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Text: The fifty states and relevant sub-national actors should substantially increase financial incentives for the acquisition and deployment of fuel cell energy technologies. The fifty states should establish public benefit funds and use them to pay for the counterplan.
States can spur fuel cell development

Kubert 10

Charles Kubert. Sr. Environmental Business Specialist. Environmental Law & Policy Center Clean Energy States Alliance¶ May 2010 Advancing Stationary Fuel Cells¶ through State Policies http://www.cleanenergystates.org/assets/Uploads/Resources-pre-8-16/CESA-fuelcell-advancing-state-policies2010.pdf

Despite being a proven technology with significant¶ performance and environmental benefits, stationary¶ fuel cells have yet to achieve the visibility or market¶ acceptance that other clean energy technologies have.¶ Proactive state policies that are targeted directly at fuel¶ cells can play an important role both in increasing stationary¶ fuel cell installations and in growing the fuel cell¶ manufacturing industry. While direct financial support¶ for fuel cell projects is an important element of these¶ policies, there are a myriad of other actions that states¶ can take to both raise awareness of and to remove barriers¶ to fuel cell installations. Policymakers should develop¶ comprehensive legislation that addresses all of the¶ factors that can encourage or hinder fuel cell markets¶ in their states.

Fuel cells solve any instability caused by natural gas price spikes because of their easy flexibility

Rohy 06

DAVID A. ROHY is a former vice chair of the California Energy Commission, and serves as a consultant to energy technology companies http://arizonaenergy.org/News_06/News%20Aug%2006/Neighborhood%20fuel%20cells%20promise%20clean,%20quiet,%20reliable%20energy%20--%20and%20security.htm
There is a solution to increase reliability and energy efficiency, as well as do away with the pollution of power-plant electricity generation: fuel cells.¶ Surprising to most people, there is a power plant that can be located in your neighborhood that creates no pollutants, is quiet and relatively small. Because it is local, it is less likely to be affected by errant cars or weather knocking down power poles causing dangerous and expensive blackouts. The fuel cell is a new type of power plant that accepts fuel and air and converts them into electricity and water vapor without any combustion or combustion waste.¶ Today, several companies are developing fuel cells for stationary and transportation applications. Transportation fuel cells must respond extremely fast to driver demands for acceleration. In contrast, commercial and residential loads are fairly uniform and can utilize more robust technologies. The commercial and residential fuel cells provide high energy efficiency -- efficiencies often higher than that of large central power plants.¶ Most large cities depend on electricity produced at large power plants far from the city gates, which is then transmitted to the city via high-voltage transmission lines. In recent years this system has become overloaded. The approval process to build more transmission lines is painstakingly slow (often taking upward of 10 years to plan and build), costly, and to date has a poor track record (many of the proposed lines are never built). But, without more transmission lines, our cities will be power constrained as our need for power grows. Fuel cells, installed locally, present an alternative.¶ A neighborhood fuel cell could fit into a garage-sized building and, because of the extremely low emissions and low noise, nobody outside the garage would know that a power plant was operating inside. By deploying relatively small, dependable, clean power plants throughout the cities and neighborhoods, we can achieve higher reliability and greater energy security. When used in this distributed manner they will provide greatly enhanced reliability and versatility to the operators of the electricity grid. In addition, grid operators will have less need to build new transmission lines and substations when robust, distributed fuel cells are in place.¶ Stationary fuel cells can operate 24/7 at a high efficiency and respond quickly to fluctuations in electricity demand. They have the capability of easily switching between a wide variety of fuels including natural gas, hydrogen, ethanol and biodiesel fuel (automotive fuel cells require pure hydrogen as fuel). Regardless of the fuel, the stationary fuel cells provide safe, clean, dependable, quiet and affordable electricity.¶ Almost all new large power plants are natural-gas-fueled and burn only natural gas. If the natural gas supply is interrupted, the operators of these plants must shut them off, leaving entire cities blacked out. When natural gas prices soar, as they have done in recent years, your electricity bills inflate because these large power plants cannot switch to more economical fuels. On the other hand, a fuel cell could continue to operate during either a supply outage or an economic crisis by consuming other available and less expensive fuels.¶ Fully qualified fuel cells are commercially available and ready for deployment. The science has been proven and costs are on a steep downward trajectory as companies employ modern manufacturing techniques to evaluate and lower production cost. 

Fuel cells solve warming

Pais 12

Chris Pais, Manager Application Engineering, FuelCell Energy, Inc

http://www.fuelcellenergy.com/files/Power%20Engineering%20Feb%202012.pdf

Fuel Cells are Clean and Efficient

Unlike conventional power plants, fuel cells extract electricity from the fuel without going through a combustion process. This results in a clean emission signature, without any of the pollutants associated with combustion such as nitrogen oxides (NOx) or particulate matter. Table 2 compares the typical pollutants generated by fuel cells with those generated by conventional methods, illustrating how fuel cells virtually eliminate pollutants from the power generation process and significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions versus the average U.S.¶ fossil fuel power plant.¶ Due to the direct conversion to electricity, fuel cells are also more electrically efficient than conventional combustion, especially in the distributed generation size range. In fact, fuel cells yield more power per a given unit of fuel than virtually all other methods of power production. They typically range from 40 to 60 percent electrical efficiency, and can achieve up to 90 percent total efficiency in Combined Heat and Power (CHP) applications.

Public benefit funds can fund energy policies – Most states already use them

C2ES 12 (Center for Climate and Energy Solutions, “Public Benefit Funds”, http://www.c2es.org/us-states-regions/policy-maps/public-benefit-funds)

Many states have funds, often called “public benefit funds” (PBF), dedicated to supporting energy efficiency, renewable energy , and research and development. The funds are collected either through a small charge on the bill of every electric customer or through specified contributions from utilities. The charge ensures that money is available to fund these investments. Publicly managed clean energy funds from many of these states have joined with other organizations that deploy similar funds at the sub-national level to form the Clean Energy States Alliance (CESA). CESA helps clean energy fund managers develop and promote clean energy technologies.  Many public benefit funds were created as part of the electric-industry restructuring movement in the late 1990s to fund initiativesthat are inadequately supported by competitive electricity markets.
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The United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia should issue a permanent injunction against enforcement the Environmental Protection Agency’s New Source Performance Standards and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants Reviews for natural gas production. 

The D.C. circuit has jurisdiction over federal agencies and empirically strikes down regulations

Adler 2K

Jonathan Adler is a senior fellow in environmental policy at the Competitive Enterprise¶ Institute, a nonpartisan, nonprofit research and advocacy organization in Washington, D.C., where he¶ previously served as Director of Environmental Studies P o l i c y S t u d y N o . 2 6 9¶ No Intelligible Principles:¶ The EPA's Record in Federal Court¶ http://reason.org/files/3217ecd7bf37b4ea6aa81d4dc9f59a26.pdf

