectares. These are all enriched with atmospheric levels of 1,000 ppm of CO2 during daylight hours. This practice is fol​lowed during the entire year when crops are pro​duced. Increases of marketable yields of tomatoes, cucumbers, sweet peppers, eggplant, and orna​mentals range between 20% to 40% with an annu​al return of $3 billion. There is currently a blind spot in the political and informational systems of the world. This is accompanied by a corruption of the underlying biological and physical sciences. It should be con​sidered good fortune that we are living in a world of gradually increasing levels of atmospheric CO2. The satellite data on global temperature changes are now in. There has been no appreciable warm​ing. Accordingly, the rising level of atmospheric CO2 does not make the United States the world's worst polluter. It is the world's greatest benefac​tor. Unlike other natural resources (land, water, energy) essential for food production, which are costly and progressively in shorter supply, the ris​ing level of atmospheric CO2, is a universally free premium gaining in magnitude with time on which we can all reckon for the future. The effects of the increasing atmospheric level of CO2 on photosynthetic capacity for the enhancement of food production and the output of rangelands and forests, appear far more important than any detectable change in climate. Elevated levels of atmospheric CO2 also provide a cost-free environment for the conservation of water which is rapidly becoming another of the world's most limiting natural resources, the majority of which is now used for crop irrigation.
1nc Solvency Frontline (1/2)

1. Renewable energy is not one-size-fits-all – a federal RPS will not be effective

Mary Ann Ralls, Member of the Senior Regulatory Counsel at the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, Energy Law Journal, 2006. 27 Energy L. J. 451
The role of the state, utility, or cooperative is to ensure that a renewable program incorporates all components that are necessary to produce renewable energy that is cost-effective and reliable. The challenge is to find the balance between realizing the promises of renewable energy while protecting consumers and communities from adverse impacts. A renewable program can fall into one of two categories: "elegant, cost effective, flexible policy" or "poorly designed, ineffective, or costly ... ." n135 Regional consortiums, states, local municipalities, and individual utilities are best positioned to evaluate the panoply of renewable data, in conjunction with their policy objectives, to establish programs that work for their citizens and consumers. At the end of the day, the goal of any renewable program should be to provide cleaner, reasonably-priced and reliable electric service. Mandates such as a federal RPS will not achieve these goals.

2. The renewable energy industry is nowhere near advanced enough to meet the Aff’s demand.  

Ethan Goffman, writer for ProQuest, June 2005, “Global Oil Supply and United States Energy Policy”, ProQuest, http://www.csa.com/discoveryguides/ern/05jun/overview.php

Solar power may be the most commonly discussed renewable energy source, but remains dependent upon expensive, and easily breakable, solar panels. Energy storage is probably the biggest problem remaining with solar power. Wind is cheap and abundant, and European technology has made for far more efficient windmills. Energy storage, again, is a problem. Windmills also tend to kill birds and bats that provide important ecosystem services pollinating crops. Hydrogen, which CSA's Hydrogen Storage calls "the most abundant element in the universe", has great potential as a renewable resource. In January of 2003, the Bush administration announced a $1.8 billion hydrogen and fuel cells initiative, according to RL30758 - Alternative Transportation Fuels and Vehicles: Energy, Environment, and Development Issues. Most current forms of hydrogen storage, however, have extreme explosive potential. Furthermore, if hydrogen fuel is produced using nonrenewable energy, "total emissions could equal or even exceed those of efficient gasoline and diesel vehicles" (RL30758). However, according to environmental analyst Lester Brown, "if the electricity comes from a wind farm, hydropower station, geothermal power station, or solar cells, the hydrogen will be clean-produced without carbon emissions or air pollutants" (168).  Biomass fuels might seem cheap and easily available, particularly when made from agricultural and other residue. However much biomass requires energy input, such as fertilizer, to create the eventual output. Geothermal energy from the earth is a clean source already being used extensively in Iceland, which has an abundant supply of geysers. Currently none of these technologies is at a level of technological or infrastructure development to realistically replace oil-based fuels, particularly for the automobile. For one to become widespread would require a dense network of fueling stations. According to "Alternative Transportation Fuels and Vehicles," most of the fuels remain significantly more expensive than gasoline, and have relatively poor "performance in terms of range, cargo capacity, and ease of fueling." The report concludes that, "without considerable advances in alternative fuel and vehicle technology, or significant petroleum price increases, it is unlikely that any fuel or fuels will replace petroleum-based fuels in the near future."

