

1AC
Adv 1
Advantage One---Ocean Ecosystems

Current policy will produce a massive wave of oilrig decommissions.
Alford 12 - Capitol Correspondent [Jeremy Alford, “Rig policy threatens wildlife,” Daily Comet, Published: Wednesday, July 11, 2012 at 10:24 p.m, pg. http://tinyurl.com/cfwoue6

[bookmark: _GoBack]BATON ROUGE — Associations that represent recreational fishermen, divers and conservationists are beginning to make noise again over the federal government’s so-called idle iron policy.
Opponents argue the policy would not only remove and plug 4,150 inactive wells and platforms in the Gulf of Mexico, but it would also destroy an underwater forest of living coral that supports a wide range of species. 
Just a few months after the 2010 BP oil spill, the U.S. Interior Department issued the policy notifying “offshore operators of their legal responsibility to decommission and dismantle their facilities when production is completed.”
The policy stipulates that all wells, pipelines and platforms that are not servicing or supporting exploration must be unplugged, decommissioned, dismantled and relocated. 
A major deadline for the first big wave of decommissions is coming in 2013, and the federal government is holding firm in its decision to regard aging energy structures as a form of risk, especially during hurricane season. 
Earlier this week, the Louisiana chapter of the Coastal Conservation Association lobbied its members to write their elected representatives on Capitol Hill to ask them to support a temporary moratorium on the program. 
“A typical four-legged platform becomes the equivalent of two to three acres of vibrant habitat in the Gulf and home to populations of fish, coral, shellfish, turtles and sea mammals,” according to the association’s appeal. 
Despite NEPA assessments coral reefs will not be protected. 
Kolian 11 – Director @ EcoRigs [Steve Kolian (Research scientist @ Louisiana Marine Consortium (LUMCON) and has consulted for the offshore oil and gas industry), Scott Porter (Staff scientist @ LUMCON. 21 years experience as an investigative biologist) & Paul W. Sammarco (Professor of ecology @ Louisiana Universities Marine Consortium (LUMCON).  Has focused on coral reef ecology for the last 30 years.), “National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Analysis of the Removal of Retired Offshore Oil and Gas Platforms,” EcoRigs Platform Removal Brief , No. 2, July 2011

12.0 Conclusion 
The GOM continental shelf will lose a third of its offshore platforms in the next 5 years and most of the remaining platforms will be removed in the next 15 to 20 years. EcoRigs’ objective is to encourage enactment of environmental laws to prevent the removal of ecologically important structures and advance methods (Alternate Uses) to pay for long-term maintenance and platform liability insurance. The Magnuson Act protects most of the species inhabiting the offshore platforms. The platforms are one of the most prolific ecosystems on the planet, yet they are the only sites in the GOM that are not designated as EFH. The BOEMRE NEPA analysis of offshore platforms does not mention the coral reef organisms that inhabit offshore platforms or impact from platform maintenance or removal. If NEPA analysis was required, the oil and gas industry would likely have to scrape organisms off the structures before removal and spend billions of dollars to mitigate the loss of the coral reef habitat. Reefing a structure is not adequate mitigation measure because 90 percent of the organisms will either perish or move from the site due to a reorientation in the water column. The reason the coral reef habitats are destroyed is because their recognition by the Federal government would increase the cost to produce a barrel of oil in the GOM.  Pg. 9 
*EFH - Essential Fish Habitat
*BOEMRE - Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement
*GOM – Gulf of Mexico 
The magnitude of environmental destruction is massive. 
Gaskill 12 [Melissa Gaskill, “Gulf Coast Oil Platforms: Save the Rigs?,” Pacific Standard, June 13, 2012 • pg. http://tinyurl.com/dyhu26w

This year, it’s likely more than 100 offshore structures in the Gulf of Mexico will be removed as part of a Department of the Interior plan. There are 650 nonproducing oil and gas platforms, known in the industry as “idle iron,” listed for removal “as soon as possible”—i.e. within five years of the end of production or a year of losing the lease—under Interior’s directive. Historically, companies seldom removed an idle structure until the lease for the area where it was located expired.
Having companies clean up after themselves sounds like a good idea, but many recreational fishermen, scuba divers, scientists, and fishery managers aren’t happy about it. Turns out, some of the 2,500 multileg platforms that pepper the Gulf of Mexico have become de facto artificial reefs. According to Bob Shipp, University of South Alabama’s Department of Marine Sciences, the platforms have transformed the entire ecosystem. Some marine species are attracted to platforms for shelter or food, but others—sea fans, sponges, algae, and reef fish—spend their entire life cycle on these structures. What’s more, some species have increased in number because of the platforms.
Typically, platform removal involves using explosives on each of the support legs. These blasts kill fish and other marine life, says Clint Moore, a vice president for corporate development at ION Geophysical Corporation and former oil and gas representative to the Flower Garden Banks National Marine Sanctuary Advisory Council. The federal Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement estimates that removing a platform kills 800 fish on average. Fishermen put the number in the tens of thousands.
Brent Casey, a fishing charter boat captain in Port Aransas, Texas, says that even the government’s low figure means a single platform removal kills an entire year’s catch limit of red snapper. “In another three years, there won’t be anywhere to fish off of Port Aransas, no reef habitat,” Casey says.
Rather than remove a structure, under federally endorsed but state-run Rigs-to-Reefs programs, companies can convert platforms to a designated artificial reef. These artificial reefs are an important part of conserving marine habitat, says Dale Shively, manager of the program for Texas. Yet as of 2009, only 2 percent of decommissioned platforms in less than 100 feet of water and 38 percent of those between 101 and 200 feet of water were officially reefed—generally meaning moved (but not all; some are toppled in place). Drew Hunger, manager of decommissioning for Houston-based Apache Corporation, one of the largest operators in the Gulf, blames a restrictive and lengthy permitting process.
Another problem with the Rigs-to-Reefs program: reefed platforms must be toppled or dropped to a depth of at least 85 feet beneath the water surface, but before reefing, most marine creatures are living on the part of the structure at depths of about 60 feet or shallower.
Louisiana Senator David Vitter introduced legislation last year that would leave the platforms where they are if protected—or valuable—marine life was found on or around them. Mississippi Representative Steve Palazzo filed a similar bill. Neither is likely to make it out of committee this session. As California has discovered in establishing its own rigs-to-reefs regime, the politics of decommissioning platforms attracts schools of opposing viewpoints, too.
John Hoffman, CEO of Houston-based Black Elk Energy, recently founded nonprofit Save the Blue to encourage reefing by using funds normally spent on platform decommissioning and removal to provide insurance and ongoing maintenance for the structures as reefs. (The organization is still getting its legs.)
On the other hand, it may not always be a bad idea to remove idle platforms: Improperly capped or poorly maintained wells can leak, and storm damage can cause spills. Platforms may disrupt sargassum mats—important habitat for a number of marine species, according to Emma Hickerson, a research coordinator at the Flower Garden Banks National Marine Sanctuary; and the structures have been demonstrated to serve as stepping-stones for invasive species.
But Paul Sammarco, a professor at Louisiana Universities Marine Consortium, counters that, while platforms can facilitate the spread of invasive species, those species would proliferate without the platforms, too. Invaders spread via the hulls and ballast water of thousands of ships traveling these waters every year, and the larvae of some species travel long distances naturally.
Platform destruction destroys a critical biodiversity hotspot. 
Macreadie 11 - Chancellor's Post Doctoral Research Fellow @ University of Technology  [Dr. Peter I Macreadie, Ashley M Fowler (Research Associate @ University of Technology), & David J Booth(Professor of Marine Ecology @ University of Technology ) , “Rigs-to-reefs: will the deep sea benefit from artificial habitat?,” Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 9: 455–461. http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/100112

Deep-sea reefs vary greatly in terms of their geographical distribution, dynamics, and geological composition; consequently, they harbor distinctive macrofaunal communities and often represent biodiversity hotspots (eg Baco and Smith 2003). Population persistence in the deep sea relies heavily on connectivity between deep-sea communities on isolated reefs (Cowen and Sponaugle 2009). Over large distances, small, isolated reefs may act as “stepping stones” within an inhospitable matrix of soft sediment. For instance, bathymodiolin mussels (and their symbionts) currently inhabiting deep-sea hydrothermal vents are thought to have descended from ancestors associated with shallower marine environments, which over time colonized deeper waters by relying on habitat patches of organic matter, such as whale carcasses (Lorion et al. 2009). The addition of artificial reefs in the deep sea is likely to increase ecological connectivity, which will have important biogeographical consequences. These may include increased genetic homogeneity and reduced opportunity for allopatric speciation (when biological populations of the same species become isolated as a result of geographical changes), because rig structures may remove isolating barriers to long-range dispersal. Depending on the species, this could be a positive or negative outcome.
Ecosystem collapse causes extinction.
Craig 3 - Associate Dean for Environmental Programs @ Florida State University [Robin Kundis Craig, “ARTICLE: Taking Steps Toward Marine Wilderness Protection? Fishing and Coral Reef Marine Reserves in Florida and Hawaii,” McGeorge Law Review, Winter 2003, 34 McGeorge L. Rev. 155

Biodiversity and ecosystem function arguments for conserving marine ecosystems also exist, just as they do for terrestrial ecosystems, but these arguments have thus far rarely been raised in political debates. For example, besides significant tourism values - the most economically valuable ecosystem service coral reefs provide, worldwide - coral reefs protect against storms and dampen other environmental fluctuations, services worth more than ten times the reefs' value for food production. n856 Waste treatment is another significant, non-extractive ecosystem function that intact coral reef ecosystems provide. n857 More generally, "ocean ecosystems play a major role in the global geochemical cycling of all the elements that represent the basic building blocks of living organisms, carbon, nitrogen, oxygen, phosphorus, and sulfur, as well as other less abundant but necessary elements." n858 In a very real and direct sense, therefore, human degradation of marine ecosystems impairs the planet's ability to support life.
Maintaining biodiversity is often critical to maintaining the functions of marine ecosystems. Current evidence shows that, in general, an ecosystem's ability to keep functioning in the face of disturbance is strongly dependent on its biodiversity, "indicating that more diverse ecosystems are more stable." n859 Coral reef ecosystems are particularly dependent on their biodiversity. [*265] 
Most ecologists agree that the complexity of interactions and degree of interrelatedness among component species is higher on coral reefs than in any other marine environment. This implies that the ecosystem functioning that produces the most highly valued components is also complex and that many otherwise insignificant species have strong effects on sustaining the rest of the reef system. n860
Thus, maintaining and restoring the biodiversity of marine ecosystems is critical to maintaining and restoring the ecosystem services that they provide. Non-use biodiversity values for marine ecosystems have been calculated in the wake of marine disasters, like the Exxon Valdez oil spill in Alaska. n861 Similar calculations could derive preservation values for marine wilderness.
However, economic value, or economic value equivalents, should not be "the sole or even primary justification for conservation of ocean ecosystems. Ethical arguments also have considerable force and merit." n862 At the forefront of such arguments should be a recognition of how little we know about the sea - and about the actual effect of human activities on marine ecosystems. The United States has traditionally failed to protect marine ecosystems because it was difficult to detect anthropogenic harm to the oceans, but we now know that such harm is occurring - even though we are not completely sure about causation or about how to fix every problem. Ecosystems like the NWHI coral reef ecosystem should inspire lawmakers and policymakers to admit that most of the time we really do not know what we are doing to the sea and hence should be preserving marine wilderness whenever we can - especially when the United States has within its territory relatively pristine marine ecosystems that may be unique in the world.
Relative probability means you should err affirmative.
Kunich 5 – Professor of Law @ Roger Williams University School of Law [John Charles Kunich, “ARTICLE: Losing Nemo: The Mass Extinction Now Threatening the World's Ocean Hotspots,” Columbia Journal of Environmental Law, 2005, 30 Colum. J. Envtl. L. 1

