Tradeoff

Global investment solves
Cuttino 2012 (Phyllis Cuttino, Director of the Pew Clean Energy Program, May 15, 2012, “The Future of Renewable Energy Is Bright,” National Journal, http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2012/05/boom-and-bust-renewable-energy.php)

Similarly, U.S. policy uncertainty will not deter other markets from flourishing. China, India, Brazil, and other emerging economies have strong and consistent clean energy policies to encourage private investment in and deployment of clean energy. These are the markets where most of the 2 billion people without modern energy services live and where demand growth will be greatest in the next 20 to 30 years. Clean energy offers African countries, for example, the opportunity to provide electricity to households and communities without transmission wires, just as cell phones allowed that continent to leapfrog landline phones. Residential solar already is the cheapest energy option in many parts of the world

No tradeoff between renewables and nuclear power -- they’re compatible. 
Kerekes, ‘7 
[Steven, Senior Director at the Nuclear Energy Institute -- CFR, 11-9, “Nuclear Power in Response to Climate Change”, November 9, 
http://www.cfr.org/publication/14718/nuclear_power_in_response_to_climate_change.html]
I love it! Now Michael’s knock on nuclear energy is that it’s a “mature” technology—meaning not so much that it’s been around for a while but that it’s actually generated huge amounts of emission-free electricity. Setting aside the fact that the sun and the wind have been around since, say, the dawn of time, here’s what the Cato Institute—no friend of government investment in nuclear energy—revealed in a January 2002 “Policy Analysis”: “R&D dollars have not handicapped renewable energy technologies. Over the past 20 years, those technologies have received (in inflation-adjusted 1996 dollars) $24.2 billion in federal R&D subsidies, while nuclear energy has received $20.1 billion and fossil fuels only $15.5 billion.”¶ So it’s a complete myth that Michael’s preferred technologies haven’t gotten the money. They have. In fact, nuclear and renewables make a nice, emission-free combination. Of course, renewables cannot meet baseload, 24-hour a day, seven-day a week electricity demand. Nuclear power can. Our industry average capacity factor—which measures actual electricity production relative to theoretical production non-stop for a full year—has been right around 90 percent for the past seven years. By comparison, the Department of Energy pegs the average capacity for state-of-the-art wind projects at 36 percent, with older projects lagging at 30 percent or lower.¶ I agree that it’s prudent to use limited resources wisely. Yet the investment resources for energy technologies aren’t as limited as Michael thinks. Morgan Stanley Vice Chairman Jeffrey Holzschuh has a presentation in which he notes that the U.S. utility industry investment needs for the next thirteen years total about $1 trillion. Of that total infrastructure need, $350 billion, or $23 billion per year, is needed for electric-generating facilities. Of that sum, the capital required to build an additional 15,000-20,000 megawatts of nuclear capacity over the next fifteen years is about $3.5 billion per year. Meanwhile, over the past five years, the investment capital raised by the U.S. power industry has ranged between $50 billion and $79 billion annually. In other words, new nuclear plant construction will barely make a dent in the ability of U.S. capital markets to finance new energy projects.¶ This is not an “either-or” scenario. We need all these emission-free energy technologies. The fact that nuclear energy has proven its value as a reliable, affordable source of clean energy is cause for hope.

