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Turns the aff – Obama is the only hope for the environment

Simpson & Simpson 12

Walter and Nan Simpson April 22, 2012 “Stakes are high in race for president” http://www.buffalonews.com/editorial-page/viewpoints/article822432.ece#top

While Obama has not yet delivered on some environmental priorities, his environmental record is solid in many areas. He appears to be committed to addressing environmental problems in a meaningful way within the constraints of what he views as politically possible.  Obama’s re-election offers the promise of continuing his pro-environment programs and the hope he will do more in his second term. Cleaner air, water and energy mean tens of thousands of green jobs with improved public health outcomes that reduce health care costs. The president understands this win-win. Additionally, Obama is likely to do more on climate change in a second term if re-elected with a Democratic Congress and an increasingly informed public demanding action on this life-and-death issue.  None of this will happen if Romney is elected our next president. Worse, given the GOP’s radical turn, a Republican victory would take us in reverse — undermining and eliminating laws and regulations that now protect our environment and public health. The critically important environmental vote goes to Obama.

Rare earth
China will respond to a rare earth shortage by cutting off exports – they’ve done it before in 2007 and 2010, and won’t let the U.S. beat them in the clean tech without putting up a fight. Resource conflicts spill over to the broader relationship and U.S.-China miscalculation leads to extinction. That’s Cohen and White.

Link turns the case – Epstein says immediate high price shocks make it impossible to manufacture affordable products because factories and energy companies haven’t currently budgeted in a huge demand increase in the materials market chain.

Changes to the cost-curve crush the energy industry.

Pell 11 [Ezra, Environmental Finance | Mon, 12 December 2011, Rare Earth Shortages - A Ticking Timebomb for Renewables? http://oilprice.com/Alternative-Energy/Renewable-Energy/Rare-Earth-Shortages-A-Ticking-Timebomb-For-Renewables.html]

A global scarcity of rare earth metals over the next five years could be “a ticking timebomb” for renewables and clean-tech, according to consultancy PwC.  Hybrid cars, rechargeable batteries and wind turbines are among the sectors which could be affected by a shortage of these metals, which include cobalt, lithium and platinum, says PwC’s report Minerals and metals scarcity in manufacturing: A ‘ticking timebomb’.  Rare earth metals are a key element for producing gearless wind turbines using permanent magnet generators, said Daniel Guttmann, London-based director for renewables and clean-tech at PwC.   Manufacturers favour gearless turbines increasingly as they are more reliable than geared turbines, which are heavier and have more moving parts.  “This is a real headache for the industry and may negatively impact the cost-curve of offshore wind,” he said.   Guttman added that two ways that automotive manufacturers expect to meet tightening emission regulations are electric vehicles and reducing vehicle weight, and rare earth metals are required to construct batteries of the right cost, weight and size.  “Scarce supply and the associated price implications could make it more difficult for [manufacturers] to keep pushing emissions down cost effectively,” he said.
Drives companies out of business.

Pappagallo 12 [Linda, Masters Student at Columbia University - School of International and Public Affairs, Writer at Green Prophet and US Ambassador for Carboun - Author/ Researcher for an infographic chapter on Ecology and the Environment in the Middle East. Rare Earth Metals Limits Clean Technology’s Future August 5th, 2012 http://www.greenprophet.com/2012/08/rare-earth-metal-peak/]

As the world moves toward greater use of zero- carbon energy sources, the supply of certain key metals needed for such clean-energy technologies may dry up, inflating per unit costs and driving the renewable energy market out of business. We’ve talked about peak phosphorus for food; now consider that rare earth metals like neodymium which are used in magnets to help drive wind energy turbines, and dysprosium needed for electric car performance are becoming less available on the planet.

Proves they just trade one environmental problem for another

Shimatsu 12 [Yoichi Shimatsu, former associate editor of Pacific News Service, is an environmental writer and consultant based in Hong Kong. The New Opium War: China's Rare Earth Minerals New America Media, News Analysis, Yoichi Shimatsu, Posted: Mar 15, 2012 http://newamericamedia.org/2012/03/the-new-opium-war-chinas-rare-earth.php]

The very same “humanitarian” countries that complain so vociferously about workers’ rights and environmental degradation in China have silently tolerated the cancer risk to expendable Chinese miners. The Western message is clear: Hurry up and do the dirty work but not in our backyard.   In a further cynical twist, the European Union trade commissioner Karel De Gucht said that China’s restrictions on rare earths harm “green business applications.” (CITE SOURCE) In fact, most of the world’s photovoltaic cells are produced inside China, often in partnership with Western companies. Likewise is the case of neodymium magnets, abundantly available at low cost through web marketing sites. Foreign companies can thereby profit while washing their hands of the high costs for pollution clean up and health care.

