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International events thump
Riley ’12 (Election risk: Could Europe sink Obama campaign? By Charles Riley @CNNMoney May 23, 2012: 5:11 AM ET Obama faces a number of potential blow-ups before Election Day. None is a greater risk than the crisis in Europe, which could upset the U.S. economy.
NEW YORK (CNNMoney) -- Trillions in looming tax hikes and spending cuts. Washington saber-rattling over the debt ceiling. A slowdown in the world's second largest economy. President Obama's re-election campaign may have to run through a number of potentially ugly economic events. But none is greater than what's happening in Europe, experts say. "An acute U.S. economic shock that comes out of Europe has a clear negative implication for the re-election of the president," said Sean West, a director of U.S. political risk coverage at Eurasia Group. Europe's debt crisis and the resulting economic malaise have gripped the continent for years, but the odds are rising that one or more countries will soon exit the eurozone. Greece, which has a political system in disarray, sky-high borrowing costs and no realistic prospects for near-term economic growth, is at the fore of the list. In a worst-case-scenario, Ireland, Spain and Italy could follow. "It would be a very substantial shock if Europe fell into disarray," said Campbell Harvey, a professor at Duke University, who added that U.S. exposure to such a crisis is poorly understood. American banks say they have little exposure to Greece, but greater risk is associated with core countries like Spain and Italy. A frozen credit system is an even bigger threat. And any further slowdown in Europe could hinder U.S. exports and hurt the domestic economy. Europe's rising risks from Greece A slowdown in the United States, no matter the source, would play into the arguments made by Obama's opponents, who already plan to base their messaging around the president's economic policies. "The president is the single person who gets credit or blame based on economic performance," said Eurasia Group's West. "It doesn't matter where it's coming from." For Obama's political advisers, now plotting campaign strategy in Chicago, little can be done to counter the European threat. On Monday, Obama stressed the need for European banks to recapitalize, and said that the continent needs a growth strategy to accompany its emphasis on austerity. Speaking about efforts by European governments to control the crisis, Obama said he senses "greater urgency now than perhaps existed two years ago or two and a half years ago." But beyond talk and advice, Obama and Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner have made clear they are pursuing a hands-off approach to the crisis. Instead, the president has adopted the position that the Euro crisis is one that must be solved by European leaders. Greece will muddle through But recent elections in Greece and France have upset plans for more austerity measures, and it's not clear if a new consensus course of action will emerge. The political turmoil in Europe doesn't ensure a catastrophic event. Even in Greece, it may be too soon to say that the Greek government -- once there is one -- will decide that abandoning the euro is in the national interest. And of course Europe is not the only economic threat Obama advisers have to worry about. A slowdown in China and the impending fiscal cliff might have an impact on growth. China's central bank, for example, has lowered capital reserve requirements in the hopes of stimulating its faltering economy. The move comes as manufacturing in China has contracted recently and growth in industrial production has started to slow in nearly all sectors. Harvey said China's slowdown poses a "substantial risk" between now and November. "You don't need a lot to knock us out of recovery," he said. Harvey and West also said that uncertainty over the debt ceiling and fiscal cliff -- $7 trillion worth of tax hikes and spending cuts set to take effect in January -- could have an impact on the economy before November.
1AR- Solyndra
Solyndra 2.0 is a huge liability
Worthington ‘9-12 (Chinese firm may control Obama stimulus recipient By David Worthington | August 9, 2012, 8:17 PM PDT