On the other hand, there is an unimaginable cost from failing to preserve the marine hotspots if they contain numerous species of high value at great risk of extinction. We could cost ourselves and our posterity untold advancements in medicine, therapies, genetic resources, nutrients, ecosystem services, and other areas, including perhaps a cure to a global health threat that might not materialize until centuries from now...truly a "grave error" of the first order. [*128]  But if we sit on the sidelines and fail to invest in hotspots preservation, and we "get lucky" (few species, low value, small extinction risk), our only gain is in the form of saving the money and effort we could have spent on the hotspots. Even if this amounts to several billion dollars a year, it is a small benefit compared to the incalculably catastrophic losses we could suffer if we guess wrong in betting on the inaction option.
The Decision Matrix actually under-represents the extent to which the rational decision is to invest in hotspots preservation. Because the Decision Matrix, in tabular form, devotes equal space to each of the sixteen possible combinations of extreme variable values, it can mislead readers into thinking that each of the sixteen outcomes is equally probable. This is most emphatically not the case. Some of these results are far more probable than others. This problem of apparent equality of disparate results is of the same type as a chart that depicts a person's chances of being fatally injured by a plummeting comet on the way home from work on any given day. There are only two possible results in such a table (survives another day, or killed by meteor), and they would occupy an equal amount of tabular space on the printed page, but the probability of the former outcome is, thankfully, much higher than the likelihood of the latter tragic event.
As explained in this Article, it is much more likely that there are numerous, even millions, of unidentified species currently living in the marine hotspots than that these hotspots are really not centers of profuse biodiversity. It is also very probable that the extinction threat in our oceans is real, and significant, given what we know about the horrific effects wrought on coral reefs and other known marine population centers by overfishing, pollution, sedimentation, and other human-made stressors. n525 Recent discoveries have revealed very high rates of endemism in small areas such as seamounts, which are extremely vulnerable to trawl damage. n526 Even in the deep ocean areas, there is evidence that new technologies are making it both a possibility and a reality to exploit the previously unexploitable biodiversity in these waters via  [*129]  demersal fishing/trawling, to devastating effect. n527 Only a truly Orwellian brand of doublethink could label as progress the development of fishing methods that do to the benthic habitats what modern clearcutting has done to so many forests, only on a scale 150 times as severe, but it is this "progress" that has brought mass extinction to the seas. n528 However, there is also the positive side, in light of the large numbers of marine species and habitat types, including life forms adapted to extraordinary niches such as hydrothermal vents and the abyss. That is, it would be surprising if there were not highly valuable genetic resources, natural medicines, potential sources of food, and other boons waiting to be discovered there.
Therefore, the results that are linked to high, rather than low, values of each of the three variables are far more probable than the converse outcomes. In terms of probabilities, it is much more likely that either a "first order grave error" or "first order jackpot" will occur than a "lucky wager" or an "unused insurance" result. In fact, all of the combinations with either two or three "high" values of the variables are significantly more probable that any of the combinations with two or three "low" variable values. This means that the tilt in favor of betting on the hotspots is much more pronounced than is apparent from a cursory glance at the Decision Matrix. The extreme results are far likelier to fall in favor of hotspots preservation than the opposite.
The plan prevents Southeast Asia reef destruction.
Ecorigs 9 [“EcoRigs Sustainable Fisheries,” 2009, pg. http://www.ecorigs.org/SustainableFisheries.htm

Purpose and Need
The need for saving retired platforms for sustainable fisheries is significant. The vast majority (95%) of marine fishes used for aquariums are wild caught fish from Southeast Asia. Foreign trade of marine tropical fishes and invertebrates for the ornamental fish industry has caused extensive damage to coral reef environments throughout Southeast Asia. Especially destructive is cyanide fishing, an illegal but extensively used fish collecting method in this region (Mackey and Chau 2001). Worldwide, coral reefs are suffering high levels of mortality due to over-fishing, nutrient enrichment, sediment runoff from deforestation and agriculture, lower pH and increased sea surface temperatures, which can induce mass coral bleaching, chemical pollution, physical disturbance, and disease — both bacterial and fungal (Kolian and Sammarco 2005).
Some of the organisms that produce bioactive compounds, such as certain sponges, occur in deep water, are unreachable by SCUBA and occur only rarely in their natural environment (Duckworth 2001). They require highly expensive equipment — such as manned submersibles associated with large tender ships. (See video of deep water submersible collecting invertebrates on offshore platform at 1,200 feet depths) 
Some of the valuable compounds isolated from these species, has been shown to be highly effective in the treatment of certain types of cancer, occur in very low concentrations within their tissues. In addition, the bio-active molecules are so large and complex that it will be prohibitively expensive to synthesize and manufacture them, or even make functional derivatives in the laboratory (closely related compounds that function in the same way as the original, natural compound, but are patentable). Because of this, even the testing of these compounds for bioactivity and potential biomedical use requires quantities of these organisms which are extremely difficult and expensive to obtain (Duckworth 2001). Nonetheless, they are required in order to extract appropriate amounts and this is causing a marked decline in some source populations. 
Offshore platforms are unique structures upon which to easily culture the aforementioned deepwater sponges, and could obviate the need for expensive deepwater harvesting elsewhere. Sponges in general are quite easy to grow in their natural environment and could easily be cultured at the required depths on these platforms. All of these activities will produce revenue in addition to that derived from ornamental fish harvest. In addition, the activities may be conducted in parallel without jeopardizing other sustainable fishing activities on the same platform.
The U.S. pharmaceutical industry needs a supply of marine invertebrates, i.e.  sponges, mollusks, algae and bacteria (Pomponi 1999). Simple and abundant marine algae, let alone a host of other organisms which occur on the platforms, represent potential sources of pharmaceutical agents, agricultural chemicals, food, industrial chemical feedstocks, and other useful products (Bruckner 2002, NRC 1999 & 2002).
Culture of these organisms will provide a domestic supply for aquarium enthusiasts, obviating the need for importation of Indo-Pacific marine invertebrates. This will serve an additional function in that there is growing concern about the accidental or purposeful release of these Indo-Pacific ornamental species into U.S. coastal waters (Gulko 2001; Semmens et al. 2004), with the possible impact of introducing yet more harmful species introductions (Minchin 1999; Englund and Baumgartner 2000; Shiganova 2002).
 The harvest of local organisms will also initiate a new industry for the northern Gulf of Mexico, creating a new source of employment and revenue in the region and the nation (Kolian and Sammarco 2008). The demand for the organisms already exists. At this point, however, most of the supply is coming from overseas and EcoRigs believes that 80 percent of the supply can be produced in the U.S. Gulf of Mexico oil field platform environments  (Chapman et al. 1997, Spalding et al. 2001, and  Wabnitz et al, 2003).
 The U.S.  Commission on Ocean Policy (2004) noted that the U.S. is the world’s largest importer of ornamental coral reef resources and suggests that we have a responsibility to eliminate destructive harvesting practices of fish and other reef organisms that are imported into the USA. These “resources are collected by methods that destroy reefs and overexploit ornamental species. To date, fewer than 10 percent of marine species are capable of being captive bred. Even fewer coral species are cultured in commercial quantities.”  
 The U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy reported that the marine natural products industry could produce a multi-billion dollar annual market. Pharmaceutical medicines to battle Cancer, Tuberculosis, Non-Hodgkin’s Lymphoma, HIV and Malaria have been produced from some marine invertebrates.  Many of these invertebrates are also valuable as nutritional products.
Rationale for Retaining Retired Platforms for Sustainable Fisheries
The Gulf of Mexico is home to 3,959 offshore oil and gas platforms (see Map). When production from the wells becomes unprofitable, federal regulations (30 CFR 250.112) require that the platforms be removed. Thousands of structures have already been removed (see Map) and most of the remaining platforms are scheduled for removal by 2020. EcoRigs will target the structure scheduled for removal. The idea is to save some of them for sustainable fisheries. See map of idle platforms scheduled to be removed (see Map). 
The ornamental fish will perish when the platforms are removed. In 2008, 75 percent of the structures removed in the Gulf of Mexico utilized explosives resulting in 525 individual charges detonations (Poe and Broussard 2009).  
Since offshore platforms function as artificial reefs producing a wide variety of marine life, one obvious consequence of explosive structure removal is a negative impact on fish. Estimated mortality of fish at a given platform within study depths from 40 - 100 feet ranged from approximately 2,000 - 5,000 for fish measuring greater than four inches (Gitshlag 2001). The most severely impacted fish species at explosive structure removals in order of abundance were Atlantic spadefish (Chaetodipterus faber), blue runner (Caranx crysos), red snapper (Lutjanus campechanus), and sheepshead (Archosargus probatocephalus). These four species accounted for 86% of estimated mortality. Gitshlag (2003) estimated the mortality of red snapper due to under-water explosives averaged 515 per platform.
Whether a platform is removed by mechanical or explosive methods, millions of invertebrates perish when a structure is removed. Invertebrates such as colonies of coral, octocoral, mollusks, red and green algae macroalgae, hydroids, colonial anemones, sponge and bryozoans. Both large and small cryptic consumers such as amphipods, pycnogonids, ophiuroids, and polychaetes are found on platforms (Carney 2005) in significant densities ranging from 100,464 per square meter near the surface to 23,541 per square meter near the bottom (Gallaway and Lebel 1981; Gallaway et al. 1981b, Gallaway et al. 1982, ). 
In conclusion, sustainable fishing of ornamental fish would not compete with commercial or recreational fishermen. Coral reefs are suffering high levels of mortality due to over-fishing, under-grazing, nutrient enrichment, sediment runoff from deforestation, increased sea surface temperatures, which induce mass coral bleaching, chemical pollution, physical disturbance, and disease and saving the platforms would alleviate fishing pressure, often destructive, on natural reefs and provide a source of marine organisms to the medical industry.  The marine organisms on the platforms will die if the structures are not used for alternate uses. We will lose 4,400 acres of coral reef habitat.  The Texas-Louisiana fishermen are uniquely positioned to develop a sustainable offshore fishery.  We bring these matters to your attention for the purpose informing you about some of the benefits of retaining offshore platforms. It would be greatly appreciated if you would consider these matters and contact staff at y, our congressional representative offices and federal agencies. A few contact numbers are provided below.  
That will destabilize Indonesia.
[bookmark: 183230941174026222]RT Sea 12 [“The Coral Triangle: scientists warn of social & economic implications,” Tuesday, July 10, 2012, pg. http://tinyurl.com/9lnekkq

The Coral Triangle is an area of tropical waters in the South Pacific that ranges from the Philippines to the north, the Solomon Islands to the east, and Indonesia to the west.  It is considered to be the center of marine biodiversity, having the greatest range and number of aquatic species in the world.
And it is one of the most fragile and threatened regions in the ocean.
The Philippine's ABS-CBN.com reported on the consensus of several recognized marine scientists that a concerted effort must be made to protect the Coral Triangle from the effects of climate change, acidification, and other man-made threats.  It was interesting to note that their concerns focused on the social-economic and political implications of what would happen should the Coral Triangle continue on it's current path.  Considering the implications on mankind, as opposed to the ecosystem itself, is often a good strategy in gaining the attention of policy makers.
Interesting article, so I thought I would post it here in its entirety.
International experts pressure PH to protect reefs
CAIRNS, Australia - The Philippines and the other countries in the Coral Triangle should step up their efforts and investments to conserve “the most productive” reef ecosystem in the world, scientists said on Tuesday.
Overfishing, pollution, coastal development, climate change and ocean acidification are endangering the coral reefs of Southeast Asia and Western Pacific, which could lead to conflicts, food insecurity, and political instability in the region.
Jamaluddin Jompa, director of the Coral Reef Research at the Hasanuddin University in Indonesia, said: “All the pressures are going up and up...We need to do something to bring these down.”
Jompa said national governments and international donors should invest in the survival of the Coral Triangle because of its profound economic and political impact.
Maurice Knight, chief of party of the USAID Coral Triangle Support Partnership, said the international donors and national governments should address the preservation of the regional reefs since it has massive socio-political impacts beyond the Pacific. He noted that the cost of saving the Coral Triangle is huge.
“We need to come to grips with the costs of conservation,” he said, adding that ignoring the health of the area would be more expensive for the countries in the long run.
The collapse of the Coral Triangle could lead to lesser sources of food and livelihood to millions of people all over the region, Knight said. This could lead to political instability and conflicts, as well as internal and external migration, making the Coral Triangle's health a “global” issue.
Indonesia instability collapses ASEAN and causes wars.
Dibb 1 - Professor of strategic studies @ Australian National University PAUL DIBB, “Indonesia: the key to South-East Asia’s security,” International Affairs 77,  (2001) pg. 829-842