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit is, for all practical purposes, the second highest¶ court in the land when it comes to regulatory and administrative matters. The D.C. Circuit has¶ primary or exclusive jurisdiction over the regulatory activities of most federal agencies. In recent years, the¶ D.C. Circuit has disposed of over one-fifth of all agency appeals in the nation; agency appeals represent¶ approximately half of the court’s caseload.34 As a result, the D.C. Circuit has special expertise in evaluating¶ regulatory decisions. Environmental policy is no exception. Indeed, some have claimed that the D.C. Circuit “played a central role¶ in the development of environmental law.”35 This is the case in no small part because several environmental¶ statutes contain jurisdictional provisions that grant the D.C. Circuit exclusive venue over all challenges to¶ regulatory actions promulgated under those laws.36 Others, such as the Clean Air Act and Safe Drinking¶ Water Act, give the D.C. Circuit exclusive jurisdiction over challenges to rules of national application and¶ scope.37¶ The accompanying table analyzes challenges to EPA regulations and final agency actions in the D.C. Circuit¶ during the Clinton Administration.38 As Figure 1 illustrates, of the 69 cases analyzed, the EPA won 23, or¶ one-third (33.33 percent) of those in which the court considered the merits of the challenge. In over half of¶ the cases (53.62 percent), the D.C. Circuit struck down all, or a substantial portion of, the challenged rule. In¶ the remaining cases (13.04 percent) the court dismissed the challenges on ripeness or standing grounds, or¶ otherwise held the challenged EPA action to be unreviewable in federal court.39 In these latter cases, the¶ court never considered the substance of the challenge to the EPA’s rule, as there is “a checklist of hoops that¶ every potential appellant must go through to get to the merits.”40 Approximately one in four challenges to¶ agency actions, across the board, will fail to get through each hoop.41
The D.C. Court has the same precedential impact as the Supreme Court on agency rule making

Rossi 2K

JIM ROSSI is Associate Professor of State Administrative Procedure, Florida¶ State University College of Law; Visiting Associate Professor, University of Texas School of¶ Law, DOES THE SOLICITOR GENERAL ADVANTAGE¶ THWART THE RULE OF LAW IN THE¶ ADMINISTRATIVE STATE? http://www.law.fsu.edu/journals/lawreview/downloads/281/Rossi2.pdf

Linda Cohen and Matthew Spitzer’s study, The Government Litigant¶ Advantage,6 sheds important light on how the Solicitor General’s¶ litigation behavior may impact the Supreme Court’s decisionmaking¶ agenda and outcomes for regulatory and administrative law¶ cases. By emphasizing how the Solicitor General affects cases that¶ the Supreme Court decides, Cohen and Spitzer’s findings confirm that administrative law’s emphasis on lower appellate court decisions¶ is not misplaced. Some say that D.C. Circuit cases carry¶ equal—if not more—precedential weight than Supreme Court decisions¶ in resolving administrative law issues. Cohen and Spitzer use¶ positive political theory to provide a novel explanation for some of¶ this bias towards circuit court decisions in defining the rule of law in¶ administrative law practice and scholarship.¶ 
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Immigration reform will pass and not affected by debt talks

Fabian 1-3

Jordan, “Vice President Joe Biden: GOP Had Immigration "Epiphany"” http://abcnews.go.com/ABC_Univision/Politics/vp-joe-biden-reassures-latino-lawmakers-immigration/story?id=18126474#.UOgwSYnjnKA

Vice President Joe Biden expressed confidence on Thursday that comprehensive immigration reform could pass Congress, telling an audience of Latino elected officials and others that "it's your time." Biden appeared at a ceremonial swearing-in for Latino lawmakers sponsored by the Congressional Hispanic Caucus Institute (CHCI) in Washington, D.C. A record 36 Latino members will serve in the House and Senate in this upcoming Congress. Despite potential impediments facing immigration reform, Biden claimed that a consensus has begun to build around the issue. "In one sense, we have a long way to go, bringing 11 million Hispanics out of the shadows and into the light of day," he said. "What's different today is that the rest of the nation, the rest of America, recognizes it's time. It's your time." Biden also sought to reassure skeptics on the administration's willingness to tackle a big issue like immigration after a bruising fight over the so-called "fiscal cliff." Partisan rancor defined fiscal cliff debate, and is likely to reemerge around pressing budget issues in the next few months. But Biden said that Republicans have begun to change their tune on immigration following an election in which more than seven in ten Latino voters backed Barack Obama over GOP candidate Mitt Romney. "Have you ever seen a time when the Republicans had a more rapid epiphany about immigration than the one they had in this past election? All of the sudden -- we've got a lot more work to do -- but the point is the American people know what their leaders are only figuring out, the awesome potential [of the Latino community]." Referencing the results of the election, the vice president said Latino voters are "the center of our nation's future." "If you ignore the needs of the Hispanic people, you will not win," Biden added. Still, some advocates fear that impending showdowns over issues like the debt limit and the "sequester" spending cuts could take attention away from addressing immigration reform, a major Obama campaign promise dating from his first run for office. And far from all Republicans have signed on to a comprehensive immigration reform package that includes a pathway to citizenship, which the White House supports. The White House was quick to tamp down concerns after a deal on the fiscal cliff was reached. White House officials told The Huffington Post on Wednesday that its plan to move ahead on immigration this month would proceed. Speaking about immigration, gun control, and other second-term agenda items, Obama told reporters just after a deal was reached Tuesday that, "it's not just possible to do these things; it's an obligation to ourselves and future generations."
Plan costs PC—environmentalists
Weinstein 12
Bernard L., Associate Director, Maguire Energy Institute at Southern Methodist University and George W. Bush Institute Fellow, Bipartisanship Elusive Without Realism, August 13, 2012, http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2012/08/finding-the-sweet-spot-biparti.php
But though America is "energy rich," we behave as though we're "energy poor." The Obama administration pays lip service to an "all of the above" energy strategy, but in practice it remains hostage to the "anti-carbon, anti-nuclear" environmentalists who aren't swayed by the fact that natural gas emits 50 percent less greenhouse gas than coal and that nuclear energy has a zero carbon footprint. They remain convinced that if they can kill the Keystone XL pipeline they'll be able to stymie development of the Alberta oil sands. These true believers continue to argue that America can provide for all of its future energy needs through a combination of renewables, efficiency, and conservation. This is sheer nonsense.¶ We will never have bipartisan support for a sensible, comprehensive domestic energy policy until realism and fact can supersede ideology and fiction. Unfortunately, that's not likely to happen in the foreseeable future.
Top priority and PC is key 
Hesson 1/2

Ted, Reporter, ABC News, “Analysis: 6 Things Obama Needs To Do for Immigration Reform”, http://abcnews.go.com/ABC_Univision/News/things-president-obama-immigration-reform/story?id=18103115#.UOSdSYnjlJ4

On Sunday, President Barack Obama said that immigration reform is a "top priority" on his agenda and that he would introduce legislation in his first year.¶ To find out what he needs to do to make reform a reality, we talked to Lynn Tramonte, the deputy director at America's Voice, a group that lobbies for immigration reform, and Muzaffar Chishti, the director of the New York office of the Migration Policy Institute, a think tank. Here's what we came up with.¶ 1. Be a Leader¶ During Obama's first term, bipartisan legislation never got off the ground. The president needs to do a better job leading the charge this time around, according to Chishti. "He has to make it clear that it's a high priority of his," he said. "He has to make it clear that he'll use his bully pulpit and his political muscle to make it happen, and he has to be open to using his veto power." His announcement this weekend is a step in that direction, but he needs to follow through.¶ 2. Clear Space on the Agenda¶ Political priorities aren't always dictated by the folks in D.C., as the tragic Connecticut school shooting shows us. While immigration had inertia after the election, the fiscal cliff and gun violence have been the most talked about issues around the Capitol in recent weeks. The cliff could recede from view now that Congress has passed a bill, but how quickly the president can resolve the other issues on his agenda could determine whether immigration reform is possible this year. "There's only limited oxygen in the room," Chishti said.
Immigration reform expands skilled labor – spurs relations and economic growth in China and India

LA Times 12

11/9/2012 Other countries eagerly await U.S. immigration reform, p. http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/world_now/2012/11/us-immigration-reform-eagerly-awaited-by-source-countries.html)

"Comprehensive immigration reform will see expansion of skilled labor visas," predicted B. Lindsay Lowell, director of policy studies for the Institute for the Study of International Migration at Georgetown University. A former research chief for the congressionally appointed Commission on Immigration Reform, Lowell said he expects to see at least a fivefold increase in the number of highly skilled labor visas that would provide "a significant shot in the arm for India and China." There is widespread consensus among economists and academics that skilled migration fosters new trade and business relationships between countries and enhances links to the global economy, Lowell said. "Countries like India and China weigh the opportunities of business abroad from their expats with the possibility of brain drain, and I think they still see the immigration opportunity as a bigger plus than not," he said.