Comparative Solvency

Renewables will never be able to meet demand fast enough. 
Kerekes, ‘7
[Steven, Senior Director -- NEI, CFR, 11-6,“Nuclear Power in Response to Climate Change,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/14718/nuclear_power_in_response_to_climate_change.html]
You do the math: Nuclear energy annually has provided 20 percent of U.S. electricity supplies since the early 1990s, and even with a marked increase in overall electricity demand, it constitutes more than 70 percent of the electricity that comes from sources that do not emit greenhouse gases or controlled pollutants into the atmosphere. Renewable energy technologies over that same time period—even with subsidies like production tax credits in place—have increased their share of U.S. electricity production to 3.1 percent from 2.9 percent. At that rate of growth, it will take renewable technologies another twelve hundred years just to equal the share of electricity production that nuclear energy has provided since 1992.¶ But just to give Michael the benefit of the doubt, let’s take a more generous look at what wind power’s true believers are saying, as reported by Reuters last June from the American Wind Energy Association’s annual conference in Los Angeles: “The U.S. wind power industry will see half a trillion dollars of investment by 2030 to take the renewable source up to 20 percent of U.S. electricity generation, an industry conference heard on Monday.”¶ Hmmm … 20 percent by 2030. Remind me again which technology’s offerings Michael proclaims to be “too little, too late.”¶ The silly premise that Michael and many other critics employ with regard to nuclear energy’s clean-air benefits is to suggest that, simply because a substantial number of new nuclear plants is needed to accommodate our sector’s “wedge” of carbon prevention, then construction shouldn’t be undertaken at all. That line of thinking used to be called throwing out the baby with the bath water. The reality is that all carbon-free energy technologies, working hand in hand with improved energy efficiency and conservation measures, are needed to meet this threat. If Michael short-sightedly wants to oppose nuclear energy, he’s free to do so. But he shouldn’t do it with bogus arguments about which technologies are ready for prime time and which aren’t.¶ Nuclear energy is our country’s only large-scale energy source capable of producing electricity around the clock while emitting no air pollutants or greenhouse gases during production. Nuclear energy is also the lowest-cost large-scale producer of electricity in this country. And nuclear’s production costs are stable and not subject to fluctuations in the natural gas or oil market. As a domestic energy technology with fuel from the United States and reliable trading partners, nuclear energy is essential to our nation’s energy security.

No Solve

Renewables not happening now due to political red tape and funding – also can’t solve warming – intermittency and lack of storage capacity
Bach, 9/11/12 (Nate, J.D. from UCLA School of Law, “The Future of the United States Renewable Sector”, Energy Acuity, http://www.energyacuity.com/blog/bid/219632/The-Future-of-the-United-States-Renewable-Sector)