The break-up of Indonesia would seriously destabilize a significant portion of   the western Pacific. As a leading Singapore minister has said in an address in¶ Washington, ‘An Indonesia in disarray will affect the whole of South-East Asia¶ adversely and become a strategic problem for the United States and Japan.’8 This would be a major setback for regional stability. A disabled Indonesia means  a disabled ASEAN. In the Cold War, while the United States sought to contain¶ communism in Indochina, it relied on a stable, united and economically¶ prosperous ASEAN to the south. But since the 1997 regional economic crisis¶ ASEAN has ceased to be a balancing force in the region. If we add to this debility the political collapse of Indonesia—and the consequent panic among¶ neighbouring states—then ASEAN would become a real strategic liability for¶ the United States and its allies.
The Asian economic crisis also put an end to Indonesia and ASEAN as a¶ counterweight to China’s southward influence.9 The lack of any effective and¶ united opposition from ASEAN to China’s position on the disputed Spratly¶ Islands is evidence enough of that. Moreover, China has a keen eye on the fate of its 7 million ‘overseas citizens’ in Indonesia, who are routinely targeted in¶ vicious, orchestrated attacks  . A heavy handed intervention from Beijing is a possibility if large-scale ethnic cleansing of Indonesian Chinese were to occur.
In a further complication, it cannot be assumed that regional states would act together to cope with an Indonesia in disarray. The recent experience of East Timor shows this clearly. Australia was the only regional nation willing and able to lead a UN force at short notice to counter the destruction of East Timor by TNI. Its long-term ally New Zealand also contributed forces quickly, and assistance was also forthcoming from Thailand and the Philippines. Malaysia, however, deliberately sought to exploit the situation. It offered token support only, and its prime minister prominently questioned the wisdom of Australia leading the UN mission, even demanding that Australian forces stop treating the militia forces—responsible for creating the mayhem in East Timor—‘so roughly’. Vietnam and Burma contributed nothing and Japan found itself unable to provide any sort of direct military support.
A popular opinion in Australia is that Indonesia will be less of a potential military threat if it is split up. This is a wrong-headed view. In strategic terms— as already argued—it is advantageous to Australia that a stable, democratic and unified Indonesia stands astride Australia’s vulnerable northern approaches. Splitting up Indonesia will not provide any comparable protection for Australia. What it will do is increase the number of independent states Australia has to deal with in the archipelago. It may well be that good relations with one will necessarily involve troublesome relations with another, as Australia’s relations with an independent East Timor and Indonesia have already demonstrated. So the source of possible problems that Australian security planners have to consider can only increase with any break-up of Indonesia. In addition, the defence burden carried by Australia has greatly increased with its de facto obligation to provide military protection for East Timor. Australia would be hard pressed to also provide a defence shield for, say, an independent West Papua against a resentful Jakarta.
Quite apart from the misery it would cause to millions of Indonesians, the wholesale political disintegration of the archipelago could have serious repercussions for the international community. The collapse of authority in Indonesia would inevitably threaten the fledgling state of East Timor. East Timor has a¶ global significance out of all proportion to its size. There is enormous world sympathy for the newly independent East Timorese nation. The United Nations and the world community in general have made a considerable investment in¶ this new state. It would not be possible to stand by and let this be squandered. Across Indonesia gross human rights abuses would occur, on a larger and more organized scale than we have already witnessed. If the international community can act to save the Kosovars, the world will ask why it cannot stop ethnic cleansing in Indonesia. As noted above, Indonesia’s neighbours, Malaysia, Singapore and Australia, fear waves of refugees if there is general political turmoil across the archipelago. Australia already has trouble coping with the few thousand refugees who land on its northern shores as result of people-smuggling rackets. But many times more could arrive were the Indonesian state to¶ collapse. Tiny Singapore is perennially beset by the fear of being overwhelmed by a tidal wave of refugees, and in Malaysia, where racial tension has been well¶ managed but nevertheless simmers beneath the surface, the sudden arrival of a horde of refugees from Indonesia could destroy the fabric of society.
Were Indonesia to break up, it is unlikely that clear-cut new states would be¶ carved from the archipelago and acknowledged as such: on the contrary, there would most probably be ongoing armed conflict between such states and the¶ government in Jakarta. The opportunities for unwanted external influence and interference would be considerable. Moreover, there is no guarantee that these¶ new states would be liberally inclined democracies with benign external¶ policies. Especially if, as now seems inevitable, the new leaders of such states had¶ had to engage in protracted armed struggles to assert their independence, they¶ might not be keen to set up functioning democracies where their positions¶ could be readily challenged at the ballot box.
The religious and cultural dimensions of Indonesia’s domestic turmoil, too, have real potential for global ramifications. Much of the current domestic¶ violence in Indonesia has a strong religious as well as ethnic aspect. Savage¶ Muslim/Christian conflict has already occurred across the archipelago. The¶ Islamic world will take sides in any break-up of Indonesia and the religious and¶ ethnic struggle that will ensue. Indonesia has a long tradition of moderate Islam, now under threat from a more extreme movement. The West has a strong interest in encouraging the more moderate Indonesian Islamic elements to build stable and democratic political institutions.
Conclusions	
The situation in Indonesia will probably worsen considerably before it gets better. How much worse it becomes will depend on the ability of the current political groupings in Indonesia to manage the transition to a new democracy. As the example of Russia all too clearly shows, such a historic process is fraught with danger. In Indonesia the transition is not going well. The failure of democracy¶ in Indonesia could result in an authoritarian and xenophobic regime, as under President Sukarno in the early 1960s. The security of Australia is at risk here. While Australia has—to put it bluntly—a strategic paranoia about Indonesia, a return to the type of aggressive nationalism displayed by Sukarno’s Indonesia could pose a genuine threat to Australia. As events unfold, Australia will be reluctant to exert direct pressure on Jakarta, except as a last resort, aware that it faces a risk of provoking serious friction or even armed conflict with so close a neighbour if it goes too far in seeking to directly influence Jakarta’s policies. Referring to Indonesia in his Senate confirmation hearing, Secretary of State¶ Colin Powell said that the United States would ‘let our ally, Australia, take the lead, as they have done so well in that troubled country’.10 But the United States too should realize the substantial danger to regional stability and security¶ posed by the situation in Indonesia. Washington must make it clear that it supports the territorial integrity and economic recovery of a democratic Indonesia. The US also needs to recognize—as does Australia, its closest ally in the¶ region—that Indonesia is the key to South-East Asia’s security.  Pg. 839-842
A strong ASEAN is a Northeast Asia conflict dampener.
Teo 12 - Senior Analyst with the Multilateralism and Regionalism Programme @ Nanyang Technological University [Sarah Teo, “ASEAN Centrality: Why It Is Important For US And China – Analysis,” Eurasia Review, September 18, 2012, pg. http://tinyurl.com/8t46u3l

REGIONAL COOPERATION in East Asia has suffered several setbacks recently. Since July, tensions in Northeast Asia have flared over long-running territorial disputes involving the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands and the Dokdo/Takeshima Islands. The latest spats have resulted in Seoul and Tokyo suspending a military exchange programme while fanning nationalist sentiments in China, Japan and South Korea. The United States has declared its neutrality in both disputes, although a State Department spokesperson acknowledged that the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands fell within the scope of the US-Japan Security Treaty.
Earlier in July the failure of ASEAN’s foreign ministers to produce a joint communiqué at the ASEAN Ministerial Meeting in Phnom Penh owing to disagreement over the South China Sea disputes sparked considerable debate in the international community. Some experts observed that this was a reflection of China’s expanding influence intruding into ASEAN’s agenda.
Amid such tensions, concerns have emerged that ASEAN unity may erode as major powers tussle for regional influence. However, ASEAN centrality can be advantageous for both the US and China. This could motivate both powers to preserve ASEAN centrality even as they seem to find themselves at odds with each other in the midst of tenuous inter-state relations in the region.
For the US: managing the ‘spokes’
Washington has repeatedly stressed that its bilateral alliances “remain the bedrock of [its] engagement in the region”. Under the hub-and-spokes model, the US constructed a web of bilateral alliances with regional countries such as Japan, South Korea, Thailand and the Philippines. In the evolving international environment, the US has also recognised the importance of multilateral forums, even as its bilateral relationships remain central in its Asia policy.
One of the US’ strategies for maintaining regional influence, vis-à-vis a rising China, has been to encourage closer ties between its ‘spokes’. The US has pushed for closer relations between Japan and South Korea, the two “lynchpins” of its security strategy in Asia. This task has often been disrupted by the historical and territorial disputes between Tokyo and Seoul. The US’ calls for both allies to hold consultations on the latest dispute over the Dokdo/Takeshima Islands appear impossible to realise, as Seoul has rejected Japanese attempts to negotiate the sovereignty of the islands.
In the face of bilateral antagonism, multilateral channels such as ASEAN and its associated mechanisms could provide a platform for reducing tensions. This is even if the dispute is not on the official agenda of the talks. For example, on the sidelines of the ASEAN Defence Ministers’ Meeting-Plus (ADMM-Plus) in October 2010, Beijing and Tokyo agreed to set up a liaison system for maritime conflicts, in the wake of a collision between Chinese and Japanese ships which saw bilateral relations plummet.
Given the informal and non-pressurising nature of such bilateral talks, Seoul and Tokyo could also reach a resolution on the sidelines of the next ASEAN meeting to manage their dispute. Furthermore, even if the Northeast Asian states are embroiled in disputes, cooperation via ASEAN-centred platforms ensures that dialogue among them continues. For the US, the value of ASEAN and its associated channels thus lie in the potential of advancing cooperation amid conflicts between its allies.
For China: managing threat perceptions
China’s interest in multilateral forums is partly driven by its desire to manage perceptions of its military and economic rise. At meetings such as the East Asia Summit and the ADMM-Plus, Chinese officials have reiterated that China’s rise is non-threatening, and stressed that China’s security policy is defensive rather than offensive.
Only through engaging other states can China assure the region that it has no hostile intentions behind its “peaceful development” agenda. Furthermore, the ASEAN way of diplomacy, involving consensus-based decision-making and non-interference in the internal matters of member states, sits well with the direction of Chinese foreign policy.
China has declared support for ASEAN’s centrality in East Asian regionalism, particularly when it involves non-traditional security issues. Premier Wen Jiabao has also called for “promot[ing] East Asia integration with [ASEAN] 10+3 as the main vehicle.” Indeed, a rising China may find a united ASEAN useful in stabilising the external environment and quelling regional tensions.
It will not be in China’s interest if ASEAN is no longer in the driver’s seat of East Asian multilateralism. China needs a strong ASEAN to fulfil its own goals of calibrating perceptions of its rise and managing transnational issues. Likewise, the US requires ASEAN to remain a central platform in regional cooperation, so that an avenue exists to manage bilateral tensions between its Northeast Asian allies. Thus, despite emerging tensions within ASEAN, its centrality is unlikely to be in any danger of being eroded by great power rivalry in the foreseeable future.