US/India relations averts South Asian nuclear war

Schaffer 2002 

(Teresita – Director of the South Asia Program at the Center for Strategic and International Security, Washington Quarterly, Spring, p. Lexis)

Washington's increased interest in India since the late 1990s reflects India's economic expansion and position as Asia's newest rising power. New Delhi, for its part, is adjusting to the end of the Cold War. As a result, both giant democracies see that they can benefit by closer cooperation. For Washington, the advantages include a wider network of friends in Asia at a time when the region is changing rapidly, as well as a stronger position from which to help calm possible future nuclear tensions in the region. Enhanced trade and investment benefit both countries and are a prerequisite for improved U.S. relations with India. For India, the country's ambition to assume a stronger leadership role in the world and to maintain an economy that lifts its people out of poverty depends critically on good relations with the United States.
Solvency

Offshore drilling is too expensive – No Investment even if the ban was lifted
Humphries et al 10 (*Marc Humphries, Energy specialist @ Congressional research service, **Robert Pirog – energy economics specialist @ CRS, Gene Whitney section research manager, “U.S. Offshore Oil and Gas Resources: Prospects and Processes”, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/142736.pdf, 26 April 2010 (
The cost of developing these resources also depends on the state of the oil market at the key decision points. As recently as 2008, construction and development costs for petroleum investment projects were escalating sharply, reflecting the high market prices for oil. Delays and rapidly increasing costs reduced the economic viability of many projects. Although a low oil price environment might reduce the tightness in construction and development markets, reducing costs, it may also reduce the likelihood that the oil companies would find development of these resources to be economically viable. 
OCS takes decades

Romans 8 (Brian, Assistant Professor of Geology at Virginia Tech, “Petroleum Resources and the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS)”, 6/21/8, http://www.wired.com/wiredscience/2008/06/petroleum-resources-and-the-outer-continental-shelf-ocs/)

Let’s assume the offshore drilling ban was lifted later today … just like that. Would the oil start flowing tomorrow? Of course not. Firstly, there is currently a five-year backlog for offshore drilling rigs/ships. As other nations such as China and India start developing their offshore resources, the demand for drilling equipment as skyrocketed. Ship builders are answering the call by building more equipment but, as you might guess, building a vessel that can drill in 3,000 m of water and 8,000 m into the subsurface can’t be done on a weekend. Secondly, drilling an exploration well is but one step in a long process of getting the resource to market. Depending on the depths and other geologic factors, just drilling a hole to test the hypothesis of the presence of oil could take several months. Then, the company, country, or joint-venture needs to decide whether or not to proceed with the project … sometimes they do, sometimes they don’t. If they do decide there’s enough oil to make the project economic then a development plan needs to be hammered out … those other wells need to be drilled. That’s just the drilling … we haven’t even gotten to the actual production facilities yet! You get the picture. Depending on water depths, distance from pipelines, and so on and so forth, getting an oil field online from time of discovery can take anywhere from a few years to more than a decade. Thirdly, only a handful of fields would come online in, let’s be optimistic, a decade from now (2018). It’s not like those 86 billion barrels are all going to magically be delivered to the refineries all at once. It would take many decades to deliver that resource.
Prices
Status quo solves, but further production increases cause a supply glut that leads to price volatility

Santos 12 (Paul, Independent trader, analyst and algorithmic trading expert, having worked for both sell side (brokerage) and buy side (fund management) institutions, “Natural Gas In 2012: Electric Generation Switch Implications”, April 24, 2012, http://seekingalpha.com/article/524061-natural-gas-in-2012-electric-generation-switch-implications)

Natural gas (UNG) entered the injection season with the highest inventories on record. This created fears of storage exhaustion and a deep plunge in natural gas prices, also helped by a very mild winter. This incredibly low natural gas price, in turn, meant that natural gas became cheaper to use in electricity generation when compared to the usual baseload fuel, coal (KOL). Unsurprisingly, this lead to massive dispatch switching from one fuel to the other, producing statistics such as January's 24.5% plunge in electricity generated by using coal, versus a 22.5% increase in usage of natural gas for the same purpose. But now, what do these developments mean for the rest of 2012, regarding natural gas? I have already stated that given several market and physical dynamics, 2013 might produce a surprise. However, seeing the incredible increase in usage with natural gas to generate electricity, I feel compelled to attempt to quantify whether we might be on the verge of surprise even during 2012. To understand what might be in store, I will try to estimate the rest of 2012's natural gas production and consumption patterns and see what those might imply. Given that dry gas production seems to have stagnated just below 65 bcf per day, as can be seen in the EIA chart below; that natural gas rigs have been falling for a while and shale wells deplete at as much as a 80% rate in the first year. By the end of 2011 natural gas production was already at the levels it stands today, near 65 bcf per day. Given all this, I modeled production increases for natural gas on a sliding scale taking year-on-year growth rates from the present 5.7% in the latest weekly numbers, to 0.1% in December 2012. These rates are generously optimistic. It's actually probable taking into account what I said before, that the growth rate in production will turn negative before the end of the year. Assumptions, Consumption I took different assumptions for each end-user demand component. These were: In demand for electrical power generation, I considered that the present dispatch switching, which is making for 20-50% increases in demand for natural gas, would continue throughout 2012. I used a 25% growth rate over 2011 numbers for May, June, September and October; a 20% growth rate for July and August taking into account that capacity is strained in the hotter summer months, and a 15% growth rate in November and December 2012 taking into account that there was already some substitution taking place during 2011, by then. Keep in mind that these are conservative numbers - natural gas would be showing even steeper consumption increases right now if the weather hadn't been as warm during winter. In demand by the commercial sector, I considered a drop of 5% during April, and flat over 2011 for all the other months except for December 2012, where I used the consumption from December 2010. The reason is that the usage by the commercial sector also has a significant heating component, so the December 2011 drop in usage would only be replicated in a repetition of the record warm winter temperatures 2011 saw, which is unlikely. In demand by the residential sector, I used assumptions similar to the commercial sector, given that the residential demand is also mostly dictated by heating demand. In demand by the industrial sector, I considered an average increase in demand of 3.9% per month, over the homologous 2011 periods. This increase is similar to what was observed during 2011 over 2010, and takes into account that there are more industrial activities where natural gas is a feedstock and thus sees increased usage when priced lower - space heating is less of factor (though still present). Regarding demand for transportation, I used 2,900 mcf per month, consistent with the kind of increases being observed in the last few years. This end usage is still mostly a rounding error. For lease and plant fuel I used a 120,000 mcf/month level, which is conservative as here too there's an uptrend in place. For pipeline and distribution use, I used the consumption values from 2010 even though the differences to 2011 were rather minimal. This should vary with overall consumption, and given that 2012 from May onwards should beat 2011's, these values end up being conservative. Finally, I used a net 140,000 mcf per month in net imports. Imports have been on a downtrend due to prices, and exports have been on a uptrend for the same reason, so again, the estimate is conservative. The Outcome Using the data and assumptions above, we get the following results for the months from May 2012 onwards: There are several important observations to be made from this table: The increased demand from dispatch switching in electricity generation really eats up the increased production from the shale revolution. Not only does it do so, but it might be underestimated in this analysis, because of the distortion the unfavorable weather creates (the growth rate in natural gas usage would probably have been even greater under normal weather). The natural gas production increase year-over-year is now disappearing because of the drop in rig counts. This happens against a backdrop of increased usage and thus hastens equilibrium in the market. Equilibrium will naturally be found at a higher price, because the rigs started going away at a higher price as well, and will require a higher price to come back. The impact of lower or stagnated production against increasing demand is such that excluding the net imports, it's even likely that net withdrawals would result under a regular summer. With a hot summer - not modeled here - it would be likely that we'd see net withdrawals considering imports. Indeed, given the week-to-week variation in all the variables, such might happen even under a regular summer. Finally, this model, optimistic in its production projections and somewhat pessimistic in demand, still sees only a 1267 bcf net injection taking inventories to around 3800-3850 bcf at the peak of the injection cycle, far from the 4100-4400 that are considered the demonstrated and theoretical storage capacities. So there's not only a good chance that storage capacity won't be exhausted, but also a chance that the market will be surprised by how little gas will be injected (though at the start of the cycle there can still be a good deal of injection). Conclusion Due to the incredible impact the dispatch switching of coal-fired generation for natural gas generation is having on increased natural gas usage, as well as the impact the low prices are having on drilling for natural gas, the market might come into equilibrium sooner than previously expected, so natural gas prices recognizing this reality might have significant upside even before the end of 2012. 2013 now seems certain to have higher prices as well, something I had already speculated on before. Obviously higher prices will alleviate both of these developments, leading to less coal substitution and to a resumption in drilling - but still this implies an equilibrium at higher prices.
Increased production now devastates the industry – The status quo ensures long term supply and price stability

