Case
Private rulings don’t solve

Laycock, 12 -- Stinson Morrison Hecker LLP attorney 
(Tim, and Tom Smallwood, SMH LLP attorney, "REITS’ potential to electrify Midwest real estate," 8-20-12, rejblog.com/2012/08/20/reits-potential-to-electrify-midwest-real-estate/, accessed 10-14-12, mss)
New alternative energy projects of all shapes and sizes have recently sprung-up around the Midwest, including solar plants in Michigan and Ohio, wind farms in Illinois and Kansas, and biomass plants in Wisconsin. Federal and state funds are helping drive these projects, but developers and REITs alike may be missing a strong financing and investment opportunity. Placing wind, solar and other alternative energy as¬sets in a REIT could create signifi¬cant financial benefits for a developer. The primary challenge REITs and developers seeking REIT financing will face is that even with recent private letter rulings, power-generation equipment (as opposed to the transmission system) does not qualify for REIT investment. While this would appear to be a fatal flaw for the REIT model as it pertains to wind and solar assets, there are mechanisms to structure around the issue by including only the real property assets in a REIT, and excluding power-generation technology and equipment.

Neolib

Discussion of energy policymaking is key
Kuzemko ’12 [Caroline Kuzemko, CSGR University of Warwick, Security, the State and Political Agency: Putting ‘Politics’ back into UK Energy, http://www.psa.ac.uk/journals/pdf/5/2012/381_61.pdf]
This observation brings us on to the way in which debates and narratives within political circles, particularly within parliament and amongst policymakers, started to shift. A plethora of new papers, debates and policy documents on energy emerged over this time, despite the round of energy reviews and the new White Paper that had been produced immediately prior to this period (see in particular Havard 2004; Ofgem 2004; DTI 2005a, 2005b, 2006a, 2006b and 2006c; JESS 2006). The energy sector became increasingly referenced in these proliferating policy and other government documents in terms of potential supply insecurity (FCO 2004; Straw in Plesch et al 2004). Echoing media, academic and think-tank narratives, direct links can be found between fears of supply insecurity and Russia (FAC 2008; see also House of Commons 2007; Ofgem 2009: 1). In particular, in 2007 the Foreign Affairs Committee (FAC) produced a report entitled ‘Global Security: Russia’ (FAC 2008). This is where we see how assumptions about resource nationalism and energy ‘politicisation’ as wrong affect perceptions (Straw in Plesch et al 2004; DTI 2007: 19). The FAC report focuses on certain political frameworks in non-OECD producer countries, particularly Russia, which may not allow new reserves to be developed properly making them ‘unstable’ suppliers (Havard 2004; FCO 2004). This in turn had negative implications for energy prices (Straw in Plesch et al 2004; DTI 2007: 19). What was also evident over this time, however, was the rising amount of reports produced by political institutions outside of those directly responsible for policymaking, the Energy Directorate of the DTI and the independent regulator, Ofgem. The Foreign Office, House of Commons committees and parliamentary offices, such as that of Science and Technology, all started to produce reports on energy focused on energy security (FCO 2004; POST 2004; Fox 2006; House of Lords 2006; House of Commons 2007; FAC 2007). Energy security was added, by the UK, to formal forums for international negotiation. In 2005, during the October EU Summit at Hampton Court, the issue of ‘energy security’ was added to the agenda (Offerdahl 2007). In a paper prepared for conference delegates energy is characterised as a sector which was by then becoming an issue of national security (Helm 2005b: 2). Increasing dependence on Russia for supplies of, particularly gas, is seen as a source of threat to the security of EU, and by extension UK, energy supply. Likewise, energy security was made top of the agenda in the G8 Summit of 2006 (G8 2006). In 2006 Prime Minister Tony Blair used his annual Lord Mayor’s speech to highlight energy security concerns (DTI 2006c: 4). Growing political interest in energy, outside of those institutions formally responsible for energy policymaking, indicates the extent to which energy was becoming subject, once more, to political debate and deliberation. What is also interesting to note at this time is the degree to which the deliberation of energy becomes formalised through various new institutions. In July 2004, in the immediate aftermath of the Yukos affair, the new Energy Act had conferred on the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry a fixed duty to report annually on energy security matters to Parliament (DTI 2005a). Thus a specific political process was put in place to revisit energy security at least annually. Changes related to the need to deliberate more formally had also started to take place within the DTI and FCO in that new resources were allocated to energy analysis (Interview 5). The 2007 White Paper acknowledged that energy had not up until the mid 2000s existed as a discrete area of foreign policy. Again, as such, it had less dedicated capacity assigned to it. The paper announced that, for the first time, the UK would have ...an integrated international energy strategy which describes the action we are taking to help deliver secure energy supplies and tackle climate change. (DTI 2007: 8) Concurrent with the degree to which energy was re-entering elite political debates at both the national and international levels, which in itself indicates a degree of deliberative repoliticisation , there were a number of policy alterations made relating to changing interpretations of energy and international markets. It could be argued that energy security had, in 2003, been assumed to exist, especially given the degree to which energy governance was still understood to be heading in a promarket direction (Thomas 2006: 583; Jegen 2009: 1; Lesage et al 2010: 6; EC 2011: 14). For example the energy supply objective had been worded such that the UK should continue to “maintain the reliability of… supplies” (DTI 2003: 11). Energy security, although still an objective, had been an assumed outcome of marketisation which explains why competitive markets had been the principal objective of energy policy at that time (cf. Helm 2005). By contrast, however, by 2007 energy security is understood to be something that needs to be established, as one of the ‘immense’ challenges facing the UK as a nation, and furthermore, to require further political action to achieve (DTI 2006c: Introduction and 4). This refocus of objectives onto achieving energy security, over time, added to the political pressures being brought to bear on energy policymakers given the degree to which supplies continued to be considered ‘insecure’ (Kuzemko 2012b: ). These changes in policy objectives, political institutions, and the addition of political capacity to deliberate energy are understood have taken place partly in response to political pressures to change emanating from outside energy policy circles, i.e. the DTI and Ofgem. Ofgem officials report a higher degree of ‘outside’ political interference in their practices (Interview 15), and it has been widely claimed that both the 2006 Energy Review and 2007 White Paper were researched and compiled specifically because the DTI and Ofgem understood the political need to respond to the crisis (CEPMLP 2006; House of Commons 2007a). As these processes of deliberation intensified it started also to become clear that the state had lost considerable capacity to understand the complexities of energy. Government was considered to be more responsible, given that the narrative was of national energy supply security, but lacking in information and knowledge both about what was happening and what to do about it. Ultimately this resulted in the formation of a new government institution, the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC), with specific mandates to deliver on energy and climate security. 