Nationalist island wars will draw in everyone.  
Sorman 12 - City Journal contributing editor [Guy Sorman, “Where Nationalism Still Matters,” City Journal, 20 August 2012, pg. http://tinyurl.com/8kas2u3

Too often, we see East Asia only from an economic perspective, marveling at the undeniable success of China, Japan, Taiwan, Vietnam, and South Korea. Yet these nations have another story to tell, one that owes less to current economic performance than to much older instincts: nationalism and ethnic resentment, the forces that kindled World War I in Sarajevo. Today, those forces underlie disputes in places that we ignore or know nothing about, such as the Senkaku Islands, the Dokdo Islands, and the Spratly archipelago. And those disputes may spark military conflicts between rival Asian countries.
Such thinking goes against the theory that trade must soothe centuries-old enmities, that commerce annihilates even the temptation of war. Isn’t this the lesson of Jean Monnet’s brilliant vision, the European Union? Wars disappeared in Europe when replaced by trade. And Asian countries certainly cooperate with one another commercially; the products that we buy after they’re exported from one Asian country or another are actually composed of pieces that travel from factory to factory in China, Japan, South Korea, Vietnam, and the Philippines.
South Korea’s conservative government, however, has refused any military cooperation with Japan because the Japanese refuse to recognize South Korean sovereignty on two uninhabitable islets halfway between the two countries (known as Dokdo in Korean and Takeshima in Japanese). Each government refers to old treaties and ancient maps to assert its rights, both refuse to enter arbitration, and the matter remains unsettled. Even North Korea supports South Korea in this case—the only area of agreement between the two rivals. In South Korea, Dokdo has become a symbol of resistance to Japanese imperialism. If one points out that such imperialism disappeared in 1945, South Korean politicians and pundits counter that the Japanese soul is imperialist and that Japan’s current government wants to build a nuclear arsenal. In truth, only a few extreme nationalists in Japan harbor that nuclear desire. But now, apparently in response, conservative contenders for the South Korean presidency want to pursue nuclear power as well.
The status of Senkaku (or Diaoyuin, in Chinese), located south of the Japanese archipelago, is likewise unclear. Though these islands are administered by Japan and owned, under Japanese law, by a group of Japanese families, China considers them part of its own empire, and Taiwan also claims them. Chinese vessels constantly patrol near Senkaku, harassing and sometimes sinking Japanese fishing boats. In the Western media, American and European political leaders have focused on the islets’ economic resources, which include fishing zones and possibly gas and oil wells. But if China, Taiwan, and Japan were concerned only with economics, they could find other seas to fish and other wells to drill. The dispute is actually symbolic, motivated by old nationalist feelings and the traditional Asian concern with making one’s adversary lose face. After Chinese vessels rammed Japanese trawlers in 2010, the Japanese government failed to react strongly. This year, the Japanese government is looking for revenge by pushing for the nationalization of Senkaku.
Further south, in the Spratly archipelago—claimed by China, Vietnam, the Philippines, Taiwan, and Malaysia—the potential for conflict is even greater. Here, too, rumors about gas mines confer on Spratly an economic value that would establish rational grounds for conflict. But these energy resources have not yet been confirmed, so the likelier reason for tension is nationalism. In Spratly as in Senkaku, Chinese imperialism tests the resistance of its neighbors, some of which—Japan, Vietnam, the Philippines, Taiwan, Malaysia, and to some extent even India—are considering an alliance against China. Washington has provoked Chinese anger by supporting the idea. An American shadow hangs over the region already, since the Seventh Fleet ensures the security of the shipping routes. Without it, the Asian economic web would have disintegrated long ago.
The Pacific pressure cooker undermines another piece of conventional wisdom: that military conflict cannot arise between democratic countries. Democratic South Korea and democratic Japan have failed to negotiate minor business and trade issues. Worse, South Korea’s position in this dispute puts it closer to dictatorial North Korea and China than to democratic Japan. On the whole, the burden of history and the internal tensions of a common civilization prove stronger than contemporary political and economic considerations. The potential alliance against China in the Spratly dispute would bring democracies together with the Communist dictatorship of Vietnam—supposedly every bit as Communist as China’s.
Each day seems to bring new provocations. The Korean president has set foot on Dokdo, soon followed by a group of Japanese nationalists. China has sent a naval detachment to the Spratlys. Japanese police have arrested a group of Chinese on Senkaku. Of course, current circumstances play a role in exacerbating these conflicts. Asia’s economy is slowing down; its governments are variously weak (Japan), undergoing transition (South Korea, China) or in search of legitimacy (Vietnam, China). But that should be small comfort, because aggressive nationalism can be an outlet for nations facing such uncertainties. In Asia, neither economics nor democracy dissolves nationalist zeal.
Island disputes will go nuclear 
Hellman 12 – Professor Emeritus of Electrical Engineering @ Stanford University [Martin Hellman (His current project, Defusing the Nuclear Threat, has been endorsed by a former Director of the National Security Agency, Stanford's President Emeritus, and two Nobel Laureates), “Another Early Warning Sign,” Defusing Nuclear Threats,  Posted on September 28, 2012, pg. http://tinyurl.com/9r9vdhr 

The “World Anti-Fascist War” is what we call World War II – a war in which Japanese aggression killed almost 20 million Chinese, most of them civilians. The infamous “Rape of Nanking” is the best known of numerous atrocities and war crimes that Japan inflicted on China. This is not to say that the Senkaku/Diaoyu should be returned to China, only that we need to be aware of how high emotions run on both sides, and that China has some legitimate grievances from the past.
And, of course, Japan was not uniquely blood thirsty. Millions of Chinese died at Chinese hands during the Chinese Civil War; the mistakes of Mao’s Great Leap Forward led to millions of deaths; and the Cultural Revolution killed somewhere between half a million and three million more Chinese, some by public beatings that could be likened to atrocities during the Rape of Nanking.
Given the level of irrationality that this possible on both sides, and the reasonable arguments that each side can advance for its claims to these islands, it is not in our national security interests to issue security guarantees to Japan over these islands. There is too much risk that our “insurance policy” will have to pay off, potentially with a nuclear war and millions of American deaths. Such an outcome is unlikely, but if we keep risking small chances of being destroyed, eventually one will realize that potential.

Adv 2

Advantage Two---China
Relations are on the brink. 
Dobbins 12 – Director of the International Security and Defense Policy Center @ RAND Corporation [James Dobbins (Former American Ambassador to the European Community and Assistant Secretary of State), “War with China,” Survival | vol. 54 no. 4 | August–September 2012 | pp. 7–24

Shifting the US–China relationship
A climate of mutual distrust and suspicion clouds the US–China relationship, producing a potent security dilemma. If ignored, this dynamic could spiral out of control. Altering it will require both the United States and China to fundamentally rethink their national security goals and strategic¶ assumptions in Asia and beyond. The US–China competition should not be viewed as a zero-sum game; indeed, the United States has a strong interest in changing these perceptions. As China becomes a true peer competitor, it will also potentially become a stronger partner not just in the¶ economic but in the defence field as well. At present, the United States, as¶ the world’s only superpower, bears a disproportionate burden for policing¶ the global commons, protecting international commerce and travel, and¶ maintaining international security. China, like most of the world, is a free¶ rider on these efforts. Even as the United States seeks over the next several decades to sustain its defence commitments and advance its interests in East Asia, it will also have an interest in encouraging the world’s other¶ emerging superpower to assume greater responsibility for international¶ peace and security. China’s efforts to combat piracy in the Indian Ocean,¶ and its growing interest in United Nations peacekeeping, should become the basis for enhanced US–Chinese cooperation. In the long term, the United States will want to look for other ways to leverage Chinese power as well as restrain it. This will be easier and safer to do from a position of relative strength, which argues for starting this process of cooperation sooner rather than later.
With the passage of time and the improvement of Chinese capabilities, the United States will find itself forced to shift from deterrence by denial, based on direct defence of its interests and allies in the Western Pacific, to deterrence by punishment, based on the threat of escalation, using longer range weapons and more survivable platforms. Although the United¶ States will enjoy escalation dominance for some time, assuming it is prepared¶ to conduct conventional strikes on the Chinese mainland, China will develop escalation options of its own, including anti-satellite and offensive cyber-warfare capabilities, thus increasing US risks in pursuing escalation. Improvements in China’s strategic nuclear forces, and¶ the limited stakes in the most plausible scenarios for¶ Sino-American conflict, will reduce the credibility of any US threat to use nuclear weapons. Pg. 22-24
The plan prevents collapse --- it solidifies US-China strategic cooperation. 
Conrad 11 – Research associates with the Global Public Policy Institute [Björn Conrad (PhD candidate @ University of Trier. His research focuses on China’s domestic climate policy. MA in Chinese Studies, Political Science and Economics from the University of Trier and a Master in Public Policy from Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government.) & Mirjam Meissner (MA in Chinese Studies, Political Science and Economics from the Free University), “Catching a Second Wind Changing the Logic of International Cooperation in China’s Wind Energy Sector,” Global Public Policy Institute, GPPi Policy Paper No. 12, February 2011

China’s wind energy sector presents a vivid case of the fundamental dilemma of climate technologies. On the one hand, the rapid development and global dissemination of climate technology is highly desirable and necessary as part of an effective strategy to tackle global climate change. On the other hand, these¶ technologies are commercial products, developed and sold by companies on¶ a fiercely competitive market. The logic of climate protection favors the open¶ exchange of technological expertise between corporations. Contrarily, the logic of the market sets narrow boundaries for the sharing of profit-making innovation. Finding ways to reconcile these two aspects will be a decisive challenge faced on¶ the way to solving the global climate crisis.
The case of wind energy in China presents a crucial illustration of the effects of this dilemma. The development of international cooperative structures that are able to provide innovative answers to pressing climate challenges has been hampered by the perception of today’s partners as tomorrow’s competitors in an economic zero-sum game. Chinese players tried to use partnerships as a means to gain a technological edge without an intention to grant their partners a long-term stake in its domestic market. International business actors tried to use partnerships as a means to gain access to China’s domestic wind power market without any real incentive to improve their partners’ long-term technological advancement. Ultimately, neither side got what it wanted. As a result, China’s wind sector stayed below its potential regarding its contribution to global climate protection.
Opportunity - International cooperation could catch a second wind in China’s renewable energy sector. China’s wind market is on the verge of a new development phase heralding a possible shift in the logic of international technology cooperation; the times of China simply “catching up” to foreign technologies are coming to an end. To maintain its growth, China’s wind sector will depend on original technological solutions to manage mounting problems of efficiency, transmission and intermittency. Current technological obstacles threaten the swift expansion of China’s wind power capacity, putting the achievement of China’s ambitious¶ renewable energy targets for the year 2020 at risk. This creates strong political pressure to explore viable solutions such as smart-grid transmission systems and offshore wind power generation. The technological bottleneck of its wind energy sector significantly increases China’s incentives to revisit structures of international cooperation as a means to create urgently needed innovation. This situation in turn opens new opportunities for foreign political actors, specifically the European Union, to promote the emergence of cooperative structures that can make a tangible contribution to global climate protection.
From the business perspective, the growth of complementary capabilities between¶ Chinese and international wind power companies increases the attractiveness of balanced and mutually beneficial partnerships. Chinese companies can benefit greatly from strategic alliances with international firms in their search for needed technological solutions, while foreign companies can take advantage of the uniquely favorable conditions that China offers for producing cutting-edge innovation¶ in wind power technology. At the core of this mutually beneficial cooperative¶ model lies the creation of shared innovation based on the joint exploration and joint ownership of original technological solutions. Joint development, however, requires a mode of cooperation radically different from the model of international partnerships that have characterized China’s wind sector in the past. It calls for deep working relationships and long-term strategic alliances rooted in mutual¶ interests. Looking at the sobering experiences of the past, both sides will have to radically break with the current logic of interaction in order to redefine¶ international partnerships. Pg. 8-9
That cooperation prevents transition wars.
Lieberthal 11 – Senior fellow in the Foreign Policy and the Global Economy and Development Programs @ Brookings Institution [Dr. Kenneth Lieberthal (Professor of Poli Sci and Business Administration @ University of Michigan and Former senior director for Asia on the National Security Council) “The U.S. and China -- mending fences,” Los Angeles Times, Janary 17, 2011|pg. http://tinyurl.com/8wlq833