HVI 12 (Hidden Value Investor, Business Administration Investment Advisor, Portfolio Manager, and Research Analyst, “Natural Gas Price Spike Will Be Bigger And Come Sooner Than Expected”, April 25, 2012, http://seekingalpha.com/article/525421-natural-gas-price-spike-will-be-bigger-and-come-sooner-than-expected)
Everyone knows we have a glut of natural gas due to over-production and the fourth warmest winter in recorded U.S. history. That has led to natural gas spot prices below $2 to force down the rig count and to even force production to be shut-in by producers. People expect natural gas prices to rise from current levels when the market rebalances. But what most people are missing is the market could rebalance much faster than expected and the price spike to encourage a rise in the rig count could be much higher than anticipated. This analysis is based on assuming normal weather patterns throughout the rest of the year. Currently, natural gas in storage in the U.S. is running around 850 Bcf above last years level. Natural gas storage is also almost double normal levels in Canada. The concern is if that glut doesn't moderate, natural gas storage capacity will max out before the injection season is over- leaving no place to store the excess gas. Potential price predictions for that situation range from $0 to a $1.50 per mcf of natural gas. Maximum storage capacity is estimated to be 4.3-4.4 trillion cubic feet and storage last year ended the injection season above 3.9 trillion cubic feet. The glut in natural gas needs to be cut by over 500 bcf between now and the first of October to avoid the potential nightmare scenario. Simple math says the glut of natural gas could turn into a deficit by October. First and foremost, the key driver in erasing the deficit is the coal to gas switching being deployed by utilities increasing the demand for natural gas electrical generation. It is much cheaper to generate electricity from natural gas than from coal at current spot prices. All utilities that rely on coal have natural gas plants for peak demand. A shutdown coal plant can take up to 24 hours to bring online whereas a natural gas plant can be turned on in minutes. These gas plants usually remain idle during normal demand times, but are currently running all out to take advantage of the cost savings. The estimate of electrical generation demand for natural gas is running 6 Bcf per day above last year. With all things being equal, there are 160 days between now and October 1. That alone could erase 960 Bcf of the glut, turning it into a deficit. However, parts of last summer were very hot and there was strong demand for natural gas electrical generation for about 60 days of the summer. So for about 60 days, the excess demand will be much less than 6 Bcf. Assuming the change in demand for those 60 days is zero, then the benefits from coal to natural gas switching will max out at around 600 Bcf between now and October 1, leaving a 250 Bcf glut. This will not be enough to cause the nightmare scenario, but it will be enough to potentially create a lot of anxiety and low prices. The second key to lowering the natural gas glut is a reduction in supply over last year's levels. After averaging 2 Bcf more per day in production in January and February of 2012 vs. 2011, natural gas supply in March and April was level in 2012 with 2011 production. This is primarily due to voluntary shut-ins of natural gas from producers. With spot prices around $2, that trend should continue and could accelerate. Additionally, low spot prices have significantly dropped the rig count in the last 3 months. According to Baker Hughes, there were over 900 rigs drilling for natural gas in the lower 48 last year. That number dropped to 631 last week with over 200 rigs laying down in the last two months alone. For example, in the Haynesville there were 95 wells being drilled in January and only 41 wells being drilled last week. There were almost 400 wells awaiting completion in the Haynesville in January and that number has dropped to 275 wells last week. In fact, the wells awaiting completions have stabilized in the last month because multiple shale completion crews have left the Haynesville for the Bakken and other shale plays. By June the number of wells being completed in the Haynesville and other dry gas plays will be lower than last year. As the summer goes on, new gas wells being brought online will start to mirror the rig count. Natural gas shale wells have an 85% decline rate in the first year, with much of the decline happening after the first couple of months of production. In the second half of the summer, production will begin to decline in the U.S. irrespective of voluntarily shut-in wells. This could lower supply by 200 Bcf to 300 Bcf this summer vs. last summer. Heading into the fall and winter, daily natural gas supply could be 3 Bcf to 5 Bcf lower than the prior years. If the natural gas storage glut turns into a deficit by the end of the summer, and if supply is lower than last year's by the end of the summer without the benefit of voluntarily shut-in wells, then the market will flip from discouraging production to encouraging production. So what price will natural gas prices have to rise to to raise the rig count back towards the 800 rigs needed to stabilize supply? Some think $4 mcf gas will be sufficient as plays such as the Marcellus and some liquids rich plays are profitable at those prices. Others think the all-in costs for dry natural gas plays, such as the Haynesville, Fayetteville, and Barnett shale, is closer to $6 mcf. These plays will need to be drilled in-order to create enough of a long-term supply of natural gas. Still others think exploration and production companies are shifting their capital expenditure budgets to liquids where rigs provide $10 mcf to $17 mcf in value vs dry gas rigs. The debate is over the price needed to raise the rig count. Right now the market is priced for natural gas prices to return to the $4 range in the winter. If the market requires $6, there is a potential 50% rise in natural gas strip prices. But if the market requires $10 plus, there is a chance to have a triple or more in natural gas prices heading into the winter of 2013. One other factor to consider is that low natural gas prices have killed the cashflow of primarily natural gas drillers. The second largest natural gas driller in the U.S. is Chesapeake Energy (CHK) and the company is under significant pressure to raise capital. The company has already stated it plans to move its budget to liquids. Chesapeake alone accounted for more than half of the growth in natural gas production in the lower 48 [states] in the last three years. Another consideration is smaller natural gas companies that rely on bank credit will see a sharp drop in their borrowing bases in the second half of this year and next year due to the low spot prices lowering the value of their reserves. Prices will have to rise enough to restore reserve values before the banks will lend. But because most determinations are made only twice a year, prices will have to rise for several months before many small and mid-cap companies can return to dry natural gas drilling.
No price spikes
Menza 12 (Justin, News Writer at CNBC, Financial Journalist at UBS Investment Bank Sr. Financial Writer at Standard & Poor's , 8/22/2012, "No Spike in Natural Gas Looming: Boone Pickens", www.cnbc.com/id/48752448/No_Spike_in_Natural_Gas_Looming_Boone_Pickens)
The U.S. should continue to have a cheap energy advantage compared to the rest of the world, T. Boone Pickens, BP Capital founder, told CNBC’s “Squawk Box” on Wednesday. “There's going to be a fabulous opportunity for natural gas, but we're not there yet,” Pickens said. Pickens expects natural gas prices to climb to $4 by the end of the year, but no major price spike. “You can make money at $4,” he said, “Of course, it's going to be better than at $2 or $3, but you aren't going to get many wells drilled.” Instead, Pickens sees a greater chance of a spike in crude oil prices. He’s predicting $115 a barrel on West Texas Intermediate crude by year’s end. Flare ups in the Middle East could cause a spike, Pickens cautioned. “If (Israel) bombs Iran, you're going to have a spike up in oil price, there's no question about that, just because they bombed Iran, not because you're going to have a shortage of oil immediately,” he said. Nonetheless, the U.S. will continue to have the world’s cheapest energy. “U.S. crude is 15 percent cheaper than Brent North Sea crude oil, and natural gas is 75 percent cheaper than China, the Mideast, Japan, or wherever else,” Pickens said.