1NC Solvency Frontline (2/2)

3. Nothing the government does can change the fact that renewable energy is simply not economically feasible when compared to alternatives like natural gas. 

Robert L. Bradley Jr., president of the Institute for Energy Research in Houston, August 27, 1997, “Renewable Energy: Not Cheap, Not ‘Green’", CATO Institute, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-280.html
Economic and technological advances in the natural gas industry (the fuel of choice for new power plants across the country) have direct implications for the debate over fuel use and the environment. Natural gas, in fact, has emerged as a fierce competitor, if not the victor (in both an economic and an environmental sense, as will be discussed) over both subsidized renewable generation and subsidized electricity conservation under present technologies. This is in spite of heavy government support of natural gas's competitors. Renewables' tax credits, as mentioned, swamp wellhead tax deductions. [256] And cumulative DOE subsidies for natural gas of $787 million through FY95 are swamped by over $10 billion given to nonhydropower renewables in the same period. [257]  Renewable energy remains stubbornly uneconomic, not because of past or current federal subsides for rival fuels, but because of the relative scarcity of resources necessary to deliver renewable energy to consumers at a competitive price. The DOE's Energy Information Administration reports that federal energy subsidies in 1990 totaling between $5 billion and $10 billion amounted to only about 1 to 2 percent of the total value of energy production. [258] Energy subsidies alone, in other words, cannot account for the dramatic differences in price between renewable and nonrenewable fuels. [259] Indeed, even the pro-renewable energy Alliance to Save Energy concedes that energy subsidies are responsible for no more than half a cent of every dollar spent on natural gas. [260]
4. A national RPS will be an inefficient policy that attains none of its goals and gets in the way of finding actual solutions to the problems outlined in the 1AC.  

ROBERTS 08 (Michael J., Research Fellow at the Independent Institute, “National Renewable Portfolio Standard,” Energy Law Journal, May 17, http://www.redorbit.com/news/business/1390129/national_renewable_portfolio_standard/index.html)

Electricity from "renewable" sources is fast becoming a multipurpose remedy that will alleviate energy scarcities, abate air pollution, and mitigate climate change. As of July 2007, over half of the states had enacted "renewable portfolio standards" (RPS) requiring electric utilities to obtain portions of their power from sources legislatively defined as renewable. ' On August 4, 2007, the U.S. House of Representatives voted in favor of a national RPS, but the Senate failed to pass a comparable provision.2 Supporters of a national RPS have long viewed it as an environmental measure that can also slow the accumulation of greenhouse gases (GHG).3 They have more recently argued that it is, among others, an industrial policy to create manufacturing jobs and revitalize declining regions, a market intervention that could lower energy prices, a stimulus to development of new technologies, an instrument for risk management, a trade policy initiative, and a weapon in the war on terrorism.

In reality, a national RPS is singularly ill-suited for any of these tasks. It will be an inefficient and inequitable environmental policy that reduces emissions at higher cost than necessary and is largely incompatible with existing air quality regulations. Some of the non-environmental rationales are elementary economic fallacies and others are at best conjectures. Worse yet, the record of state- level RPS compliance and enforcement strongly suggests that the effects of a federal program will be either minimal or perverse. Psychologically and politically satisfying, a national RPS is likely to obstruct the development of efficient policies. The range of public figures and distinguished commissions favoring a national RPS may indicate no more than an expectation that it will provide a new forum for interest-group politics.

Neg Solvency Answers

A national RPS would be horribly inneficient and counterproductive.