This also reduces the incentive for additional innovation in tech that require rare earths because there’s no guarantee that they’ll be able to produce future technologies absent a consistent, cheap supply chain.

Even if China doesn’t cut off rare earth, huge price fluctuations prevent tech dissemination – if India, China, and developing countries say they can’t afford alternatives to coal now, they certainly won’t get on board when energy technologies become even more expensive.

Scarcity now can only take out the aff, but not our disad link –

1. Prices are pretty high now, but could certainly go higher in the world of a radical energy policy change.

2. If they’re correct that they’re pretty scarce now, then that means a huge price increase now could ensure that the ticking time bomb goes off immediately.
Pell 11 [Ezra, Environmental Finance | Mon, 12 December 2011, Rare Earth Shortages - A Ticking Timebomb for Renewables? http://oilprice.com/Alternative-Energy/Renewable-Energy/Rare-Earth-Shortages-A-Ticking-Timebomb-For-Renewables.html]

A global scarcity of rare earth metals over the next five years could be “a ticking timebomb” for renewables and clean-tech, according to consultancy PwC.  Hybrid cars, rechargeable batteries and wind turbines are among the sectors which could be affected by a shortage of these metals, which include cobalt, lithium and platinum, says PwC’s report Minerals and metals scarcity in manufacturing: A ‘ticking timebomb’.  Rare earth metals are a key element for producing gearless wind turbines using permanent magnet generators, said Daniel Guttmann, London-based director for renewables and clean-tech at PwC.   Manufacturers favour gearless turbines increasingly as they are more reliable than geared turbines, which are heavier and have more moving parts.  “This is a real headache for the industry and may negatively impact the cost-curve of offshore wind,” he said.   Guttman added that two ways that automotive manufacturers expect to meet tightening emission regulations are electric vehicles and reducing vehicle weight, and rare earth metals are required to construct batteries of the right cost, weight and size.  “Scarce supply and the associated price implications could make it more difficult for [manufacturers] to keep pushing emissions down cost effectively,” he said.
Yes war because rare earth cut off threatens the military – U.S. would strike
Morley 8 [Robert, The Trumpet staff, 2-12-8 “Minerals: Crumbling Bedrock of U.S. Security” L/N]
It seems America has forgotten that lesson. One specific example is in mineral production. America’s leaders have allowed the nation’s once formidable mining industry to erode. Many minerals—including some that are strategically important for the military—are no longer produced in the United States at all. Due to lack of investment, radical environmental activism, and low-cost foreign competition, many of America’s former mining giants have turned off the drills, closed the refineries and sent the workers home, or have chosen to develop new production outside the U.S. It’s not that America wasn’t warned. Back in 1985, the secretary of the United States Army testified before Congress that America was more than 50 percent dependent on foreign sources for 23 of 40 critical materials essential to U.S. national security (Plain Truth, November/December 1985). The year before, U.S. Marine Corps Major R.A. Hagerman wrote: “Since World War ii, the United States has become increasingly dependent on foreign sources for almost all non-fuel minerals. … The availability of these minerals have an extremely important impact on American industry and, in turn, on U.S. defense capabilities. Without just a few critical minerals, such as cobalt, manganese, chromium and platinum, it would be virtually impossible to produce many defense products such as jet engine, missile components, electronic components, iron, steel, etc. “This places the U.S. in a vulnerable position with a direct threat to our defense production capability if the supply of strategic minerals is disrupted by foreign powers” (emphasis mine). A look at America’s mining production since the mid-to-late 1980s is not just shocking, it is chilling (see Figures 1-3). Cobalt, for example, is one of the most critical minerals used in America and is considered a strategic metal by the U.S. government, meaning that its availability during a national emergency would seriously affect the economic, industrial and defensive capability of the country. It has many diverse commercial, industrial and military applications including superalloys (used to make parts for jet aircraft engines), magnets, high-speed
Coal

Destabilizes the CCP which causes extinction
Yee and Storey 2002 (Herbert Yee, Professor of Politics and International Relations at the Hong Kong Baptist University, and Ian Storey, Lecturer in Defence Studies at Deakin University, 2002 (The China Threat: Perceptions, Myths and Reality, RoutledgeCurzon, pg 5