Decreased demand shields a shock

Hurdle 12 (Jon, Reporter at AOL Energy, Reporter at Reuters energy., 8/14/2012, "What is Set to Drive Natural Gas Prices Lower?", aol.com/2012/08/14/what-is-set-to-drive-natural-gas-prices-lower/)

Prices for natural gas are headed lower after a hot summer showed signs of the first boost in pricing for the fuel on which the US energy sector is increasingly relying. With the approaching end of the cooling season and continued strong supply from domestic gas producers, prices are likely to revert to their earlier trading range between $2 and $3 per million BTU, predicted Michael Lynch, president of Strategic Energy and Economic Research, a Massachusetts consultancy. New evidence on bulging US inventories of natural gas, coupled with abundant supply and the approaching end of the summer cooling season, suggests prices will resume their downward path after a brief spike driven by power-sector demand. The amount of gas in underground storage exceeded 3,000 billion cubic feet in June, the highest ever for the month, resulting in the smallest inventory increase between April and June – when stocks begin to build ahead of the upcoming winter – since 2000, the US Energy Information Administration said. The modest increase, of only 565 bcf, was also caused by strong demand from the power sector in response to high demand for electricity to power air conditioners during an unusually hot US summer. That pushed natural gas futures prices to $3.214 per million BTU at the end of July, their highest since December last year, after hitting a decade-low of $1.907 in April. High inventory levels will persist during the "injection season" which runs from April to October, the EIA said in a report on August 8. The agency forecast gas stocks will rise to a record high of almost 4,000 bcf by Nov. 1, leaving the seasonal increase at only 1,477 bcf, the lowest since 1991. Warm Winters Mean Full Inventories Inventories were already unusually full at the start of the injection season because of reduced demand for heating gas in the exceptionally warm 2011-12 winter. That, coupled with the modest addition so far this season, has left underground storage capacity about 75 percent full, a level not normally seen until late August or early September, the EIA said. "The slow start to the injection season reflects record-high inventories at the end of this winter, leaving less space to be filled, and a large increase in natural gas use by the U.S. electric sector for power generation," the EIA said. Although the number of active drilling rigs has dropped sharply this year in response to falling dry-gas prices, production has continued to grow because of gas supply associated with more lucrative oil and liquids development, and because existing gas wells have not depleted as quickly as expected, Michael Lynch said. Despite the recent low prices, U.S. dry-gas output rose 5 percent in the first half of 2012 compared with the year-ago period, the EIA said in a separate report, citing research from Bentek Energy. The growth was largely driven by the Marcellus Shale in Pennsylvania and surrounding states, where production almost doubled in the 12 months to June 2012 and now contributes 9 percent of national production. Plentiful supply, coupled with high inventories and mild winter weather, resulted in price declines of up to 49 percent during the first half of 2012 compared with a year earlier, the EIA said. Although prices rebounded to the high $2 range by the end of June, they are not likely to top $3 again for the foreseeable future because of increasing production and weak residential demand growth in the sluggish economy, Lynch said. Gas at $2-3 will likely persuade more power generators to scrap old coal plants in favor of cleaner gas, but that may not be enough to buoy prices much above their current range, given record inventories and, in the short term, declining demand for air conditioning.
Economic decline empirically doesn’t lead to war

Miller 2K (Morris, Professor of Administration @ the University of Ottawa, Interdisciplinary Science Review, v 25 n4 2000 p ingenta connect)

The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study under- taken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they con- cluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis – as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth – bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semi-democracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).

No war – Countries can’t afford it

Bennett and Nordstrom 2K (D. Scott and Timothy, Department of Political Science Professors at Pennsylvania State, “Foreign Policy Substitutability and Internal Economic Problems in Enduring Rivalries,” Journal of Conflict Resolution, Ebsco)

In this analysis, we focus on using economic conditions to understand when rivalries are likely to escalate or end. Rivalries are an appropriate set of cases to use when examining substitutability both because leaders in rival states have clearly substitutable choices and because rivalries are a set of cases in which externalization is a particularly plausible policy option.7 In particular, when confronted with domestic problems, leaders in a rivalry have the clear alternatives of escalating the conflict with the rival to divert attention or to work to settle the rivalry as a means of freeing up a substantial amount of resources that can be directed toward solving internal problems. In the case of the diversion option, rivals provide logical, believable actors for leaders to target; the presence of a clear rival may offer unstable elites a particularly inviting target for hostile statements or actual conflict as necessary. The public and relevant elites already consider the rival a threat or else the rivalry would not have continued for an extended period; the presence of disputed issues also provides a casus belli with the rival that is always present. Rivals also may provide a target where the possible costs and risks of externalization are relatively controlled. If the goal is diversion, leaders willwant to divert attention without provoking an actual (and expensive)war. Over the course of many confrontations, rival states may learn to anticipate response patterns, leading to safer disputes or at least to leaders believing that they can control the risks of conflict when they initiate a new confrontation. In sum, rivals provide good targets for domestically challenged political leaders. This leads to our first hypothesis, which is as follows: Hypothesis 1: Poor economic conditions lead to diversionary actions against the rival. Conflict settlement is also a distinct route to dealing with internal problems that leaders in rivalries may pursue when faced with internal problems. Military competition between states requires large amounts of resources, and rivals require even more attention. Leaders may choose to negotiate a settlement that ends a rivalry to free up important resources that may be reallocated to the domestic economy. In a “guns versus butter” world of economic trade-offs, when a state can no longer afford to pay the expenses associated with competition in a rivalry, it is quite rational for leaders to reduce costs by ending a rivalry. This gain (a peace dividend) could be achieved at any time by ending a rivalry. However, such a gain is likely to be most important and attractive to leaders when internal conditions are bad and the leader is seeking ways to alleviate active problems. Support for policy change away from continued rivalry is more likely to develop when the economic situation sours and elites and masses are looking for ways to improve a worsening situation. It is at these times that the pressure to cut military investment will be greatest and that state leaders will be forced to recognize the difficulty of continuing to pay for a rivalry. Among other things, this argument also encompasses the view that the cold war ended because the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics could no longer compete economically with the United States. Hypothesis 2: Poor economic conditions increase the probability of rivalry termination. Hypotheses 1 and 2 posit opposite behaviors in response to a single cause (internal economic problems). As such, they demand a research design that can account for substitutability between them. 
The US isn’t key to the global economy
Ethiopian Review 10 (“How We’re Doing in the World”, 3/1/10, http://www.ethiopianreview.com/news/10784)