Many Chinese believe that America is a declining No. 1 that will do anything in its power to prevent China, No. 2, from catching up. They thus bring deep suspicion to the table when they analyze American actions in Pakistan, India, the South China Sea and Northeast Asia. Put simply, while the Obama administration sees itself as reengaging fully in Asia after what it considers the relative neglect of the region under President George W. Bush, Beijing is prone to see this activity instead as an effort to mobilize the rest of Asia against China's growing legitimate interests throughout the region.
The United States and most nations in the region, by contrast, see China adopting a harder edge to its diplomacy after years of stressing its "peaceful development." China is also modernizing its military and now is deploying naval vessels, missiles and other capabilities that threaten America's heretofore largely unhindered military access to the Western Pacific. Tensions inevitably result.
In this context, Washington has taken heart that countries throughout Asia are urging the U.S. to increase its presence and activities there. Asian nations are engaging with China fully on the economic side while asking the U.S. to make sure Beijing does not convert its economic weight into lopsided diplomatic and military advantage. But America should beware: If the U.S. primarily provides muscle as China expands its economic role in the region, then Asia will be a profit center for China and a cost center for the U.S. American interests require a better-balanced outcome than that, which means we must work more effectively with China.
There are both security and economic measures that the upcoming summit can advance to reduce mutual distrust and enhance effective cooperation.
The U.S. and Chinese military establishments have habitually suspended their limited high-level contacts to show displeasure whenever significant developments occur (such as the forced landing of an American surveillance plane after a midair collision in 2001 or the U.S. arms sale offer to Taiwan in 2010). The result is military-to-military discussions that are infrequent and anemic. The two militaries are now too powerful and operate in too close proximity in Asia to permit this situation to continue.
Following up on Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates' trip to China last week, , the Washington summit should endorse a new era in U.S.-Chinese military contacts. This should include regular, high-level discussions on such key issues as future contingencies in North Korea and Iran and the establishment of "rules of the road" for naval activities in China's 200-mile exclusive economic zone. Both sides would benefit greatly from having junior and mid-level officers spend serious time at one another's military institutes. America already does this with many other major militaries.
Economically, both sides must address the sensitive issues of currency valuation, protectionism, technology transfer requirements and intellectual property rights. Major American businesses that formerly supported good U.S.-Chinese relations now harbor more pessimistic expectations of their future there. It is in Beijing's interest to provide a basis for greater confidence. With America mired in high unemployment and a weak economic recovery, and China concerned about inflation and trade protectionism abroad, both sides need to focus on improving economic and trade ties on a sustainable basis.
One area — cooperation on development and deployment of clean energy technologies — holds particular promise. This is a global growth area, and the two nations' capabilities are now relatively complementary. Together we can produce innovative technologies and scale them up far more rapidly and inexpensively than either side can alone. This requires carefully structured deals, but it holds out the potential of investment and job creation in both directions, substantial new sources of profit, enhanced trust based on mutual interests and significant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions.
Extinction.
Wittner 11 - Professor of History @ State University of New York-Albany. [Lawrence S. Wittner, “Is a Nuclear War with China Possible?,” Huntington News, Monday, November 28, 2011 - 18:37 pg. http://www.huntingtonnews.net/14446]

While nuclear weapons exist, there remains a danger that they will be used.  After all, for centuries national conflicts have led to wars, with nations employing their deadliest weapons.  The current deterioration of U.S. relations with China might end up providing us with yet another example of this phenomenon.
The gathering tension between the United States and China is clear enough. Disturbed by China’s growing economic and military strength, the U.S. government recently challenged China’s claims in the South China Sea, increased the U.S. military presence in Australia, and deepened U.S. military ties with other nations in the Pacific region. According to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, the United States was “asserting our own position as a Pacific power.” But need this lead to nuclear war?
Not necessarily.  And yet, there are signs that it could.  After all, both the United States and China possess large numbers of nuclear weapons.  The U.S. government threatened to attack China with nuclear weapons during the Korean War and, later, during the conflict over the future of China’s offshore islands, Quemoy and Matsu.  In the midst of the latter confrontation, President Dwight Eisenhower declared publicly, and chillingly, that U.S. nuclear weapons would “be used just exactly as you would use a bullet or anything else.”
Of course, China didn’t have nuclear weapons then.  Now that it does, perhaps the behavior of national leaders will be more temperate.  But the loose nuclear threats of U.S. and Soviet government officials during the Cold War, when both nations had vast nuclear arsenals, should convince us that, even as the military ante is raised, nuclear saber-rattling persists.
Some pundits argue that nuclear weapons prevent wars between nuclear-armed nations; and, admittedly, there haven’t been very many—at least not yet.  But the Kargil War of 1999, between nuclear-armed India and nuclear-armed Pakistan, should convince us that such wars can occur.  Indeed, in that case, the conflict almost slipped into a nuclear war.  Pakistan’s foreign secretary threatened that, if the war escalated, his country felt free to use “any weapon” in its arsenal.  During the conflict, Pakistan did move nuclear weapons toward its border, while India, it is claimed, readied its own nuclear missiles for an attack on Pakistan.
At the least, though, don’t nuclear weapons deter a nuclear attack?  Do they?  Obviously, NATO leaders didn’t feel deterred, for, throughout the Cold War, NATO’s strategy was to respond to a Soviet conventional military attack on Western Europe by launching a Western nuclear attack on the nuclear-ularmed Soviet Union.  Furthermore, if U.S. government officials really believed that nuclear deterrence worked, they would not have resorted to championing “Star Wars” and its modern variant, national missile defense.  Why are these vastly expensive—and probably unworkable—military defense systems needed if other nuclear powers are deterred from attacking by U.S. nuclear might?
Of course, the bottom line for those Americans convinced that nuclear weapons safeguard them from a Chinese nuclear attack might be that the U.S. nuclear arsenal is far greater than its Chinese counterpart.  Today, it is estimated that the U.S. government possesses over five thousand nuclear warheads, while the Chinese government has a total inventory of roughly three hundred.  Moreover, only about forty of these Chinese nuclear weapons can reach the United States.  Surely the United States would “win” any nuclear war with China.
But what would that “victory” entail?  A nuclear attack by China would immediately slaughter at least 10 million Americans in a great storm of blast and fire, while leaving many more dying horribly of sickness and radiation poisoning.  The Chinese death toll in a nuclear war would be far higher.  Both nations would be reduced to smoldering, radioactive wastelands.  Also, radioactive debris sent aloft by the nuclear explosions would blot out the sun and bring on a “nuclear winter” around the globe—destroying agriculture, [and] creating worldwide famine, and generating chaos and destruction. 
Moreover, in another decade the extent of this catastrophe would be far worse.  The Chinese government is currently expanding its nuclear arsenal, and by the year 2020 it is expected to more than double its number of nuclear weapons that can hit the United States.  The U.S. government, in turn, has plans to spend hundreds of billions of dollars “modernizing” its nuclear weapons and nuclear production facilities over the next decade.
To avert the enormous disaster of a U.S.-China nuclear war, there are two obvious actions that can be taken.  The first is to get rid of nuclear weapons, as the nuclear powers have agreed to do but thus far have resisted doing.  The second, conducted while the nuclear disarmament process is occurring, is to improve U.S.-China relations.  If the American and Chinese people are interested in ensuring their survival and that of the world, they should be working to encourage these policies. 

Cooperation leads to an international climate deal. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK97][bookmark: OLE_LINK170]Oh 12 – Lecture of Comparative Political Economy and International Trade @ Ewha Womans University [Dr. Jennifer Sojin Oh (PhD in comparative politics from Princeton University), “Business Interests and US–China Relations on Climate Change,” Pacific Focus, Vol. XXVII, No. 1 (April 2012), pg. 36–61

The advantage of bilateral negotiation lies in the ability of governments to tailor the negotiation content to maximize domestic support while reducing opposition. In the case of climate change, governments can deliver specific incentives to their private sectors in the form of funding, favorable policies and various government support to mitigate opposition. The downside is that currying to the interests of potential opposition groups substantially limits and waters down the content of any climate negotiation. For example, business interests have shaped US–China bilateral collaboration on climate change to focus extensively on the development of clean energy, while preventing the setting of clear targets to reduce GHG emissions.
Clean energy development opens up possibilities for continued and increased US–China bilateral collaboration on climate change. Both countries heavily rely on coal and oil for their energy source. The USA accounts for about 25 percent of global oil consumption and 16 percent of global coal consumption. China accounts for about 9 percent of global oil consumption and 40 percent of global coal consumption.53 Naturally, energy security is a huge concern in both countries and they have a mutual interest in developing alternative energy sources. Clean energy development offers the potential benefits of reducing GHG emissions, stimulating domestic economy through job creation and business opportunities, and reducing the USA’s and China’s oil and coal dependence. By focusing on clean energy development, the USA and Chinese governments also mitigate domestic opposition and thus face the greatest chance of successful collaboration on a climate change project.
However, the rapid growth in China’s clean energy industry has generated concerns among US business and labor interests that the Chinese government is employing “green protectionism.” For example, the World Trade Organization recently ruled against China’s local content subsidy program for wind turbines, which enabled Chinese companies to outcompete foreign companies with cheaper prices. In general, multinationals within China are wary of various policies, such as restrictive licensing regulations and local content requirements, that limit access of foreign companies to China’s lucrative clean energy industry. China’s clean energy industry, on the other hand, has grown mainly through exports – China’s solar panel industry grew by exporting over 95 percent of its products to the USA and Europe.54 Trade disputes between the USA and China over clean energy subsidies are reflective of the broader political rivalry and precarious relations between the two major economic powers. Continued trade disputes will undermine bilateral collaboration efforts and multilateral engagements in the long run.
Challenges of Multilateral Frameworks
The difficulties of inducing the USA and China to agree to more substantial climate change commitments within a multilateral framework are huge. Given economic concerns and strong domestic opposition at home, the US government cannot transfer large amounts of funds to China under the pretext of assisting China’s transition to an energy efficient economy. This in turn implies that China has very little incentive to deviate from the position of the developing countries, or G-77, to promise substantial reductions in GHG emissions. As a remedy to this impasse, Victor proposes that developed nations strike a deal with critical developing nations – a deal that serves the interest of the host country as well as the international community. For example, he points to the power sector in China to suggest that the international community help China gain access to natural gas as a means to overcome its energy security problems while at the same time reducing its dependence on carbon intensive coal.55 Yet, coordination among developed nations to assist China gain access to natural gas is in itself a difficult and challenging task, tantamount to getting China or the USA to agree on substantial reductions in GHG emissions. The USA will most likely not agree to projects that give China a competitive advantage in energy access, especially when taking into account China’s leverage over US economy at a time of severe financial distress in the USA. 
As the Cancun Agreements demonstrate, multilateral climate negotiations will fail to bring about substantial commitments to reduce GHG emissions from the USA and China. Neither country wants to be blamed for a failed negotiation, nor do they have the political capacity to commit to ambitious climate regulations without incurring serious political repercussions back home. Such observations have led a number of scholars to propose discussing climate change in smaller groups composed of a handful, a dozen or even 20 core members that have serious impact on global climate change.56 While smaller membership might facilitate discussion among the participating countries, it does not address the fundamental problem that domestic constraints shape the USA’s and China’s domestic and international climate politics. If business interests are indeed influential, then bilateral projects that create incentives for US and Chinese business sectors must be integrated within the larger multilateral framework. Instead of pressuring the USA and China to reduce GHG emissions, they should be encouraged to maintain and strengthen existing bilateral projects on clean energy as a means of promoting future cooperation – albeit significantly delayed – on climate change in a multilateral setting. Without stronger support from the USA and Chinese business interests, multilateral climate negotiations will not generate substantial results. Pg. 54-56
That slows Arctic warming. 
Rosenthal & Watson 11 – Attorney @ Earthjustice & Chief scientist @ United Kingdom Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) [Erika Rosenthal & Robert Watson (Director for Strategy for the Tyndall Centre @ University of East Anglia, and a former chair of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change), “Multilateral Efforts to Reduce Black Carbon Emissions: A Lifeline for the Warming Arctic?,” Review of European Community & International Environmental Law,  Volume 20, Issue 1, pages 3–10, April 2011