In any election year, energy use and production has and always will be an important topic of discussion. Governor Romney’s plan involves the intent to start widespread offshore oil drilling in the United States, as well as allowing the wind Production Tax Credit (PTC) to expire. This captures a large focus of Romney’s campaign: renewable energy, specifically wind power, is not an effective, viable, or affordable source of energy. In contrast, the Obama administration has said that it will maintain its steadfast commitment to the development of renewable energy sources such as wind, solar, and biofuels. ¶ This has drawn the ire of many people, both liberal and conservative, who feel that the costs for developing renewable energy, and the government subsidies provided to developers, are far too high. Romney’s plan also contends that there is uneven playing field for all forms of energy development, citing the tax credits and subsidies granted to renewable, as opposed to conventional energy, as a waste of tax payer money and time. However, while the current cost of installing these systems is high, there are many who attest that this is due to a plethora of policy limitations and setbacks that belabor the process of gaining permission to construct a solar array or wind farm. John Farrell of the Institute for Local Self-Reliance wrote an article comparing the costs and process of installing a 4kw solar array between the United States and Germany . This article shows that, while these costs are indeed high, we do have the power to lower them by creating a streamlined way for renewable projects to apply for and receive permitting. No matter your stance on the renewable sector, there can be no doubt that the development of these energy sources will be at the forefront of this upcoming election, and in some sense the fate of the industry relies heavily on the incumbent resuming his position come January.¶ Many of the detractors of solar and wind power, no matter their political affiliations, focus their complaints on the fact that the production of renewable energy depends entirely on something we cannot control, whether it be the speed of the wind or the limited time the sun spends in our sky. If wind speeds are too high – or too low – the turbine will shut off and no energy will be produced. Turbines are also shut down when too much power is being generated by conventional fuel sources in order to prevent bottlenecking in the electricity grid. For solar power, these limitations are much simpler and obvious: no sun = no power. André Broessel, through the company Rawlemon, has invented a new solar production system, called β.torics, using a glass globe that hopes to address and quash these production problems in the solar field. The sun’s rays would by intensified by passing through the glass and onto a reader, much like a typical concentrated photovoltaic system. However, this device has one aspect that has the potential to change the photovoltaic generation industry forever: the device works at night by harvesting and concentrating the light from the moon in the exact same way it does for the sun. While this device provides an extraordinarily larger amount of energy than a traditional photovoltaic system, it is still subject to weather restrictions, specifically cloud cover or nights when a new moon is in the sky.¶ Despite all of the hindrances, the greatest problem that the renewable sector faces is energy storage. It doesn’t matter how much energy can be produced if there is nowhere to store that energy until it is needed. For example, towards the end of May, Germany, the world leader in installed photovoltaics, set a world record with 22 gigawatt-hours of solar power fed into the grid at the peak of one 24 hour period . The data indicates that this surge in power production met the needs of about half of the country’s power demand for Saturday, May 26. This is a big feather in the cap for the supporters of solar energy, but although this worked in Germany, it does not mean it will work everywhere. The development and subsequent energy production of large scale utility projects in the U.S. are especially subject to grid limitations, adding fodder to renewable energy detractors. If a system designed to provide power to an entire community fails to do so due to grid or weather limitations, the money spent is therefore viewed by many as wasted or inappropriately allocated. However, as the systems or components themselves are being revamped or improved, so too are the storage systems. For example, a German company, Center for Solar Energy and Hydrogen Research Baden-Wȕrttemberg, has developed an innovative and effective way to store electricity generated from renewables. The technology involves converting water into methane gas by using the electricity produced and carbon dioxide and subsequently storing the gas in underground caverns. It stays there until there is a need for electricity that other sources can’t produce, channeling the gas to a firing plant, much in the same way that Landfill Gas is stored and used. While this does require a preexisting area for this gas to be allocated, it shows a clear dedication to not allow the advancement of the renewable energy industry to fall victim to technological limitations.¶ So what do these developments mean for renewables in the United States? While both the β.torics system and the Power-to-Gas technologies are being developed in Europe, their extraordinary functionality is something the whole world should take note of. Certainly, these two devices alone would not be enough to spark a countrywide “green revolution,” especially given the almost inconceivable amount of red tape and policy limitations our government has in place that hinders the development of any renewable energy project. But what this provides is proof that the practical production and distribution of clean energy is possible. These developments will certainly pave the way for many other companies to develop new ways to store energy and new ways to effectively generate it. The industry is constantly growing and changing, and while the technologies may not be developed enough to make any big splashes come November, it is imperative to keep these discussions in mind when addressing the potential of renewable energy and what we, as a country, can do to establish a new road for the renewable sector to grow and provide clean and inexpensive energy to the entire population.

Innovation

Status quo failures prove that companies will find a way around production increases
Investors Business Daily 9-16
(Editorial Staff, “Will green-energy scandal hurt Obama chances in 2012?”, Investors.com, http://news.investors.com/ibd-editorials/021612-601508-obama-green-energy-scandal-grows-deeper.htm, DZ)
Crony Capitalism: With the election still more than eight months away, is it too soon to ask if the president can be re-elected with the green baggage piling up around him? Right now, that pile is deep — and getting deeper.¶ Obama's green energy scandal is more than Solyndra, the failed solar panel maker that squandered $535 million of Obama stimulus cash and hosted the president for a propaganda visit. It's a series of green-energy companies failing despite the administration's ceaseless promotion of the industry and the unseemly White House ties that run throughout.¶ While the legacy media often shills for Democrats, sometimes an outlet surprises us, as the Washington Post did with this week's story outlining the shady Obama links to the clean-energy industry and implying the administration has engaged in first-class corruption.¶ Post reporters, for instance, "found that $3.9 billion in federal grants and financing flowed to 21 companies backed by firms with connections to five Obama administration staffers and advisers."¶ Named in the story is Sanjay Wagle, "venture capitalist" and "Obama fundraiser" who joined the Energy Department, which "provided $2.4 billion in public funding to clean-energy companies in which Wagle's former firm, Vantage Point Venture Partners, had invested."¶ And there's Steven Spinner, a "bundler of Obama campaign contributions who," we noted last fall, became an adviser at the Energy Department where he "pushed hard" for the Solyndra loan. Spinner is also married to a partner in the law firm that represented Solyndra.¶ Going deeper, we find Steve Westly, identified by the Post as "an Obama fundraising bundler" who "served part time" on an Energy Department advisory board and "communicated with senior White House officials."¶ The Post reported that Westly's firm "fared well in the agency's distribution of loans and grants. Its portfolio companies received $600 million in funding."¶ mp3Subscribe to the IBD Editorials Podcast¶ Also appearing in emails examined by the Post was David Prend, another venture capital investor with "White House access." Prend's company, Rockport Capital Partners, has been an investor in "several firms" that raked $550 million in federal money. Prend is linked, as well, to Ener1, the bankrupt electric-car battery company given a $118 million government grant.¶ The pattern is clear. Bundle campaign cash for Obama, and get taxpayer dollars to be frittered away on trendy green projects that have no economic reason for being.¶ It's a closed circle that goes nowhere, but Obama thinks he can ride it back to the White House.