ROBERTS 08 (Michael J., Research Fellow at the Independent Institute, “National Renewable Portfolio Standard,” Energy Law Journal, May 17, http://www.redorbit.com/news/business/1390129/national_renewable_portfolio_standard/index.html)
At a national level, the possible advantages of an RPS decrease and those of markets increase.  An RPS inefficiently limits the types of generation to be used rather than constraining allowable emissions of pollutants and GHGs. Percentage reductions in emissions over a region will not vary one- for-one with the percentage of power produced by renewables. Both the amounts emitted and their composition depend on the types of renewables built and the types of conventional generators they displace. As noted below, wind turbines will dominate renewable investments over at least the medium-term, but their intermittent availability means that they will largely displace gas-fired generation that can adjust output on short notice. Gas-fired plants emit fewer criteria pollutants and GHGs than coal-burning ones, so using intermittent renewables to satisfy an RPS will cut emissions by less than the RPS percentage. Unlike gas-fired generators, coal units will remain base-loaded and operating at almost all times. Among other renewables, geothermal and biomass plants can be base- loaded, but their growth prospects appear small.
An RPS violates the all-sources principle by restricting itself to a single industry. Instead of attacking pollutants, it attempts to do so indirectly by restricting the range of generating technologies and fuels. If a single RPS standard were adopted nationally, it would also violate the regionalization principle since the availability of renewable resources varies with geography. The benefits of a renewables quota will likewise depend both on them and on the region's legacy fleet of conventional generators. Absent a crediting system (whose difficulties are discussed below), a uniform national RPS will be a high-cost tool to achieve given reductions in pollutants and GHGs.
For efficient emissions control, the all-source principle recommends treating demand management and renewables symmetrically. A demand management program that permanently reduces load by a megawatt will have the same effect on emissions as investment in a megawatt of renewable generation. An efficient RPS, however, must contain dissimilar provisions for demand management and renewable generation. Under a 20% RPS a utility that cuts load by 1 MW reduces its obligation by only 0.2 MW, but an additional MW of renewable capacity counts fully for compliance. Renewable generation interest groups will generally be hostile to demand management, and currently only three states treat the two symmetrically. The California Energy Commission, normally a strong supporter of demand management, disfavors the inclusion of "non-generation" power sources in a federal RPS on grounds that "one of [its purposes] is to provide a market for renewable energy and ultimately reduce the cost of renewable technologies."

Neg Solvency Answers

The plan won’t even uniquely help to make renewables competitive in the market

ROBERTS 08 (Michael J., Research Fellow at the Independent Institute, “National Renewable Portfolio Standard,” Energy Law Journal, May 17, http://www.redorbit.com/news/business/1390129/national_renewable_portfolio_standard/index.html)
Some believe that a national RPS will help drive down the costs of renewables.36 It is, for example, possible that large purchase orders will bring forth larger plants that capture economies of scale that have not been realized in today's relatively smaller ones. Renewables, however, have no obvious characteristics that would lead to economies in production exceeding those of similar manufactured goods, most of whose markets support at least several U.S. and foreign producers. Renewables can easily cross national boundaries in both directions, and a federal RPS will have little impact on already-competitive world markets.37 The development of renewables has attracted technology investors, venture capitalists, and large firms (e.g. General Electric) with available internal funds.

Experience in production lowers costs, and a national RPS may add to experience in renewables. Since 2/3 of the population already lives in RPS states, it is not clear why adding the remainder will yield significant additional cost reductions. Competition also pressures producers to reduce costs, whether it comes from renewables or nonrenewables. Costs may fall with experience, but an inexperienced producer can also reduce them by observing and imitating competitors. Growing markets in intellectual property allow Americans to benefit from the research of others without a duplication of effort.38 Any policy that directs increased investment to a particular industry can yield cost reductions that come with scale and experience, if they in fact exist. These savings, however, will come with any pro-renewables policy and are not in themselves a reason to favor a national RPS to increase their production.
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