The Arctic is warming more than twice as fast as the rest of the planet, rapidly increasing glacier and sea ice melt.2 In the coming decades, Arctic climate dynamics will determine the survival of the extraordinary cultures, species and ecology of the region and will, for better or worse, affect climate globally. Ambitious and immediate global action on carbon dioxide (CO2) is fundamental to limit the long-term (2100) adverse consequences of climate change in the Arctic and globally. But the long atmospheric lifespan of CO2 means its reduction alone will not avert further dramatic changes to the Arctic in the near term.3 Rapid emissions reductions of the short-lived climate forcers black carbon, tropospheric ozone and methane have been identified by scientists as the best and perhaps only strategy to reduce near-term warming and melting in the Arctic and other sensitive glaciated, snow-covered regions.4
Black carbon warms the Arctic and other glaciated regions both in the atmosphere by absorbing incoming sunlight, and again when it is deposited on ice and snow, accelerating melting. Its short atmospheric residence time (about one week, versus 100 years and more for CO2), though, means that emissions reductions provide nearly immediate climate benefits. Because of this potential for near-term climate benefit, and the fact that black carbon is essentially soot – a traditional air pollutant, mitigation approaches have been discussed first in such multilateral fora as the Convention on Long Range Transboundary Air Pollution (CLRTAP)5 and the International Maritime Organization (IMO), as well as the Arctic Council.6
The question is whether these fora can muster the political will to act swiftly and boldly enough for the Arctic. Given the timescale at which changes are occurring in the Arctic, these efforts must be significantly stepped up if the region is to remain anything like what we know today and to give the world a fighting chance to avoid abrupt and potentially irreversible changes, or ‘tipping points’, such as sea ice loss, permafrost melt, and accelerated Greenland Ice Sheet melt and resulting sea-level rise. This article reviews black carbon emissions reduction opportunities, describes efforts underway in international fora, and suggests opportunities to expand and strengthen regional air quality and climate change approaches to spur action on black carbon and other short-lived forcers.
Fast Arctic warming causes a Russia-NATO war.
Ferrara 12 – Master of Arts candidate @ The Johns Hopkins University’s SAIS Bologna Center & Master of Arts in International Affairs candidate @ The Johns Hopkins University’s SAIS Bologna Center [Chiara Rogate & Marco Ferrara, “Climate Change and Power Shifts in the Arctic Region,” Bologna Center Journal of International Affairs, Volume 15 - Spring 2012, pg. http://bcjournal.org/volume-15/climate-change-and-power-shifts-in-the-arctic-region.html 

Conflict vs. Cooperation
The political situation in the Arctic is at once nebulous and complex, with international law appearing to be little more than an instrument that nations use to justify their claims rather than a tool to resolve new and longstanding disagreements. Even though all parties agreed in 2008 to abide by and use international law as a regulatory framework through which to resolve their disputes in the Arctic, 43 they simultaneously appear to be hedging against possible adverse scenarios by strengthening their military presence in the area. For example, Canada is building a fleet of armed icebreakers, while Russia has recently resumed strategic bomber patrols over the region. 44 At the moment it is unclear whether issues pending in the Arctic can be settled via international arbitration, or by improving existing legal instruments with a dimension of political cooperation. 45 Such an outcome appears plausible as long as Canadian and Russian claims do not overlap, so that a settlement could be reached through the UN Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf.
Conversely, issues in the Arctic may evolve into a reflection of the developing political and military balance in the region, evading mediated resolution and resulting in conflict and unilateral actions. In such a case, the commission would be powerless to intervene as it does not have the authority to adjudicate disputes. Ultimately, one can observe that the situation is fast approaching a critical juncture. Without regard to the conclusions of the UN’s technical commission, the Arctic powers soon must decide whether to cooperate in joint administration of the region, or to engage in a struggle for supremacy. Given the approaching submission deadline for Canada, the window for a mediated solution may not remain open past 2013.
Conclusions
The Arctic has experienced rapid and drastic change as a consequence of rising temperatures. Therefore, international cooperation would be advantageous to achieving a lasting solution to the climatic, social and political issues facing this delicate region. Unfortunately, the potential for reaching multilateral arrangements is fragile, and the political will for achieving them could easily fall second to the prospect of obtaining access to valuable resource deposits. Climate change in this region has engendered a series of unpredicted spillover effects in the political realm by acting as a conflict catalyst. Specifically, climate change has aided the creation of physical conditions that facilitate international conflict, while simultaneously reducing the incentives for cooperation, thus exacerbating disputes that will determine future power balances, especially those concerning energy markets, which are already enveloped in a tumultuous political situation presently affecting both countries that produce and those that consume natural resources.
The Arctic provides an example of how climate change can shift geopolitical attention as well as amplify the strategic importance of geographic areas, perhaps causing old rivalries to resurface as in the case of Russia and NATO member countries. A non-traditional phenomenon is indeed leading to the emergence of traditional security dilemmas in the form of competition for resources and territory, resulting in the development of tensions among states. Climate change in the Arctic is literally defrosting regional security conundrums that risk extending well beyond the region. Moreover, not only is the physical environment being modified, but legal and institutional environments are changing as well, posing new challenges to inter-state relations and the ability to manage the unclaimed parts of the Arctic, referred to as the commons.46
Climate change can only be tackled with long-term emissions mitigation policies, while the emergence of the security dilemma in the region requires short-term solutions to avoid further militarization of the Arctic. The need to act rapidly is particularly urgent since the situation is developing within a precarious institutional, legal, and political framework. Though skepticism concerning the veracity of climate change continues to abound in public opinion and political arenas, recent developments in the Arctic demonstrate how such changes already are adversely affecting international politics. Future developments are no longer limited to scientific discourse, but now extend to conflict prevention. As noted by Machiavelli, once foreseen, such issues must be addressed before they develop to the point that no satisfactory remedy can be found.
Extinction.
Krieger 12 - President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation & Senior Scientist for Physicians for Social Responsibility. [David Krieger & Steven Starr, “A Nuclear Nightmare in the Making: NATO, Missile Defense and Russian Insecurity,” Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, January 03, 2012 http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/db_article.php?article_id=321

This is a dangerous scenario, no matter which NATO we are talking about, the real one or the hypothetical one.  Continued US indifference to Russian security concerns could have dire consequences: a breakdown in US-Russian relations; regression to a new nuclear-armed standoff in Europe; Russian withdrawal from New START; a new nuclear arms race between the two countries; a breakdown of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty leading to new nuclear weapon states; and a higher probability of nuclear weapons use by accident or design.  This is a scenario for nuclear disaster, and it is being provoked by US hubris in pursuing missile defenses, a technology that is unlikely ever to be effective, but which Russian leaders must view in terms of a worst-case scenario.
In the event of increased US-Russian tensions, the worst-case scenario from the Russian perspective would be a US first-strike nuclear attack on Russia, taking out most of the Russian nuclear retaliatory capability.  The Russians believe the US would be emboldened to make a first-strike attack by having the US-NATO missile defense installations located near the Russian border, which the US could believe capable of shooting down any Russian missiles that survived its first-strike attack.
The path to a US-Russian nuclear war could also begin with a conventional military confrontation via NATO. The expansion of NATO to the borders of Russia has created the potential for a local military conflict with Russia to quickly escalate into a nuclear war.  It is now Russian policy to respond with tactical nuclear weapons if faced with overwhelmingly superior conventional forces, such as those of NATO.   In the event of war, the “nuclear umbrella” of NATO guarantees that NATO members will be protected by US nuclear weapons that are already forward-based in Europe.
Plan
Plan---The United States federal government should remove environmental assessment and environmental impact statement requirements for Alternate Use Right-of-Use Easements to produce wind power in the Outer Continental Shelf 
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Contention Three---Solvency
WE speed up development. 
Giddings 11 – JD Candidate @ The George Washington University Law School [Nathaniel C. Giddings, “Go Offshore Young Man! The Categorical Exclusion Solution to Offshore Wind Farm Development on the Outer Continental Shelf,” JOURNAL OF ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL LAW, Winter 2011