Neolib still sustainable

Zakaria 9 (Fareed, Former Editor of Newsweek International, Current Editor-at-Large of Time, “The Capitalism Manifesto: Greed is Good,” June 13th, http://www.newsweek.com/2009/06/12/the-capitalist-manifesto-greed-is-good.html, EMM) 

A few years from now, strange as it may sound, we might all find that we are hungry for more capitalism, not less. An economic crisis slows growth, and when countries need growth, they turn to markets. After the Mexican and East Asian currency crises—which were far more painful in those countries than the current downturn has been in America—we saw the pace of market-oriented reform speed up. If, in the years ahead, the American consumer remains reluctant to spend, if federal and state governments groan under their debt loads, if government-owned companies remain expensive burdens, then private-sector activity will become the only path to create jobs. The simple truth is that with all its flaws, capitalism remains the most productive economic engine we have yet invented. Like Churchill's line about democracy, it is the worst of all economic systems, except for the others. Its chief vindication today has come halfway across the world, in countries like China and India, which have been able to grow and pull hundreds of millions of people out of poverty by supporting markets and free trade. Last month India held elections during the worst of this crisis. Its powerful left-wing parties campaigned against liberalization and got their worst drubbing at the polls in 40 years.

Newest studies prove Kuznets curve is right
Sari and Soytas ‘9 (Ramazan and Ugur, Dept. of Business Administration, Middle East Technical University, “Are global warming and economic growth compatible? Evidence from ﬁve OPEC countries?,” Applied Energy, Volume 86, pg. 1887-1893, ScienceDirect)

The recent studies on the other hand improved our understanding in at least two ways. Firstly, the empirical studies may be suffering from omitted variables bias that may yield spurious causality test results. Hence, a multivariate approach should be preferred over bi-variate approaches. Secondly, the temporal relationship between energy use and income may be depending on country speciﬁc factors. Furthermore, depending on the nature of the link in concern, alternative policy options may be available to policy makers in different countries. Therefore, studying countries individually may be necessary. There is an abundance of studies that test the environmental Kuznets curve (EKC) hypothesis (see [6,45] for a review) which relate environmental degradation to economic growth. The hypothesis states that as economies grow pollution also grows, but after an income level is reached economic growth is associated with a decline in pollution. As Rothman and de Bruyn [35] suggest if the hypothesis holds economic growth can gradually become a solution to environmental problems and no policy action is necessary. 