The fourth factor contributing to the perception of a China threat is the fear of political and economic collapse in the PRC, resulting in territorial fragmentation, civil war and waves of refugees pouring into neighbouring countries. Naturally, any or all of these scenarios would have a profoundly negative impact on regional stability. Today the Chinese leadership faces a raft of internal problems, including the increasing political demands of its citizens, a growing population, a shortage of natural resources and a deterioration in the natural environment caused by rapid industrialisation and pollution. These problems are putting a strain on the central government's ability to govern effectively. Political disintegration or a Chinese civil war might result in millions of Chinese refugees seeking asylum in neighbouring countries. Such an unprecedented exodus of refugees from a collapsed PRC would no doubt put a severe strain on the limited resources of China's neighbours. A fragmented China could also result in another nightmare scenario - nuclear weapons falling into the hands of irresponsible local provincial leaders or warlords.'2 From this perspective, a disintegrating China would also pose a threat to its neighbours and the world.
Coal prices increasing – China’s stimulus

China Daily 12

China Daily 9/21/12, http://usa.chinadaily.com.cn/business/2012-09/21/content_15772742.htm
China's steel prices rebounded dramatically this week due to the economic stimulus policies announced by the government recently, after the market was gloomy for 13 months, analysts said on Thursday. Average steel prices were at 3,810 yuan ($604) a metric ton on Thursday, 259 yuan more than at their lowest level on Sept 7. Steel prices increased 7 percent in less than half a month. Steel prices rebound after slump A steel market in Foshan, Guangdong province. Average steel prices hit 3,810 yuan ($604) a metric ton on Thursday, 259 yuan more than their recent low recorded on Sept 7. [Photo/China Daily] "Previously, steel prices fell 30 percent in 13 consecutive months," said Xu Xiangchun, information director of mysteel.com, a steel industry website and consultancy company. "The policies of the central government to keep steady economic growth have boosted investors' confidence, which led to the rebound in steel prices." Prices soared from 3,628 yuan a ton on Sept 13 to 3,810 yuan a ton on Sept 20, up 5 percent in a week, according to data from mysteel.com. Xu said recent policies from the National Development and Reform Commission helped the market recover. "Investors believe that the central government will not allow the economy to keep falling," he said. "Because of the price rebound of steel products, the prices of raw materials including iron ore and coking coal have been increasing too."

Coal prices rebounding

Reuters 12

Reuters 8/27/12, http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/08/27/shenhua-coal-idUSH9E8F503E20120827
Aug 27 (Reuters) - China Shenhua Energy , the country's largest coal producer that also owns power plants, railways and ports, said on Monday that coal prices have room to rebound in the second half of the year. Wang Jinli, vice president of Shenhua, said overall inventories in China have started falling and that could help buoy prices in coming months.

Indonesia is China’s major supplier but they’re pulling out – prices will go up

Pope 12 (Carl Pope is a former chairman of the Sierra Club)

(Cheap Coal Is Dead. Long Live Renewables. (Part 1) http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-06-19/cheap-coal-is-dead-long-live-renewables-part-1-.html)

What does $120-a-ton coal mean for the development plans of India and China? At $120 a ton, electricity from coal costs about 10 cents a kilowatt-hour, before installing pollution controls. But India and China built their economic plans on 4 cents-a-kilowatt-hour power, presuming that cheap Indonesian coal would keep the price down. Indonesia is no longer willing to be the low-cost provider; it sees China and India using imported coal to fuel industrialization and economic development, and would rather see that development taking place at home. So the island nation announced that it will impose a tax on coal exports, leading to an actual ban in 2014. If Indonesia follows through, it would pull about 320 million tons -- roughly 40 percent of the Asian coal transported by sea -- off the market, creating a power crisis for China and India (and other importers, such as Japan and Korea) that would make the shortfalls of 2011 seem minor. Even if Indonesia merely insists on keeping prices at more than $100 a ton, the cost of electricity in China’s and India’s booming, but still fundamentally poor, economies will double.