Warming

It’s reverse causal – nuclear power prevents tipping points and catastrophic warming that causes extinction 
Lynas 9/14/12 – degree in history and politics from the University of Edinburgh (Mark, “Without nuclear, the battle against global warming is as good as lost”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2012/sep/14/nuclear-global-warming?newsfeed=true, CMR)

A madness is taking hold. In the same week as Arctic ice cover is recorded at its lowest ever extent, two major countries decide to reduce or eliminate their use of the only proven source of low-carbon power that can be deployed at sufficient scale to tackle our climate crisis. Japan plans to phase out nuclear entirely by 2030, its prime minister announced today. The French president has just revealed a plan to dramatically reduce the country's reliance on nuclear, which currently gives France some of the cleanest electricity in the world.¶ Let me be very clear. Without nuclear, the battle against global warming is as good as lost. Even many greens now admit this in private moments. We are already witnessing the first signs of the collapse in the biosphere this entails – with the Arctic in full-scale meltdown, more solar radiation is being captured by the dark ocean surface, and the weather systems of the entire northern hemisphere are being thrown into chaos. With nuclear, there is a chance that global warming this century can be limited to 2C; without nuclear, I would guess we are heading for 4C or above. That will devastate ecosystems and societies worldwide on a scale which is unimaginable.¶ Given the trauma the Japanese people have suffered since the earthquake and tsunami of 11 March 2011, it is understandable that major questions are asked of domestic politicians. But we must never forget that Fukushima has killed no one. More people in Japan recently died from an E coli outbreak due to eating contaminated pickles. Scientists also agree there will never be an observable cancer increase in the Japanese population attributable to Fukushima.¶ But in response to the nuclear shutdown, oil and gas imports to Japan have doubled, and carbon dioxide emissions soared by more than 60m tonnes. Any environmentalist who celebrates this outcome is not worthy of the name.¶ Japan is already backing away from its own climate change targets. As a participant in the UN climate negotiations last year, I watched this happen. Under the 2009 Copenhagen accord, Japan pledged to reduce CO2 emissions by 25% by 2020. The plan was to increase nuclear to half of national electricity in order to facilitate the carbon cuts, supported by an increase in renewables to 20% by 2030. To reach the same targets without nuclear is impossible; wind and solar combined meet barely 1% of electricity production today in Japan, and there is no way they can be deployed at sufficient scale to meet the gap. So the climate targets will be dropped, as Japan re-carbonises its economy.¶ It is nothing short of insane that politicians around the world, under pressure from populations subjected to decades of anti-nuclear fearmongering by people who call themselves greens, are raising our collective risk of catastrophic climate change in order to eliminate the safest power source ever invented.¶ More people die each day from coal pollution than have been killed by nuclear power in 50 years of operation, and that is even before factoring in the impact on global warming. That such populist irrationality should guide public policy in so many countries – and on such an important issue as energy – is nothing short of a disaster.¶ All is not yet lost. 2030 is a long way away, and as Japan watches its heavy industry shut down and relocate offshore due to rising energy costs and supply shortages, there may be a rethink. France may decide to keep its nuclear stations as it watches Germany's much vaunted dash for solar dissolve in a cloud of coal smoke. But ultimately energy policy must be responsive to public opinion, and as long as people across the world get it so wrong on nuclear risk and continue to ignore the real and rising risks of climate change, the planet is in very serious trouble.¶ 
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