Politics- Impact D
Romney will be a foreign policy moderate

Shobert 12 Benjamin A Shobert is the managing director of Rubicon Strategy Group, a consulting firm specialized in strategy analysis for companies looking to enter emerging economies Aug 17, 2012 Romney's China hand encounters rough seas http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/NH17Ad01.html

The struggles of Republican presidential nominee Mitt Romney to define a coherent China policy continued last week. The nomination of Robert Zoellick, former World Bank Group president, to head Romney's national-security transition team has drawn the ire of prominent neo-conservatives who take issue with a variety of Zoellick's foreign-policy positions, not least of which is his "pro-China" orientation.  The problems Romney has encountered speak to the distrust many hardline conservatives have toward his candidacy: Should they take his many changes of heart as sincere, or as political necessities? If the latter, can they trust him to govern in ways consistent with their values, or should they expect him to reverse course? These misgivings explain why many from the neo-conservative wing of the party are quick to react when Romney     appears ready to tack to the moderate middle, as his nomination of Zoellick suggested.  Thus far, Romney's public statements about China are noticeably different from those of past Republican candidates. His emphasis on China has led many pundits to proclaim that a Romney-led administration would "get tough" on Beijing. He has famously declared his intentions to identify China as a currency manipulator on "Day 1" of his presidency. All of these are interesting comments from the otherwise conventional, pro-business Republican, and markedly different from those of past Republican nominees whose emphasis on free trade and access to China was an all but explicit part of their platforms.  It is widely accepted that if elected, Romney's position toward China would tack to these traditional Republican stances, an opinion reinforced by Zoellick's nomination. In nominating Zoellick, it appeared Romney was signaling to the world an acknowledgement that his administration would come back to center on foreign-policy matters.

1AR- Jobs Thumper

Jobs report thumps

Miller 10-16

Zeke, Buzzfeed staff writer, “Obama Campaign Fears Election-Eve Jobs Dip ('Thankfully, most people will have voted by then')”

WILLIAMSBURG, Va. — Last week’s jobs report provided President Barack Obama with perhaps the only bit of good news since his disastrous debate against Mitt Romney, but there are suggestions that the figure could wind up having been too much, too soon for Obama. The unexpected decline in the unemployment rate based off the monthly household survey from 8.1 percent to 7.8 percent was a needed boost for Obama at one the worst moments of his political career. The next one is due out at 8:30 a.m. on November 2, four days before Election Day. The results offered such a boost that they sparked suggestions from the political right that the numbers were somehow manipulated by the labor market — a complaint that overshadowed the simple fact that these numbers fluctuate, often wildly, largely because of standard statistical error, itself raising the potential of a political nightmare in the days leading up to the election. Obama’s poll numbers have not typically been linked to fluctuations in the jobs report and the unemployment rate this year, but the anticipated jobs headline on November 2, 96 hours before polls open across the country, has the potential to be one of the only items to break through the pre-election news jam. And bad jobs news would be a big story. “Of course we’re worried about it,” admitted an Obama campaign aide, on the prospect of an eleventh hour jobs report showing a spike in the unemployment rate. “But thankfully a large portion of the country will have voted by then.” Indeed, a higher figure is not just possible; many on both sides see it as likely. “The unemployment rate in the next jobs report will likely be higher than 7.8,” said American Enterprise Institute economist Michael Strain. “Whether that is 7.9, 8.0, 8.1, I don’t know.”