US coal consumption will remain high for the forseeable future

Quinn 12 (Hal Quinn, President, National Mining Association, 

(4/9/12 “Correcting the Question's Premise” http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2012/04/whats-really-causing-coals-dec.php)

Let’s start by correcting the premise. The simplest answer to the question posed by The National Journal this week is “hyperbole” is behind the talk of coal’s “decline”. Like Mark Twain’s quip about his own demise, the news of coal’s decline is greatly exaggerated. It is, nonetheless, the cause for legitimate concern among those who value affordable electricity from a secure and abundant domestic energy source. So, let’s look at the question from a more dispassionate perspective. First of all, the “decline-of-coal” that is now the subject of inside-the-Beltway chatter is very relative. From generating virtually half the nation’s electricity for a decade, coal is now generating 40 percent-plus. And with a 260-year supply of domestic coal under our feet, Americans will be relying on coal for the foreseeable future. That’s why the EIA’s most recent Outlook projects renewed growth in 2013. To be sure, natural gas has increased its share of the electricity generation market in part due to unsustainably low gas prices. Moving forward, however, polices like those coming from EPA should cause consumers and policy makers grave concern as they recall the historic volatility of gas prices. The National Energy Technology Laboratory warned several years ago that “policies that encourage the use of natural gas to substitute for coal in power generation could very well lead to spectacular price increases for households and industry.” If past is prologue, we may soon rue the day that EPA directed too many of our energy eggs into the gas basket. Whatever the future holds for new coal plants, let’s not overlook the current capacity coming on line by 2014. According to federal capacity data, almost 17 GW of new coal-based generation is expected – plants already under construction or permitted. And, despite the retirements of older coal plants forced by EPA rules, the remaining ones will be running at higher capacity factors to provide households and businesses affordable and reliable power.
China is investing in efficiency now because of energy costs – coal exports will lock in Chinese coal demand for the next half century

Power 12 (Dr. Thomas M. Power, University of Montana, Professor Emeritus)
(“The Greenhouse Gas Impact of Exporting Coal from the West Coast” http://www.sightline.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2012/02/Coal-Power-White-Paper.pdf)

Proponents of the coal export terminals consistently claim that the decision to authorize them will have no effect on the total amount of coal that is burned globally, and hence on the global climate. In their view, opening up the West Coast to the export of Powder River Basin coal will only change the source of the coal burned in Asia—not the total amount. This white paper explains why these arguments are incorrect, and inconsistent with both the basic principles of economics as well as the abundant literature regarding energy use and consumption patterns in Asia. This paper concludes that the proposed coal export facilities in the Northwest will result in more coal consumption in Asia and undermine China’s progress towards more efficient power generation and usage. Decisions the Northwest makes now will impact Chinese energy habits for the next half-century; the lower coal prices afforded by Northwest coal exports encourage burning coal and discourage the investments in energy efficiency that China has already undertaken. Approving proposed coal export facilities would also undermine Washington State’s commitment to reducing its own share of greenhouse gas emissions. • Coal exports from the Northwest mean lower prices and higher consumption in Asia. Opening the Asian import market to dramatic increases in U.S. coal will drive down coal prices in that market. Several empirical studies of energy in China have demonstrated that coal consumption is highly sensitive to cost. One recent study found that a 10 percent reduction in coal cost would result in a 12 percent increase in coal consumption. Another found that over half of the gain in China’s “energy intensity” improvement during the 1990s was a response to prices. In other words, coal exports will mean cheaper coal in Asia, and cheaper coal means more coal will be burned than would otherwise be the case. Prices now determine energy use for decades. Lower coal prices reduce the incentives to retire older, inefficient, coal-using production processes and discourage additional investments in the energy efficiency of new and existing coal-using enterprises. As those lower prices flow through to consumers, it also reduces the incentives to shift to more energy efficient appliances. Furthermore, lower coal costs will encourage investments in new coal-burning facilities in Asia—which in turn create a 30- to 50-year demand for coal. • China responds to higher prices by improving efficiency. Concerns over rising energy costs have led the Chinese government to develop tighter energy efficiency standards throughout the economy. The rise in world oil prices, for example, led the Chinese government to announce strict five-year energy conservation goals including limiting the growth of coal consumption to about 4 percent per year, far below the expected expansion of the economy. • Potential for energy efficiency remains largely untapped. Energy usage per unit of GDP across the Chinese economy is almost four times that in the United States and almost eight times that in Japan. The Chinese government and the large state-owned enterprises that produce, distribute, and use larger amounts of energy are well aware of the burden that high and rising energy cost can impose on the economy. The energy policies embodied in the last several five-year plans have focused heavily on improving overall energy efficiency in order to effectively control energy costs. Lowering coal costs to China would undermine these valuable energy efficiency efforts.
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