C. Ensuring Environmental Protection and Renewable Development
The environmental impacts of offshore wind farms have been studied for the past fifteen years, and though some uncertainty remains as to the cumulative effects of numerous offshore facilities, the overriding consensus is that offshore wind farms have no significant impact on the human environment.144 Moreover, because a CER would be required for every lease sale, this preventative measure would ensure the project met the criteria for a categorical exclusion. Finally, the offshore wind farms would still have to undergo other inter-agency review processes required by the ESA and the Coastal Zone Management Act.145
Because all of these other environmental measures are already in place, conducting two environmental reviews is redundant, and a categorical exclusion would eliminate these repetitive environmental review processes. Simply put, given the exhaustive framework of existing environmental review procedures, a categorical exclusion for offshore wind farms would not jeopardize the environmental integrity of our nation’s coastline. As sufficient scientific data to support a categorical exclusion already exists, BOEMRE should promulgate a categorical exclusion for offshore wind farms so that Americans will be able to harness a vast clean energy resource in a timely fashion.
Part V: Possible Alternatives
Some may argue that this proposal goes too far, that it eviscerates the purpose of NEPA or that more research is needed before acting in such a broad manner. However, failure to expedite the offshore wind farm siting process will lead to both an increased risk of harm from global climate change and the United States falling further behind the rest of the world in offshore wind energy development and utilization. Three possible alternatives to this Note’s categorical exclusion proposal are (1) the creation of a categorical exclusion by Congress for offshore wind farms, (2) the use of EAs until the environmental impacts of offshore wind farms are better understood, and (3) the creation of a partial categorical exclusion for the Site Assessment Plan (“SAP”) portion of the lease process. This Section discusses each of these alternatives and reveals why each fundamentally fails to expedite the process in an appreciable manner. None of these alternatives would ameliorate one of the most significant hurdles facing offshore wind: the time-intensive process required to bring an offshore wind farm into operation.
A. Congressional Action
Although a congressionally enacted categorical exclusion could be immune to judicial review, 146 this alternative has several significant drawbacks. First, Congress has historically avoided creating categorical exclusions for entire classes of non-administrative activities; it is much more likely to do so for specific projects.147 Second, none of the recently stalled climate bills propose a categorical exclusion for offshore wind energy development.148 Third, the political climate in Washington makes it such that any congressional action on this issue is unlikely.149 Consequently, this Note’s proposal is more likely to occur and, therefore, is superior to a congressionally enacted categorical exclusion.
B. Environmental Assessments
Another alternative is that BOEMRE could amend the current regulatory scheme through notice and comment rulemaking to require one or two EAs rather than two environmental reviews (at least one of which will be an EIS) for offshore wind farm construction and operation activities on the Outer Continental Shelf. As discussed, BOEMRE left open the possibility that it would do this in the future. Starting with an EA rather than an EIS would decrease the amount of time required for some projects.150 However, this solution would, in effect, be requiring an EA for offshore wind projects where one is not necessary; environmental studies have shown that offshore wind farms generally do not have significant impacts. Because this Note’s solution would ensure that only those projects that truly warrant further environmental review complete an EA, it is superior to an alternative that requires one or two EAs for every project, regardless of what the likely environmental impacts will be.
C. “Partial” Categorical Exclusion
The third and final alternative to this Note’s proposal is that BOEMRE could promulgate a categorical exclusion for only those activities associated with the SAP phase of the leasing process.  As mentioned, this phase includes constructing meteorological towers that collect data on environmental factors that are critical to determining whether a site is appropriate for an offshore wind farm.
The American Wind Energy Association (“AWEA”) proposed creating a categorical exclusion for SAP activities in its comments to BOEMRE’s draft rule regarding the use of alternate energy on the Outer Continental Shelf.151 AWEA argued that because BOEMRE has already “reviewed subsea surveying and [meteorological] tower installation in its [Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement] ...[and] concluded that subsea surveys are likely to have ‘negligible’ environmental impacts and that installation of a typical meteorological tower is unlikely to cause a significant environmental impact,” requiring an EIS for a typical wind farm SAP was “wholly unjustified.”152 Despite these arguments, BOEMRE decided to reject this proposal when it promulgated its final rule.153 
Additionally, although this proposal would likely withstand legal challenges because similar activities fall within a categorical exclusion, it would only shorten the offshore wind farm approval process by one year.154 Creating a categorical exclusion for offshore wind farms has the potential to take even more time off the development process and is able to do so without negatively impacting the environment. Although a partial categorical exclusion is arguably more politically palatable, it is also less effective at trimming the waiting period for bringing an offshore wind development online.
Conclusion
In his speech on the Deepwater Horizon oil spill, President Barack Obama declared that increased production of alternative energy sources was necessary to prevent future environmental disasters of this nature.155 Instead of waiting for Congress to act, which seems unlikely to occur in the foreseeable future, the President can encourage federal agencies to create incentives for the development of clean energy resources right now.156 In particular, the President could encourage BOEMRE to create a categorical exclusion for development of offshore wind farms on the Outer Continental Shelf—a decision that would likely withstand judicial review.
The current approval process, requiring two environmental reviews, is redundant and unnecessary. Not only do offshore wind farms have a proven track record of being environmentally sound, measures in current federal law already ensure environmental protection. In particular, the consultation provisions of environmental statutes such as the ESA require oversight where threatened or endangered species are potentially impacted. Moreover, the CER process would ensure that where there are extraordinary circumstances, an EA would be completed to ensure that environmental impacts are properly assessed. Requiring two environmental reviews with these protective measures already in place is unnecessary and needlessly slows down the development of offshore wind farms on the Outer Continental Shelf.
A categorical exclusion for offshore wind farms would allow the United States to tap a resource that could provide large amounts of power to high-demand centers, create jobs, and protect the environment. Moreover, if the concerns associated with global climate change are in fact a reality, the need to reduce our reliance on greenhouse gas emitting sources of energy is of pressing importance. Offshore wind promises to deliver clean energy to the areas that need it most while having minimal environmental impacts. The only question that remains is whether the Obama administration has the political willpower to turn words into action.
And it determines investor confidence and industry growth. 
Dinnell 7 - Trial Attorney @ U.S. Department of Justice & Associate in the Labor and Employment Litigation, Construction Litigation, and General Litigation Department @ Frantz Ward LLP [Adam M. Dinnell & Adam J. Russ, “The Legal Hurdles to Developing Wind Power as an Alternative Energy Source in the United States: Creative and Comparative Solutions,” Northwestern Journal of International Law & Business , 27 Nw. J. Int'l L. & Bus. 535, 2007 pg. Hein Online 

If wind power is to develop into a meaningful alternative energy¶ source and supplement the United States's power needs, both domestic and¶ international investment must be encouraged. Clarifying the interrelation between this nation's environmental laws and wind power development projects would be a large step towards convincing investors to devote the¶ necessary capital to fund wind power development in the United States. A more simplified statutory scheme, particularly with regards to the¶ permitting process, would aid in the proliferation of entrepreneurs and¶ expand the wind sector's domestic market. As discussed above, current¶ wind power developers face a labyrinth of laws and regulations that are each devoted to small and discrete pieces of the environmental puzzle. The environmental laws governing wind power projects lack a cohesive voice, due to the piecemeal manner by which the statutes were promulgated.¶ Flexibility in the regulatory system would promote the development of wind projects and allow investors to perceive less risk in supporting these projects. As the wind power dilemma shows, it can be counterproductive to reduce environmental issues into black and white terms-this is not a case of the "good guy" environmental advocates standing in solidarity across¶ from "bad guy" big industry.3 59 Clean, sustainable energy can be achieved, but it appears that compromise from proponents and opponents alike must¶ be reached. Improving public awareness and support for wind power development projects could prove decisive in slowing the use of environmental statutes to halt these potentially beneficial projects. As the public support for these projects increases, the confidence of investors and¶ developers alike will grow-translating into a revived alternative energy market. By contrast, environmental laws must not become so compromised¶ as to disregard the negative effects of wind power generation on humans¶ and the environment.
A 2005 poll conducted by the Yale Center of Environmental Law and Policy as a part of its Environmental Attitudes and Behavior Project showed that more than 90% percent of Americans thought that dependence on foreign oil was a serious problem and almost 70% considered it a very serious one; even greater numbers wanted greater clean energy technologies. 60 Clearly, the delicate balance of the environmental status quo versus the need for clean power does not appear to be one that will resolve itself. The world currently uses eight-four million barrels of oil every day, and the world's appetite is expected to grow by 40% in the next twenty years as America expands and China and India modernize.3 6 ' Therefore, the development of alternative energy sources will prove crucial to the entire world in the next century. Our dilemma, then, becomes one that affects the world writ large.
Similarly, a survey of recent comments by U.S. Presidents shows an awareness of the impending world energy crisis; less apparent, though, are the steps toward a solution. While one could argue that the creation of a sustainable energy policy and development of meaningful alternative energy sources has progressed, albeit at a snail's pace, it has constantly been mentioned as a goal by American presidents since the 1973 oil embargo. 62 The most recent offering came in 2006 from current president George W. Bush, who announced in his 2006 State of the Union Address, "America is addicted to oil... The best way to break this addiction is through technology." 363 Perhaps Dr. Rafidi's wind spire may prove to be the beginning of this necessary innovation.
The true problem at our current stage involves how to take action.¶ Left to their own devices, our various environmental statutes mentioned¶ above will continue to be used to stall the development of important¶ alternative energy sources in the United States. As in Don Quixote, where¶ most observers should see profitable windmills that can help this nation's¶ energy policy progress for years to come, others will see "monstrous giants¶ present[ing] themselves" that must be engaged in battle and slain. 364 One's perspective on the matter might be the result of his or her corresponding  property lines. For example, to those critics who have suggested moving¶ the Cape Wind project further offshore, what becomes out of sight might¶ also become out of mind. At some point, however, property owners' individual aesthetic concerns must necessarily give way to energy creation for the greater good. The question, of course, is where that line falls. The development of the fuel of tomorrow must not be dictated solely by the laws of yesteryear but must, rather, be reexamined in the current time. As international examples show, fostering growth in the wind energy sector requires a focused commitment. The passage of a National Wind Power Act could provide our nation with the terms and conditions by which¶ U.S. wind power develops and evolves throughout the remainder of this¶ century. This statute could counterbalance the need for environmental¶ protection with the marketplace's requirements of simplification and¶ predictability at each stage of wind power development. Additional¶scientific studies on avian and bat mortality, like those currently underway, will help to produce a more informed wind energy policy and statute. By formulating one cohesive, planned U.S. wind energy policy into a single¶ statue, this updated regulatory framework will provide the guidelines by¶ which citizens, businesses, and governmental actors "carpe ventem" for¶ years to come.365 pg. 587- 560
Petro majors will participate --- it's a cost savings. 
[bookmark: title]Texier 11 - Innovation Analyst @ Cleantech EDF [Maud Texier “Offshore Oil & Gas: a renewable energy?,” Sia Partners, July 1, 2011 pg. http://tinyurl.com/c7pzupg

The IEA announces in its last annual report that the peak oil had been reached in 20061. Thousands of rigs, all around the world, currently produce oil and gas from offshore fields. By 2050 however, their decommissioning will be compulsory as their lifespan is limited and oil resources are decreasing. How could we, first, dismantle those rigs and while avoiding on-site pollution, then, recycle dozens of thousands tons of steel, and guarantee an optimized profitability? Far from being a burden for the petroleum industry, on the contrary, those oil rigs can represent key-players for the energy changeover: by using them and install offshore wind turbines on top of them.
Toward the combination of offshore oil & gas with wind power
	With current technologies, offshore wind turbines are still limited to water depths below 30 m. Hence, those turbines are not able to reach greater wind potential which lies far from on-shore, beyond 30 m of water depth. Steel-jacket oil rigs, however, are installed to 60 meters water depths, thanks to their jacket which can be to 90 meters high. By removing the topsides from the top of the jacket and replacing them with a wind turbine, one would significantly increase the reachable wind potential, and on top of this, reduce noise and visual pollution usually reported by coasts inhabitants.


This concept becomes even more interesting as areas with a high density of oil rigs match with offshore high wind potential areas: the North Sea and Gulf of Mexico for instance. Currently 450 oil rigs are standing in the North Sea as the average wind speed is 9 m/s. Same as in the Gulf of Mexico with 3858 oil rigs for an average wind speed between 7 and 8,5 m/s. Those rigs have a 20 to 30-year lifespan; hence all of them will have to be removed by 2050. We can then easily imagine in 2050, thanks to those rigs, offshore wind farms supplying onshore areas nearby with a high density of population.
This concept has indeed a great potential in the Gulf of Mexico: considering for a 5 MW2 wind turbine a load factor of 23%, and for the rigs a reuse factor between 40% and 60%, depending on their shape and location, we can estimate an annual electricity production from 15,5 to 23,3 TWh, which is equivalent to the residential electric consumption of a city such as Chicago in 2005 3. But wind energy potential is in reality far greater: offshore wind’s load factor is actually greater than onshore’s and can reach 30% depending on the area.
An unsuspected power potential
Offshore wind turbines capacities are increasing, thus the real power production will go far beyond those estimates by 2050. Several projects are making this idea into a reality: in the North Sea, a company named Talisman has installed several steel-jacket wind turbines for its project Beatrice. By using offshore oil & gas” know-how”, long mastered technologies are now experimentally used for an activity in development: wind energy. Actually the seed of this idea is already germinating in industrials minds: SeaEnergy Renewables Company, created by former experts from the petroleum industry, has already bought the patent rights for this concept aiming at a future marketing, and scientific studies on offshore wind potential have been performed in the Gulf of Mexico4.
Although wind turbine and steel jacket technologies are already fully mastered, their connection to the electric grid is still in development: DC current lines lying on the seabed and covering hundreds of kilometers are still very expensive.
Supergrids are nonetheless in the beginning of their business boom as several ongoing projects; hence we expect first feedbacks and learning’s by ten years. Moreover additional costs to plug wind farms to the onshore electric grid, estimated today to 700 k€/MW5, will be compensated, at least partially, by the savings on rig’s decommissioning. Thanks to this process of reuse, the steel jacket is actually not removed from the seabed, what represents a saving on the overall decommissioning cost: in the Gulf of Mexico, decommissioning cost reaches 1400$/ton, what is equal to save around 11,2 M€ per oil rig. This cost reduction added to feedbacks on offshore electric grids will enable to improve the overall economics for this kind of project.
By ten years answers will be given to current technical padlocks. Furthermore, this concrete solution would enable, during the coming transition phase, to capitalize on fossil fuels era’s know-how in order to promote renewable energies development. This offshore wind energy concept represents hence the opportunity for petroleum majors to adapt to the new emerging energy market and at the same time uses advantages of offshore wind energy against onshore projects.