Jobs report thumps the DA – outweighs the link

Love 10/22 – the Executive Editor of BlackCommentator.com, where his Color of Law column appears weekly. He is a contributor to the Huffington Post, the Progressive Media Project, McClatchy-Tribune News Service, theGrio, News One, In These Times and Philadelphia Independent Media Center (David A., “What could be the October surprise in Obama v. Romney?” http://thegrio.com/2012/10/22/what-could-be-the-october-surprise-in-obama-v-romney/)

With barely more than two weeks left until Election Day, the numbers suggest that President Obama maintains a tightening lead over Mitt Romney. But what could radically alter the outcome over the final 15 days? One factor that could influence voter attitudes is the October jobs report. Signs of an even weaker economy — including higher unemployment and anemic job growth — could work against the president. The sudden September unemployment drop from 8.1 to 7.8 percent, an unexpected development, was the lowest jobless rate since March 2009, only a few months after Obama was inaugurated. This was a positive development for Obama, given that no U.S. president has been reelected with unemployment above 8 percent. The jobs report for October will be released Nov. 2 , only four days before voters head to the polls. Jobs and the economy are the issues foremost in voters’ minds. If unemployment increases in the coming weeks, Romney could use it to his advantage by painting the president as a purveyor of failed economic policies, and by continuing to portray himself as a “job creator” who worked in the private sector and knows how to grow the economy. Meanwhile, the president and his allies would point out that Romney provides no evidence to support his promise of the 12 million jobs he would create if elected.

Only the jobs report matters

Benson 10-18

Guy, Political Editor, Townhal.com “Jobless Claims Spike to Four-Month High”

Yes, many Americans will have already voted by November 2, but early voters tend to be high-information, motivated partisans.  The large majority of people will show up on election day itself, including a vast swath of low-information, 'gut feeling' voters.  A bad jobs report being fresh in the news certainly won't help matters for the incumbent.  To some extent, the Obama campaign is right, however:  Obsessing over any single month of data isn't especially enlightening.  Broader trends are more important, such as the slowing GDP growth rate, and disheartening projections like this.

Defense Layoffs

Defense layoffs thumps on November 2nd 

Stone 10-10

Katherine V.W., UCLA Professor of Law; Senior Fellow at Demos

“This Year's October Surprise Will Come in November” Huffington Post

Just as every fall we are warned about powerful hurricanes that could devastate coastal areas, every four years we hear warnings about an "October surprise" that could upheave the political landscape on the eve of the election. This year, the "surprise" threatens to hit land on November 2: it is the prospect that a million workers could receive a layoff notice on the Friday before the election. The potential November surprise is the result of the confluence of the fiscal cliff and a worker protection statute called Worker Adjustment and Retraining Notification Act, or "WARN." Under the Congressional budget compromise last year, if no budget deal is reached by January 2, there will be a mandatory cut in the budgets of all federal agencies, including a 10 percent cut in the Defense Department budget. This across-the-board cut is called "sequestration," or the "fiscal cliff." It could provide a last-minute election boost for Republicans due to the operation of WARN. WARN requires companies employing over 100 workers who intend to close a plant or institute a mass layoff to notify the affected workers 60 days in advance. The notice is required if, in the exercise of the employer's "commercially reasonable business judgment," employment loss will ensue. For the past four months there has been an escalating argument between business groups, Democrats and Republicans over whether defense contractors are required to issue WARN notices 60 days before sequestration -- i.e., on November 2. Last spring, business groups informed defense contractors that in preparation for sequestration, they were required to issue layoff notices to their workers in early November if no budget deal had been reached. In June, Lockheed Martin stated that they intended to send layoff notices to all 123,000 of their workers on the eve of the election. Shortly afterwards, four other major defense contractors testified to the Armed Services Committee that sequestration-related layoffs were reasonably likely and would provide grounds for issuing layoff notices in November. On July 30, the Department of Labor published a letter advising companies not to issue WARN notices on November 2, stating that any potential layoffs resulting from sequestration were speculative and the particular workers who might be affected was unknown. The DOL letter explained that the WARN Act contained an exception to the notice requirement for layoffs that result from "business circumstances that were not reasonably foreseeable as of the time that notice would have been required." It went on to explain that the exception would apply in this case because it is not yet known whether sequestration would occur, and even if it did, it was not yet known which contracts would be affected by it. The DOL letter also pointed out that the WARN Act prohibits over broad or blanket warnings. It said, "To give notice to workers who will not suffer an employment loss both wastes the states' resources in providing rapid response activities where none are needed and creates unnecessary uncertainty and anxiety in workers. " Despite the DOL letter, some business groups continue to advise defense contractors to issue WARN notices on November 2. They were fortified by Kirkand & Ellis lawyer John Irving, a former member of the National Labor Relations Board, who stated that the courts, not the Labor Department "determine whether a company has failed to give the WARN notices." Irving warned that WARN violations can be expensive for companies and advised companies not to disregard the law. On September 28, the Office of Management and Budget weighed in. It issued a memorandum reiterating the DOL position that WARN notices were not required in preparation for sequestration, and promising that the government would reimburse any contractor for costs incurred, including legal fees, if they failed to issue a notice and were later found to be in violation. The OMB Memo intensified the gathering storm. On October 2, Republican Senators Chuck Grassley and Kelly Ayotte wrote to the OMB questioning their authority to advise private companies to violate the law and expressing shock that the government had offered to pay the legal costs of any company that did so. And last Friday, Senators John McCain and Lindsey Graham wrote to the largest 15 defense contractors, including Lockheed Martin Corporation, Raytheon Company, Northrop Grumman Corp., Huntington Ingalls Industries, the Boeing Company, General Dynamics Corp., Honeywell International Inc., and United Technologies Corporation -- urging them to issue WARN notices to their workers on November 2. McCain and Graham derided efforts by the Obama administration to prevent the issuance of WARN notices, and vowed to block any promise by the administration to hold harmless any companies who fail to issue them. Thus the WARN-storm keeps gaining strength. It could pose a serious danger for Democrats in November because Obama is likely to bear the brunt of the blame if nearly one million workers receive layoff notices. If WARN notices are widely issued, it could provide Romney with concrete evidence of the precariousness of any asserted jobs recovery and the dangers of another Obama term.