A123 could soon be unable to meet operating expenses. A U.S. battery maker that was the receipt of several hundred million dollars in stimulus-backed funds could soon be under the control of a Chinese auto parts company. This could become a political liability for the Obama administration. Yesterday, A123 Systems announced that it had signed a non-binding memorandum of understanding with China’s Wanxiang Group for a US$450 million investment in return for an 80 percent stake in the company, which U.S. taxpayers helped to finance. A123 received a $249.1 million grant from the Department of Energy to build its battery concept shorter after its IPO in 2009, but commercial success has remained elusive. This past year wrought multiple recall programs, poor sales, and an investor class action lawsuit. It is now veering toward bankruptcy. Yesterday, the company reported an $82.9 million net loss in its shareholder filings and disclosed that it anticipated major cash flow problems. Q2 revenues fall 53 percent over the last quarter. The company lost $55.4 million in Q2 last year. The bankruptcy of Solyndra, a manufacturer of thin-film solar panels, rapidly became a focal point for political opposition. I’ve previously referred to A123 as Solyndra 2.0, and expect that its ‘failure’ will inspire harsh criticism of the Stimulus program. Green jobs remain a centerpiece of President Obama’s economic agenda, so it’s unsurprising that Congressional Republicans, including standard-bearer Mitt Romney, uniformly oppose renewable energy subsidies. The renewables category has effectively been politicized, and some policy experts say Solyndra’s failure places future energy investment at risk. Last week, Mitt Romney called for an end to renewable energy tax credits, which are generally associated with President Obama. Ironically, the tax credits Mr. Romney now opposes were established during the George H. Bush administration. A123’s potential future as a Chinese subsidiary adds some validity to that position. It is important to note that A123’s DOE grant will not turn up in a bank in China. “Federal funds can only be used for building factories in North America and the creation of jobs, and that’s what’s been done,” CEO David Vieau told Bloomberg. Regardless of that restriction, this is especially harsh election year, and there are many videos on YouTube of Present Obama and Nancy Pelosi standing in front of A123 Systems’ plants. It’s a safe bet that a Chinese company acquiring a controlling interest in a Stimulus recipient could become fodder for an attack ad.
Solyndra 2.0 is triggering opposition 

Rascoe ’12 (Exclusive: Senators question A123's Chinese deal China firm seeks major stake in U.S. battery company Wed, Aug 8 2012 By Ayesha Rascoe WASHINGTON | Tue Aug 14, 2012 6:50pm EDT

(Reuters) - Two Republican senators on Tuesday questioned whether the battery-maker A123 Systems Inc should continue to receive U.S. government funds in light of a deal with a Chinese firm to invest hundreds of millions of dollars in the faltering company. A123 announced last week that China's Wanxiang Group Corp would invest $450 million to help keep A123 afloat and would have an opportunity to take a controlling stake in the U.S. green tech company. A123 was awarded a $249 million grant by the Energy Department in 2009 under a program to expand U.S. battery manufacturing for electric and hybrid cars. The company so far has received about half of the funds. The Chinese investment sparked an outcry from Republicans who said the Obama administration was allowing the transfer of government money and sensitive American technology to a country that is often seen as chief trade rival. Senators John Thune and Chuck Grassley sent a letter on Tuesday to Energy Secretary Steven Chu questioning the continued investment in A123, the first official congressional inquiry into the company's tie-up with a Chinese company. "Billions of U.S. taxpayer dollars have flowed to foreign companies through the Recovery Act, and we are concerned that the recent announcement could lead to even more taxpayer dollars going overseas," Thune and Grassley wrote in the letter. They asked the Energy Department how it would handle the remainder of A123's grant and whether the company would need those funds if the Wanxiang deal came to fruition. The lawmakers also asked whether there were any assurances that U.S. government-backed intellectual property would not go to the Chinese company and if manufacturing jobs would remain in the United States. A123 declined to comment on the letter. In an emailed response to a request for comment, the Energy Department said it was reviewing the letter. The agency, which had hailed A123 as a model for revitalizing the U.S. manufacturing sector, reiterated comments it made last week stressing that none of A123's grant would be allowed to fund facilities abroad. A123, which reported a second-quarter loss of $83 million, said in July that it had about five months of cash left. CLEAN ENERGY RACE With the failure of alternative energy companies that received government grants, including Solyndra LLC and Abound Solar Inc, the administration has been on the defensive in the run-up to the November elections over investments in green energy, funded largely by the stimulus act of 2009. China has poured money into clean energy and flooded the market with cheap solar panels that undercut U.S. solar manufacturers. Earlier this year, Thune and Grassley questioned the Energy Department's decision to award a $529 million loan to Fisker Automotive Corp, which manufactured its Karma plug-in sports car in Finland. The agency said the funds would support operations in the United States, such as developing the tools and processes for manufacturing the Karma. A123 makes batteries for the Fisker Karma, the BMW hybrid 3-Series and 5-Series cars, and General Motors Corp's all-electric Chevy Spark due in 2013. (Editing by John Wallace)