Although virtually all key indicators in the global economy fell significantly last year, people can breathe easier today. Economic projections for 2010 are much more positive, although there is plenty of debate about how strong and sustainable the recovery will be, particularly in the advanced economies of the United States, Europe and Japan, where slow jobs growth and high debt levels increasingly constrain governments’ abilities to stimulate economic growth without generating inflation. Ironically, these economies are now dependent on the continued successful performance of the developing and emerging market economies, which have outperformed the more advanced economies in weathering the crisis and now in projected performance. These economies maintained positive GDP growth rates (on average) for 2009 and are projected to grow 6 percent in 2010, in comparison with negative 2009 growth and insipid 2.1 percent 2010 growth for the advanced economies. There is a second, greater irony embedded in these growth statistics: the advanced economies that drove the financial crisis – with the United States front and center – were poster children for poor fiscal management, over-leveraged debt, and inadequatefinancial regulations. The looming debt crisis in Greece is case in point. In contrast, the emerging market economies were able to weather the storm and recover more quickly primarily because, for the most part, they followed the “Washington consensus” reforms recommended by American-influenced internationalfinancial institutions – fiscal and regulatory discipline, liberalized and diversified trade regimes, and reduced foreign debt obligations. These emerging economies are not free of economic challenges, but they have emerged from the crisis as a force to be reckoned with. And they know it. The newfound confidence of China, India and Brazil in particular has bred an expectation that their emerging power status will be recognized and accommodated within the international system. This has already begun to generate tensions, most noticeably in the increasingly scratchy relationship between China and the United States.

Energy prices are irrelevant to manufacturing
Levi 12 (Michael, David M. Rubenstein Senior Fellow for Energy and the Environment, 5/7/2012, "Oil and Gas Euphoria Is Getting Out of Hand", blogs.cfr.org/levi/2012/05/07/oil-and-gas-euphoria-is-getting-out-of-hand/)
But there is more. Ignatius’s column isn’t just about energy; it’s also about the resurgence of U.S. manufacturing. Here’s how he links the two: “Energy security would be one building block of a new prosperity. The other would be the revival of U.S. manufacturing and other industries. This would be driven in part by the low cost of electricity in the United States, which West forecasts will be relatively flat through the rest of this decade, and one-half to one-third that of economic competitors such as Spain, France or Germany.” Once again, these sorts of claims have become increasingly common. Indeed the quantitative assertions are perfectly plausible. But the big picture implications don’t make sense. As of 2010, total sales of U.S. manufactured goods were about five trillion dollars. At the same time, the sector spent about 100 billion dollars on energy. That’s a mere two percent of total sales. You could slash energy costs to zero, and it would barely move the needle for most U.S. manufacturers. There are, of course, exceptions, like some iron, steel, cement, and paper makers. But even these industries care about much more than their electricity prices. Will lower energy costs move things at the margin? Of course they will, and that’s good news. But they are nowhere close to what’s needed for U.S. manufacturing to broadly thrive.

All evidence shows heg impacts are wrong

Fettweis 10 (Christopher, Assistant professor of political science at Tulane, Survival, Volume 52, Issue 2, April)

One potential explanation for the growth of global peace can be dismissed fairly quickly: US actions do not seem to have contributed much. The limited evidence suggests that there is little reason to believe in the stabilising power of the US hegemon, and that there is no relation between the relative level of American activism and international stability. During the 1990s, the United States cut back on its defence spending fairly substantially. By 1998, the United States was spending $100 billion less on defence in real terms than it had in 1990, a 25% reduction.29 To internationalists, defence hawks and other believers in hegemonic stability, this irresponsible 'peace dividend' endangered both national and global security. 'No serious analyst of American military capabilities', argued neo-conservatives William Kristol and Robert Kagan in 1996, 'doubts that the defense budget has been cut much too far to meet America's responsibilities to itself and to world peace'.30 And yet the verdict from the 1990s is fairly plain: the world grew more peaceful while the United States cut its forces. No state seemed to believe that its security was endangered by a less-capable US military, or at least none took any action that would suggest such a belief. No militaries were enhanced to address power vacuums; no security dilemmas drove insecurity or arms races; no regional balancing occurred once the stabilising presence of the US military was diminished. The rest of the world acted as if the threat of international war was not a pressing concern, despite the reduction in US military capabilities. Most of all, the United States was no less safe. The incidence and magnitude of global conflict declined while the United States cut its military spending under President Bill Clinton, and kept declining as the George W. Bush administration ramped the spending back up. Complex statistical analysis is unnecessary to reach the conclusion that world peace and US military expenditure are unrelated.

Massive coal use inevitable
Fallows 10 - national correspondent for The Atlantic

James, “Dirty Coal, Clean Future,” The Atlantic, http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2010/12/dirty-coal-clean-future/8307/

Mohler’s point was less about abstract equity than practical reality. People in rural China, in my experience, don’t really care that people somewhere else—Los Angeles or Houston, even Shanghai or Tianjin—are using more electricity and gasoline than they are. They just want to use more themselves! I assume the same to be true of their counterparts from Nigeria to India to North Korea. “You go in the countryside in China, and people don’t have any power to pump their water,” Mohler said. “Of course they’re going to want those powered pumps. Anyone would.” And hot water for their baths, and refrigerators for their kitchens, and air-conditioners for their bedrooms—and cars. Thus the bind. The atmosphere needs to absorb dramatically less carbon dioxide, while people around the world are certain to want dramatically more of the products and comforts whose creation and operation send carbon dioxide and other gases into the sky. Isn’t “clean energy” the answer? Of course—because everything is the answer. The people I spoke with and reports I read differed in emphasis, sometimes significantly. Some urged greater stress on efficiency and conservation; some, a faster move toward nuclear power or natural gas; some, an all-out push for solar power and other renewable sources; others, immediate preparation for “geoengineering” or “abatement” projects to offset the effects of climate disruption once they occur. But in a sense they were all in harmony, because everything on all the lists works toward the same end. The best-known illustration of the need for an all-fronts approach is the “carbon wedge” analysis from the Carbon Mitigation Initiative at Princeton. Its premise is that to keep the carbon-dioxide level from going into the 500s, or twice its pre-industrial-age level, over the next 50 years, the world collectively will need to reduce its carbon-dioxide emissions by a total of about 26 billion tons per year. (Technically, CMI measures its goals in billions of tons of carbon contained within the carbon dioxide. For clarity, I’ve converted the figures.) To reach that total, CMI proposes seven “stabilization wedges” of a little less than 4 billion tons of carbon dioxide each. A 4-billion-ton “wedge” through efficiency efforts of all kinds; another wedge of that size through renewable power; another through avoiding deforestation and changing agricultural practices. Eventually it adds up. “There are many good options,” Julio Friedmann, a geologist at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, told me soon afterI first met him in Beijing two years ago. “But there are no unlimited options. Each is limited by cost, limited by scale, limited by physics and chemistry, limited by thermodynamics. For example, there’s nothing wrong with switchgrass as a biofuel”—one of George W. Bush’s novel proposals—“but there’s not a lot of energy in it.” We’ll hear from Friedmann again. This emphasis on limits is what begins pointing us back to coal. “Emotionally, we would all like to think that wind, solar, and conservation will solve the problem for us,” David Mohler of Duke Energy told me. “Nothing will change, our comfort and convenience will be the same, and we can avoid that nasty coal. Unfortunately, the math doesn’t work that way.” The math he has in mind starts with the role that coal now plays around the world, and especially for the two biggest energy consumers, America and China. Overall, coal-burning power plants provide nearly half (about 46 percent this year) of the electricity consumed in the United States. For the record: natural gas supplies another 23 percent, nuclear power about 20 percent, hydroelectric power about 7 percent, and everything else the remaining 4 or 5 percent. The small size of the “everything else” total is worth noting; even if it doubles or triples, the solutions we often hear the most about won’t come close to meeting total demand. In China, coal-fired plants supply an even larger share of much fastergrowing total electric demand: at least 70 percent, with the Three Gorges Dam and similar hydroelectric projects providing about 20 percent, and (in order) natural gas, nuclear power, wind, and solar energy making up the small remainder. For the world as a whole, coal-fired plants provide about half the total electric supply. On average, every American uses the electricity produced by 7,500 pounds of coal each year. Precisely because coal already plays such a major role in world power supplies, basic math means that it will inescapably do so for a very long time. For instance: through the past decade, the United States has talked about, passed regulations in favor of, and made technological breakthroughs in all fields of renewable energy. Between 1995 and 2008, the amount of electricity coming from solar power rose by two-thirds in the United States, and wind-generated electricity went up more than 15-fold. Yet over those same years, the amount of electricity generated by coal went up much faster, in absolute terms, than electricity generated from any other source. The journalist Robert Bryce has drawn on U.S. government figures to show that between 1995 and 2008, “the absolute increase in total electricity produced by coal was about 5.8 times as great as the increase from wind and 823 times as great as the increase from solar”—and this during the dawn of the green-energy era in America. Power generated by the wind and sun increased significantly in America last year; but power generated by coal increased more than seven times as much. As Americans have read many times, Chinese companies are the world’s leaders in manufacturing solar panels, often using technology originally developed in the United States. Many of the panels are used inside China for its own rapidly growing solar-power system; still, solar energy accounts for about 1 percent of its total power supply. In his book PowerHungry, Bryce describes a visit to a single coal mine, the Cardinal Mine in western Kentucky, whose daily output supports three-quarters as much electricity generation as all the solar and wind facilities in the United States combined. David MacKay, of the physics department at Cambridge University in England, has compiled an encyclopedia of such energy-related comparisons, which isavailable for free download (under the misleadingly lowbrow title Sustainable Energy—Without the Hot Air). For instance: he calculates that if the windiest 10 percent of the entire British landmass were completely covered with wind turbines, they would produce power roughly equivalent to half of what Britons expend merely by driving each day.