1AR – Solar Popular
Best evidence says solar incentives are an electoral winner- EVEN IF they win every link spin arg

Romm, 11 -- Climate Progress editor 
(Joe, Ph.D. in physics from MIT, American Progress fellow, former acting assistant secretary of energy for energy efficiency and renewable energy, "Bombshell: Democrats Taking “Green” Positions on Climate Change “Won Much More Often” Than Those Remaining Silent," Think Progress, 10-13-11, thinkprogress.org/climate/2011/10/13/343020/democrats-green-climate-change-won/, accessed 10-19-12, mss)
Stanford public opinion expert Jon Krosnick and his colleagues analyzed the 2008 presidential election and the 2010 congressional election. They found: “Democrats who took ‘green’ positions on climate change won much more often than did Democrats who remained silent,” Krosnick said. “Republicans who took ‘not-green’ positions won less often than Republicans who remained silent.” I asked Krosnick by email about the implications of his research for the President who has all but dropped “climate change” from his vocabulary. Krosnick answered: Our research suggests that it would be wise for the President and for all other elected officials who believe that climate change is a problem and merits government attention to say this publicly and vigorously, because most Americans share these views. Expressing and pursuing green goals on climate change will gain votes on election day and seem likely to increase the President’s and the Congress’s approval ratings. I’ve talked to senior officials from the Administration as well as journalists who cover them — and both groups report that team Obama has bought into the nonsensical and ultimately self-destructive view that climate change is not a winning issue politically (see “Can you solve global warming without talking about global warming?). And it is nonsense. Prof. Edward Maibach, Director of George Mason University’s Center for Climate Change Communication, made the exact same point in a Climate Progress guest post last month: “Polling Expert: Is Obama’s Reluctance to Mention Climate Change Motivated by a False Assumption About Public Opinion?” At the end, I repost yet again the umpteen polls that support this painfully obvious conclusion. This new election analysis supports earlier polling analysis by Krosnick, which found: “Political candidates get more votes by taking a “green” position on climate change – acknowledging that global warming is occurring, recognizing that human activities are at least partially to blame and advocating the need for action – according to a June 2011 study by researchers at Stanford University.” Krosnick’s new study, “The Impact of Candidates’ Statements about Climate Change on Electoral Success in 2008 and 2010: Evidence Using Three Methodologies” here. Let’s look at some more of its findings, particularly at the presidential level: A political candidate’s electoral victory or defeat is influenced by his or her stance on climate change policy, according to new Stanford University studies of the most recent presidential and congressional elections. “These studies are a coordinated effort looking at whether candidates’ statements on climate change translated into real votes,” said Jon Krosnick, professor of communication and of political science at Stanford, who led two new studies – one of the 2008 presidential election and one of the 2010 congressional elections. “All this suggests that votes can be gained by taking ‘green’ positions on climate change and votes will be lost by taking ‘not-green’ positions.” The findings are consistent with Krosnick’s previous research on voters’ preferences in a hypothetical election. Taken together, the studies make a strong case that for candidates of any party, saying climate change is real and supporting policies aimed at tackling the issue is a good way to woo voters, said Krosnick, a senior fellow, by courtesy, at the Stanford Woods Institute for the Environment. “Recently, we’ve seen many politicians choose to say nothing about climate change or to take aggressive skeptical stances,” Krosnick said. “If the public is perceived as being increasingly skeptical about climate change, these strategies would be understandable, but our surveys have suggested something different.” Voters preferred “greener” President In the presidential election study, Krosnick and his colleagues asked voters for their opinions about climate and politics before and after the 2008 election. The research team conducted online surveys to reach a nationwide sample of voters. Before the election, the researchers asked voters whether they supported or opposed government policies to reduce future greenhouse gas emissions. The survey also asked what voters thought of Barack Obama’s and John McCain’s positions on climate change. After the election, the voters reported if and for whom they had voted. Not surprisingly, more people who said their own views on climate change were closer to Obama’s position than to McCain’s voted for Obama. This tendency was especially true among voters who cared a lot about climate change and persisted regardless of the voter’s ideology, party affiliation, preferred size of government and opinion about President Bush’s job performance. Of course, since the election, Obama’s messaging has become truly dreadful. And in a world where you turn the triumph on healthcare reform into a political liability, where you buy into and repeat the pernicious right-wing frame on issues from the debt ceiling to clean air for kids (!), then perhaps whatever you talk about will turn out to be a political loser. But the fact remains that the public strongly supports climate action and aggressive clean energy policies even during the depths of the recession, even in the face of an unprecedented fossil-fuel-funded disinformation campaign during the climate bill debate — even without the White House using its bully pulpit to tip the scales further (see “Memo to policymakers: Public STILL favors the transition to clean energy” and links below): Public support for action on global warming has grown since January (6/09) Opinion polls underestimate Americans’ concern about the environment and global warming (5/09) Swing state poll finds 60% “would be more likely to vote for their senator if he or she supported the bill” and Independents support the bill 2-to-1 (9/09) New CNN poll finds “nearly six in 10 independents” support cap-and-trade (10/09) Voters in Ohio, Michigan and Missouri overwhelmingly support action on clean energy and global warming (11/09) Overwhelming US Public Support for Global Warming Action (12/09) Public Opinion Stunner: WashPost-ABC Poll Finds Strong Support for Global Warming Reductions Despite Relentless Big Oil and Anti-Science Attacks (12/09) It’s all about Independents — and Independence (1/10) Yale: When asked whether they “support or oppose regulation carbon dioxide” as a pollutant, 73 percent said yes, with only 27 percent opposed, including 61 percent of Republicans (2/10) Washington Post Labels Global Warming a ‘Wedge Issue’ — But Doesn’t Seem to Know What That Term Means
Plan wins Obama the election- best evidence proves

Shahan, 10-9 – Scientific American writer 

(Zachary, "People Love Solar Power (Even US Republican Voters…)," 10-9-12, planetsave.com/2012/10/09/people-love-solar-power-even-us-republican-voters/, accessed 10-20-12, mss)

People Love Solar Power (Even US Republican Voters…)