Empirically- nuclear is the exception to picking winners backlash
Wingfield ’11 (Boehner Demands $2 Billion for Ohio Plant After Solyndra By Brian Wingfield - Oct 27, 2011

House Speaker John Boehner attacked the Obama administration for financing failed solar-panel maker Solyndra LLC, saying government shouldn’t pick winners and losers. That hasn’t stopped him from demanding that the U.S. make a winner of a nuclear-fuel plant in Ohio, his home state. Boehner is backing a $2 billion Energy Department loan guarantee sought by USEC Inc. (USU) for its American Centrifuge Plant in Piketon, Ohio, aimed at enriching uranium for commercial nuclear reactors. “When it comes to emerging energy technologies, the Republicans don’t want to pick winners and losers -- unless it’s nuclear power,” Ellen Vancko, nuclear energy and climate-change project manager in the Washington office of the Union of Concerned Scientists, said in an interview. The collapse of Solyndra, which filed for bankruptcy protection last month, two years after receiving a $535 million federal loan guarantee, isn’t a reason to withhold financing from USEC, Boehner said in a Sept. 30 posting on his website. He cited a promise by Obama in his 2008 presidential campaign to aid the company.

1AR- Plan Popular

We’ll finish your Whitman card- nuclear is popular
Whitman ‘8-13 (8/13/12 (Christine, CASEnergy Co-Chair, Former EPA Administrator and New Jersey Governor, “Nuclear Power Garners Bipartisan Support”)

It’s clear from the debate around the merits and drawbacks of various electricity and fuel sources that energy policy can be a highly polarizing topic. In fact, it’s arguable that there is no energy option that holds a truly bipartisan appeal: Every form of energy faces pockets of dissent. This makes crafting universally accepted energy policy particularly challenging. Fortunately, there are rare areas for bipartisan agreement among policymakers around specific energy policy issues that must be central to future investment in America’s energy portfolio. Policymakers agree that whatever sources we invest in, they must be sufficient both to meet growing energy demand and environmental requirements. They agree that the energy we invest in should support growth in American jobs and in the economy. They agree that our energy portfolio should be sustainable over time, aligned with our broader national goals. The energy policy that I’ve seen garner consistent support from the left and the right over the years is also one with which I’m deeply familiar. This policy involves building a diverse portfolio of low-carbon energy sources, featuring a renewed investment in nuclear energy. And it’s not just policymakers from both sides of the aisle who support nuclear energy – it’s everyday energy consumers as well. According to a Gallup pollconducted in March of this year, nearly 60 percent of Americans support the use of nuclear energy to meet our nation’s electricity needs, and a majority support expanding America’s use of nuclear power. Next-generation nuclear energy projects are underway in Georgia, South Carolina andTennessee, thanks in part to steady popular support, as well as support from President Obama, bipartisan congressional leaders and other policymakers at the federal and state levels. An additional 10 combined construction and operating licenses for 16 plants are under review by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. This support is founded in the fact that nuclear energy, safely managed, provides an efficient, reliable source of energy. In fact, nuclear power is the only baseload source of carbon-free electricity. It provides nearly two-thirds of the nation’s low-carbon electricity, and will continue to be an important source of energy well into the future given the advent of innovative large and small reactor designs. The use of nuclear energy prevents more than 613 million metric tons of carbon dioxide every year – as much CO2 as is emitted by every passenger car in America. Bipartisan support for nuclear energy also stems from the boost that it provides to local job markets and to local and state economies. As nuclear energy expands and as more than half of the industry workforce approaches retirement, the industry offers growing opportunities for well-paying careers. The industry already supports more than 100,000 jobs, and the combination of retirements and the construction of new facilities could create as many as 25,000 new jobs in the near term. What’s more, the construction of a nuclear facility spurs the creation of other local jobs in industries ranging from manufacturing to hospitality. The industry generates between $40 and $50 billion in revenue and electricity sales, or some $470 million in total economic output and $40 million in labor wages at each U.S. facility every year. That’s a powerful economic engine and a positive impact that leaders are embracing.