Warming
Warming isn’t real – We’ve entered a period of cooling
** PACIFIC DECADAL OSCILLATION

Easterbrook 10 

(Don, geology professor emeritus at Western Washington University [http://myweb.wwu.edu/dbunny/research/global/easterbrook_climate-cycle-evidence.pdf] EVIDENCE OF THE CAUSE OF GLOBAL WARMING AND COOLING: RECURRING GLOBAL, DECADAL, CLIMATE CYCLES RECORDED BY GLACIAL FLUCTUATIONS, ICE CORES, OCEAN TEMPERATURES, HISTORIC MEASUREMENTS AND SOLAR VARIATIONS)

‘Global warming’ (the term used for warming from 1977 to 1998) is over. No warming above the level temperatures in 1998 has occurred and global cooling has deepened since 2005 (Fig. 24). Switching of the PDO back and forth from warm to cool modes has been documented by NASA’s satellite imagery (Figs. 25, 26). The satellite image from 1989 is typical of the warm mode (1945-1977) with most of the eastern Pacific adjacent to North America showing shades of yellow to red, indicating warm water. The satellite image from 1999 (Fig. 27) shows a strong contrast to the 1997 image, with deep cooling of the eastern Pacific and a shift from the PDO warm to the PDO cool mode. This effectively marked the end of ‘global warming’ (i.e., the 1977 to 1998 warm cycle). Figures 27–30 show that the switch of the PDO from its warm cycle to the present cool cycle has become firmly established. Each time this has occurred in the past century, global temperatures have remained cool for about 30 years (Fig. 31). Thus, the current sea surface temperatures not only explain why we have had global cooling for the past 10 years, but also assure that cool temperatures will continue for several more decades.
If it is real existing Co2 makes it inevitable

Hamilton 10 – Professor of Public Ethics @ ANU

Clive Hamilton, Professor of Public Ethics in Australia, 2010, “Requiem for a Species: Why We Resist the Truth About Climate Change,” pg 27-28
The conclusion that, even if we act promptly and resolutely, the world is on a path to reach 650 ppm is almost too frightening to accept. That level of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere will be associated with warming of about 4°C by the end of the century, well above the temperature associated with tipping points that would trigger further warming.58 So it seems that even with the most optimistic set of assumptions—the ending of deforestation, a halving of emissions associated with food production, global emissions peaking in 2020 and then falling by 3 per cent a year for a few decades—we have no chance of preventing emissions rising well above a number of critical tipping points that will spark uncontrollable climate change. The Earth's climate would enter a chaotic era lasting thousands of years before natural processes eventually establish some sort of equilibrium. Whether human beings would still be a force on the planet, or even survive, is a moot point. One thing seems certain: there will be far fewer of us. These conclusions arc alarming, co say the least, but they are not alarmist. Rather than choosing or interpreting numbers to make the situation appear worse than it could be, following Kevin Anderson and Alice Bows 1 have chosen numbers that err on the conservative side, which is to say numbers that reflect a more buoyant assessment of the possibilities. A more neutral assessment of how the global community is likely to respond would give an even bleaker assessment of our future. For example, the analysis excludes non-CO2, emissions from aviation and shipping. Including them makes the task significantly harder, particularly as aviation emissions have been growing rapidly and are expected to continue to do so as there is no foreseeable alternative to severely restricting the number of flights.v' And any realistic assessment of the prospects for international agreement would have global emissions peaking closer to 2030 rather than 2020. The last chance to reverse the trajectory of global emissions by 2020 was forfeited at the Copenhagen climate conference in December 2009. As a consequence, a global response proportionate to the problem was deferred for several years.
It’s not caused by humans
Spencer 10 —former head climate scientist @ NASA 

 (Roy, principal research scientist at the University of Alabama and former senior scientist for climate studies at NASA. He now leads the US science team for the Advanced Microwave Scanning Radiometer for EOS on NASA’s Aqua Satellite “The Great Global Warming Blunder: How Mother Nature Fooled the World’s Top Climate Scientists,” pg 119-120)

Our most accurate global satellite data, collected from 2000 to 2008, show the Pacific Decadal Oscillation does indeed cause a change in the Earth’s energy balance. Over the nine-year period of record, the radiative imbalance varied over a range of at least 2.5 watts per square meter. Even though this natural source of radiative forcing is only 1 percent of the average flows of sunlight into and infrared radiation out of the climate system, the simple model analysis shows that it is sufficient to explain most of the temperature variability experienced during the twentieth century- up to 75 percent of the long-term temperature trend. This supports my original claim that a mere I percent change in naturally occurring processes can cause global warming or cooling. Thus, the PDO by itself can potentially explain most of what is popularly called global warming. And while the anthropogenic explanation for global warming involves a forcing mechanism that can only be computed theoretically, the PDO forcing mechanism is actually observed by satellite. In fact, recently published research has finally begun to make this connection between the PDO and climate change, so maybe the tide is turning.  