Everyone loves solar. Well, ok, not everyone, but the HUGE majority of people. It’s been like this probably as long as the idea of solar power has been around. Thomas Edison was clearly a huge fan: Now, a new study conducted by Hart Research on behalf of the Solar Energy Industries Association, shows that Americans of all stripes are still fully in love with solar. Here are the bullet points: 92 percent of voters believe it’s important for the US to develop and use more solar energy. 85 percent of voters view solar energy favorably (60 percent very favorable). 78 percent of voters say government should support growth of solar energy with incentives. This is the 5th year in a row that the survey has been conducted, and it’s the 5th time solar has been the popular kid on the block. As stated above, even Republicans (voters, not Congresspeople, that is) love solar: “The poll found that more than nine out of 10 (92 percent) of likely voters feel that the U.S. should develop and use more solar energy. This support was strong across the political spectrum with 84 percent of Republicans, 95 percent of independents, and 98 percent of Democrats agreeing.” If there’s one issue worth supporting loud and clear and basing an election on, its clean energy, and especially solar. Clearly, that’s not what the Romney/Ryan ticket is doing, and even the Obama administration isn’t being very clear about it. Obama’s energy message is all about “all of the above” — I wonder how much more popular he might be if he went on a really strong clean energy push with a focus on solar? Geoff Garin, president of Hart Research Associates, says: “These results clearly show that American voters across the political spectrum have a strong favorable view of solar energy and the solar industry, and they believe that government has an important role to play in allowing this industry to grow and succeed.” “The consistency of these findings is also impressive,” said Molly O’Rourke, partner at Hart Research. “Voters express the same high levels of support across a variety of measures, from their very positive perceptions of solar energy to their enthusiasm for policies that promote greater use of solar.” And these weren’t just general or non-competitive questions! Take a load of these stats: “Voters’ favorable view of solar translates directly into widespread bipartisan support for federal incentives fostering solar energy. Nearly four out of five (78 percent) of voters say the government should provide tax credits and financial incentives to encourage the development and use of solar energy. Fully two-thirds of swing voters (67 percent) chose solar above any other energy source to receive tax and financial incentives.” Voters identify solar as the energy source they are most eager to have the federal government and U.S. policy support through tax credits and financial incentives. In fact, when presented with eight different forms of energy that the federal government should encourage (in addition to the option of saying none), 64% of voters, including 67% of swing voters, say that solar should be on that list (the next highest is wind power at 57%). Taking their enthusiasm for government support to the next level, 78% of voters say the federal government should provide tax credits and financial incentives to encourage the development and use of solar energy and only 22% say the federal government should not do this. This sentiment is shared by swing voters (79% to 21%), as well as by Democrats (91% to 9%), independents (78% to 22%), and Republicans (63% to 37%). Yes! And yes, please — give us more solar!

Their ohio distinction is backwards- Ohio voters support the plan even more

NRDC, 9-27 

(NRDC Action Fund, "PPP Survey," 9-27-12, http://www.nrdcactionfund.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/092712-NRDCAF-battleground-poll-news-release-OHIO-FINAL.docx, accessed 10-23-12, mss)

WASHINGTON, D.C. – September 27, 2012 – Undecided voters in Ohio decisively favor candidates for president and Congress who support clean air and clean energy policies over candidates who don’t, a new poll shows. The Public Policy Polling (PPP) survey conducted for the NRDC Action Fund of likely voters in Ohio finds undecided voters side with President Barack Obama’s position as a candidate who “supports EPA standards to reduce dangerous carbon pollution” over the position of Republican challenger Mitt Romney, presented as a candidate who “says that these limits would be bad for business and EPA should not limit carbon pollution,” by a wide margin (53 percent versus 27 percent). Among all likely voters in Ohio, the margin on the same question is still wide, at 53 percent to 38 percent. The survey also finds that undecided voters favor congressional candidates who, like Ohio Sen. Sherrod Brown, support “standards to reduce toxic mercury pollution from power plants” over those who oppose them (55 percent versus 23 percent). Among all likely voters in Ohio, the margin on the same question is still wide at 54 percent to 34 percent. Tom Jensen, director of Public Policy Polling, said: “Mitt Romney is running behind in Ohio and he’ll need to win over most of the remaining undecided voters to win this critical state. But his stances on environment and energy issues could hurt his ability to do that – Ohio voters who are still making up their minds decisively favor candidates who support standards to reduce carbon pollution and mercury pollution. Romney’s views are at odds with the very centrist voters he needs. And, clearly Obama’s and Senator Brown’s shared views on clean air and energy can only help them with these undecided voters.” Similar support among Ohio voters for clean air and clean energy are seen across the board on such issues as curbing tax breaks for oil & gas companies, increasing federal fuel efficiency standards for vehicles, reducing toxic mercury pollution, and boosting incentives for wind and solar energy according to the NRDC Action Fund survey. NRDC Action Fund director Heather Taylor-Miesle said: “No wonder dirty energy companies and polluters need to spend tens of millions of dollars on advertising in an attempt to snooker voters into going along with their agenda. The reality on the ground in Ohio is that likely voters are not buying what the polluters are selling. Even more importantly, the people who will decide this election – the undecided – are not in the market for it either.