Warming won’t cause extinction
Hsu ‘10

Jeremy, Live Science Staff, July 19, pg. http://www.livescience.com/culture/can-humans-survive-extinction-doomsday-100719.html
His views deviate sharply from those of most experts, who don't view climate change as the end for humans. Even the worst-case scenarios discussed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change don't foresee human extinction.  "The scenarios that the mainstream climate community are advancing are not end-of-humanity, catastrophic scenarios," said Roger Pielke Jr., a climate policy analyst at the University of Colorado at Boulder.  Humans have the technological tools to begin tackling climate change, if not quite enough yet to solve the problem, Pielke said. He added that doom-mongering did little to encourage people to take action.  "My view of politics is that the long-term, high-risk scenarios are really difficult to use to motivate short-term, incremental action," Pielke explained. "The rhetoric of fear and alarm that some people tend toward is counterproductive."  Searching for solutions  One technological solution to climate change already exists through carbon capture and storage, according to Wallace Broecker, a geochemist and renowned climate scientist at Columbia University's Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory in New York City.  But Broecker remained skeptical that governments or industry would commit the resources needed to slow the rise of carbon dioxide (CO2) levels, and predicted that more drastic geoengineering might become necessary to stabilize the planet.  "The rise in CO2 isn't going to kill many people, and it's not going to kill humanity," Broecker said. "But it's going to change the entire wild ecology of the planet, melt a lot of ice, acidify the ocean, change the availability of water and change crop yields, so we're essentially doing an experiment whose result remains uncertain." 
Status quo gas is sufficient

Levi 9/25 (Michael, David M. Rubenstein Senior Fellow for Energy and the Environment, Council on Foreign Relations, “Why Have U.S. Carbon Dioxide Emissions Plummeted?”, 9/25/12, http://blogs.cfr.org/levi/2012/09/25/why-have-u-s-carbon-dioxide-emissions-plummeted/?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+mlevi+%28Michael+Levi%3A+Energy%2C+Security%2C+and+Climate%29)

U.S. carbon dioxide emissions for January-May are down six percent from 2011 to 2012. Headlines have highlighted the fact that emissions from January-March hit a twenty year low. What explains the shift? That question has been the subject of intense debate. John Hanger argues that 77 percent of that decline can be attributed to the shift from coal to gas. The folks over at CO2Scorecard, looking at January-March data, put that number at a more modest 21 percent. These are drastically different figures. What number should we believe? Part of the discrepancy comes from looking at different time periods. January-March emissions were affected more by the warm winter than April-May ones were. That makes sense because January-March is part of the winter. April-May emissions were affected more by rock bottom natural gas prices than January-March ones were. That makes sense because it was April-May when rock bottom (i.e. sub-two-dollars wellhead) natural gas prices prevailed.
Gas doesn’t reduce emissions enough and trades off with renewables

Harvey 12 (Fiona, Environment correspondent for The Guardian, Cites the International Energy Agency, “Natural gas is no climate change 'panacea', warns IEA”, 6/6/12, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2011/jun/06/natural-gas-climate-change-no-panacea)

Natural gas is not the "panacea" to solve climate change that fossil fuel industry lobbyists have been claiming, according to new research from the International Energy Agency (IEA). Gas is likely to make up about one-quarter of the world's energy supply by 2035, according to the study, but that would lead the world to a 3.5C temperature rise. At such a level, global warming could run out of control, deserts would take over in southern Africa, Australia and the western US, and sea level rises could engulf small island states. Nobuo Tanaka, executive director of the IEA, told a press conference in London: "While natural gas is the cleanest fossil fuel, it is still a fossil fuel. Its increased use could muscle out low-carbon fuels such as renewables and nuclear, particularly in the wake of Fukushima. An expansion of gas use alone is no panacea for climate change." Governments are likely to come under pressure to reduce support for low-carbon energy and opt for gas instead, as oil and gas companies have been urging, in a move that could imperil the fight against climate change, the IEA warned. Fatih Birol, chief economist of the IEA and one of the world's foremost authorities on energy and climate, said: "If gas prices come down, that would put a lot of pressure on governments to review their existing renewable energy support policies ... We may see many renewable energy projects put on the shelf." He said some renewable technologies, such as onshore wind, would continue to prosper but the worst affected projects were likely to be offshore wind and solar energy. Birol said the world must continue to invest in renewables, energy efficiency and carbon capture and storage, in order to stave off climate change. If the world fails to invest in renewables, a new generation of gas-fired power stations would have a lifetime of at least 25 years, effectively "locking in" billion of tonnes of carbon emissions a year.
Not a bridge fuel – Locks out renewables and saps investment

Harvey 11 (Fiona, Environment correspondent for The Guardian, Cites Prof David Mackay, chief scientific adviser to the UK's Department of Energy and Climate Change, and Jenny Banks, climate and energy policy officer at WWF-UK, “Fossil fuel firms use 'biased' study in massive gas lobbying push”, 20 April 2011, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2011/apr/20/fossil-fuel-lobbying-shale-gas)

Some in the gas industry are careful to argue that its fuel is complementary to renewables, as it can be relatively easily turned on and off to provide flexible back-up power when the wind is not blowing. This argument is accepted by Oettinger, who insists that both gas and renewable energy will be needed for flexible low-carbon power generation, and some other senior figures. Nobuo Tanaka, the executive director of the International Energy Agency, said: "Gas is potentially a game changer. But it is complementary to renewables, as it can be turned on and off quickly. It could be baseload power and we could turn off coal." But renewable energy generators are wary, as they fear that cash-strapped governments will ease off on subsidies for clean power, in favour of licensing gas-fired power stations. A new gas-fired power station would be expected to have a useful life of about 25 to 40 years. So although switching from coal to gas would help countries meet their short term emissions targets, in the longer term they would be left with fleets of redundant, high-emitting fossil fuel power stations – unless they were fitted with expensive technology to capture and store the carbon dioxide underground. However, this technology is still unproven and it is likely to be decades before it can be widely used. The economics of the technology are highly uncertain, and renewable companies argue that the assumptions used by EGAF to show that the fossil fuel is cheaper than renewables do not stand up to scrutiny.
Gas crowds out renewables

Jenkins 12 (Jesse, Director of Energy and Climate Policy, Breakthrough Institute, “Avoiding a Natural Gas Bridge to Nowhere”, 1/19/12, http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2012/01/whats-ahead-for-natural-gas.php)

Cheap gas simultaneously puts pressure on higher-cost nuclear, wind, and solar energy, however. If cheap gas leads to complacency in the development of sustainable, low-carbon electricity sources, today’s gas boon may become tomorrow’s curse, as natural gas eclipses not only coal, but also cleaner, carbon-free energy sources. An increasingly dominant role for natural gas in America’s energy mix also exposes the United States to the inherent volatility of natural gas markets. As a gas, methane flows much faster from wells than crude oil. Natural gas wells thus produce and deplete quite rapidly, with roughly 50 percent of a typical well’s lifetime production expended in the first three or four years. This basic dynamic of rapid production and depletion often leads to a boom-bust cycle in markets, as anyone observing North American natural gas markets over the past half century can attest. If North America begins to export large quantities of natural gas, this inherent volatility will only be exacerbated. The future of natural gas is unlikely to part with this history of boom and bust – unless the United States once again commits to long-term investment in the development of affordable, clean, domestic energy technologies. Without significant and strategic investments in next-generation solar, wind, nuclear, and electric vehicles, there’s every reason to believe the natural gas revolution will continue and gas will ultimately become an increasingly dominant share of the U.S. energy supply. The result will likely be near-term declines in CO2 and pollutants along with growing reliance on another volatile and increasingly costly fossil energy source. The shale gas “bridge fuel” may well become a bridge to nowhere.