US offshore wind is uniquely situated to boost cooperation.
Hopkins 12 – Partner @ Duane Morris LLP w/ with a concentration on transportation, products liability and commercial litigation [Robert B. Hopkins, Duane Morris LLP, “Offshore Wind Farms in US Waters Would Generate Both US and Foreign Maritime Jobs,” Renewable Energy World, July 12, 2012, pg. http://tinyurl.com/9sbj8k6  

With no offshore wind energy farms yet built off U.S. coastlines, various states over the last few years have proposed offshore wind energy legislation as a future investment in renewable energy as well as a vehicle for American job creation. The immediate future of U.S. offshore wind farms may depend on whether Congress renews certain tax credit and federal loan guarantee programs. In the event that offshore wind farms move forward, it is likely that both U.S. maritime and foreign maritime workers will be involved in construction and maintenance. 
A recent study by The National Renewable Energy Laboratory estimated the potential generating capacity from offshore wind farms located off U.S. coastlines to be 4 times the present total U.S. electrical generating capacity. The construction and maintenance of offshore wind farms to tap into even a small percentage of this potential will demand a robust and competent maritime workforce. The U.S. understandably wants to avoid the situation that occurred in England with the installation of the Thanet Wind Farm, currently the largest operating offshore wind farm in the world (300 megawatts). The Thanet project received criticism for its lack of significant British job creation.
U.S. wind farm developers, green energy advocates and some U.S. politicians have stressed that offshore wind farms will create jobs for both U.S. maritime and U.S. shore-based workers. In addition, some have pointed to a federal statute known as the Jones Act, to assert that foreign-flagged vessels crewed by foreign maritime workers may not even be involved in U.S. offshore wind farm projects. However, such a broad statement is not entirely accurate, and the issue is somewhat complex.
The Jones Act, which was enacted in 1920, establishes a system for protecting American maritime jobs and requires that U.S.-flagged vessels be used to transport merchandise between points in U.S. territorial waters (i.e., up to 3 nautical miles off the coastline). Moreover, this requirement is extended 200 miles offshore to the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) by the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA) in certain scenarios involving man-made objects that are affixed to the seabed.
Customs and Border Protection (CBP), the federal agency that enforces the Jones Act, has issued a number of rulings that conclude that the Jones Act in certain situations does not apply to the actual installation of wind turbines by large-scale vessels known as jack-up lift vessels. Moreover, there has been some debate on whether the Jones Act would apply to vessels travelling to an established wind farm located over 3 miles off the coastline in the OCS for such things as maintenance and repair. A bill clarifying that the Jones Act would apply in this maintenance/repair scenario (HR 2360) has recently passed the U.S. House of Representatives and is now awaiting a vote in the U.S. Senate. Thus, at present, from a purely legal standpoint, foreign-flagged vessels would likely be able to participate in the installation of the proposed wind farms, but there is some uncertainty as to whether foreign-flagged vessels would be able to participate in maintenance/repair work.
Complicating all of this is the dearth of U.S.-flagged jack-up lift vessels capable of undertaking much of the very heavy work involved in the installation of offshore wind turbines. To further confound matters, with a boom in offshore wind farm construction in Europe and China, many foreign-flagged jack-up lift vessels capable of such work are now booked for the next several years.
Factoring in all of the above, it is likely that large foreign-flagged vessels will play a significant role in the initial installation of wind turbines off U.S. coastlines, with an opportunity for smaller U.S.-flagged vessels to render assistance. However, with the lack of available large scale foreign-flagged vessels, there are obvious long term investment opportunities for the construction of large U.S.-flagged vessels or for the conversion of other large U.S.-flagged vessels to undertake much of the above heavy work. One possible option is to convert U.S.-flagged vessels now working in the oil and gas fields in the Gulf of Mexico for this purpose. Such investment opportunities will obviously become more attractive if a large number of wind farms move forward in the U.S.. 
As to certain maintenance/repair, which could be done by smaller U.S.-flagged vessels already in existence, if Congress passes HR 2360, U.S.-flagged vessels will be required to maintain and repair the wind turbines. Moreover from a practical standpoint, even if HR 2360 does not become law, it may not make economic sense to employ smaller foreign-flagged vessels for certain maintenance/repair work. Thus if U.S. offshore wind farms become a reality, U.S. maritime workers as well as foreign maritime workers will likely be involved in construction and maintenance.
Clear and certain action is needed. 
Schoen 12 – Associate in World Resource Institute’s Climate and Energy Program  [Luke Schoen (Holds a Master’s degree in International Relations from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University), “CLEAN TECH’S RISE, PART I: Will the U.S. and China Reap the Mutual Benefits?,” ChinaFAQs Issue Brief, April 2012

THINKING STRATEGICALLY ABOUT THE U.S., CHINA, AND CLEAN ENERGY
There are big opportunities available, but to take advantage of these opportunities, the U.S. needs to build on its strengths. Clean energy is close to being cost competitive with conventional fossil fuels,43 and policies can make a difference.44 Indeed, benefits occur where there are supportive policies.45 
In the U.S., the Congress and the Executive Branch have sent mixed signals to the domestic clean energy industry, extending and then withdrawing supportive policies, sowing uncertainty. However, “in order for the United States to remain competitive in clean energy,” writes Kelly Sims Gallagher, Professor of Energy and Environmental Policy at Tufts University, it needs to strengthen its energy innovation system and ensure a level playing field for its firms with “practical energy policies that are stable, credible, aligned, and consistent to realize the deep and currently unrivaled potential of the U.S. energy innovation system.” A supportive policy environment for clean energy innovation is “likely to catalyze the creation of new firms, strengthen others, generate new jobs, capture growing markets, improve energy security, and address important environmental challenges, as they have in other countries.”47 
When it comes to China, U.S. policy makers will need to think strategically both about specific policies and overall strategy—indeed, the answers to many problems are to be found here at home. 
While many of the specific measures set forth on the following pages are desirable, it is important to consider how they fit into a broader strategy based on an understanding of the components of the innovation and deployment process. Experts describe four elements of this process: creating markets for low-carbon power, financing companies and projects, creating new knowledge, and providing clear regulation (see box: Getting Our Act Together on Solar – Elements of a Winning Strategy). 
As indicated in the examples on the following pages, public policy can help scale up the market by taking steps to catalyze innovation and demand for clean energy goods and services. We provide examples of proposals and policies for action across a menu of topics which experts and interested officials and stakeholders have suggested deserve attention and action (see appendix for details).47 Not all of these policy options are available exclusively to the U.S. Some have been employed elsewhere by other nations seeking to improve energy efficiency and climate performance with varying degrees of effectiveness.48 China, for example, is considering implementing a nationwide cap on energy or coal consumption.49
Proposals and Policies for Action 
OOPutting a Price on Carbon This could entail either a tax on CO2 emissions or a cap-and-trade system, which could incentivize investment in clean energy technology.51 
OOPromoting Clean Energy Technology Deployment Clean or Renewable Energy Standards, or policies requiring that a certain percentage of electricity be generated from clean or renewable sources, can reduce risk for businesses and encourage deployment of renewables. Incentives such as tax credits for renewable energy producers and consumers, and grants or loan guarantees. These incentives can have a variety of targets, from utilities seeking to build large renewable energy generation installations, to homeowners installing small distributed solar panels or energy efficient windows. Access to Funding, either in the form of direct grants or guaranteed loans, can spur research, development and deployment of renewable energy technologies. 
OOEfficiency Legislation such as the Energy Savings and Industrial Competitiveness Act of 2011 proposed by Senator Jeanne Shaheen (D-NH) and Senator Rob Portman (R-OH) can seek to define national energy efficiency standards for building codes, appliance standards, and government procurement requirements and operating procedures. 
Industrial Efficiency— As the largest energy consumers in the nation, federal and state governments can also work with industry partners in manufacturing partnerships, upgrade programs, joint R&D and supply chain management. 
OOInnovation Encouraging private investment in research and development— Remaining a global leader in clean energy technology, will require continual development and commercialization of new technologies. U.S. businesses have long called for a national energy innovation strategy.52 A predictable and long-term clean energy policy would help reassure innovators and venture capitalists that their efforts will pay off.53 
Federal support for research, development, and deployment— Initiatives such as the Department of Energy’s Advanced Research Projects Agency for Energy (ARPA-E) can fill a gap in funding game-changing technologies that may appear too risky for private investors, but with the potential to generate large economic and environmental returns if successful. 
OOFederal Executive branch action The Environmental Protection Agency has proposed New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) that would limit emissions from new power plants to no more than 1,000 pounds of carbon dioxide per megawatt of electricity produced. These standards would reinforce trends toward low-carbon energy sources, and give businesses greater certainty about future investments in the energy sector.54 National Vehicle rules— Under the provisions of the Clean Air Act, the Executive branch can tighten national fuel standards to improve fuel economy for road, marine, and airborne vehicles. Proposals for further tightening are pending.55 
OOState action State governments are pursuing a number of emissions mitigation policies. Some have established renewable energy portfolio standards and emissions reductions targets, utility regulatory policy reforms, low-carbon growth planning, and others.56 
FUTURE PROSPECTS 
China is among the leading countries in clean technology, as noted earlier. What the U.S. does to maintain leadership in clean technology will help it to be competitive and to take advantage of commercial and public-private partnerships 57 with China and other countries. 
Strong action on a strategy with initiatives such as those described above would serve both economic and environmental goals – and help build a foundation for a constructive relationship between the United States and China. As indicated earlier, the efforts of the two countries are interdependent. Moreover, the opportunity to achieve large economic and environmental benefits exists if both countries take action. With smart and strategic initiatives, the U.S. can steer engagement with China on clean tech to benefit both businesses and workers at home and the world as a whole. Pg. 6-8
CFR 250, Subpart Q, Decommissioning Activities. pg. 14-15
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Loan guarantees now. 
Brune 9/28 - Executive director @ The Sierra Club [Michael Brune, “Mighty  Wind,” The Huffington Post, Posted: 09/28/2012 5:26 pm

Did you notice that last weekend the largest onshore wind farm in America started operation in north-central Oregon? The 845 MW Shepherds Flat facility will generate an estimated 2 billion kWh each year -- enough to power 235,000 homes. On top of that, this clean power will eliminate about 1.5 million metric tons of carbon pollution annually -- the equivalent of taking approximately 260,000 cars off the road.
Who built Shepherds Flat? We, the people, did! Caithness Energy relied on more than a billion dollars in loans guaranteed by the Energy Department. With the project up and running, and with a long-term commitment from Southern California Edison to buy power, it looks like a good investment. Maybe that's why Google also kicked in $100 million.
Wind production increasing. 
Jennings 9/25 - Green America’s Clean Energy Victory Bonds Outreach Fellow [“Wind & Solar Are Shining Examples of US Economic Success, Potential, & Jobs (but Under Threat),” Planet Save,  September 25, 2012, pg. http://tinyurl.com/94ph6dr

Recent reports from IMS Research and the Energy Department suggest that energy production from solar and wind in the United States are [is] set to rapidly increase in the coming years. Though China and Germany have dominated the race to create a robust clean energy sector so far, the United States has taken steps to close that gap. Tax incentives and an increased focus on sustainable energy has let the two major clean energy sectors (solar and wind) thrive.
Solar PV installations rose more than 120% in the first 6 months of 2012, with almost 1.7 GW installed capacity added to the grid. IMS states that by the end of the year, there will be at least 3.5 GW installed, which would give the US the world’s third-largest PV market.
The wind market has been similarly successful in recent years, as it has become one of the fastest growing energy industries in the country. 32% of all electric capacity added in 2011 came from wind, which has helped keep the price of wind power at a manageable rate. The price of wind energy under long-term power purchase contracts with utilities in 2011 was 40% lower than in 2010.
PTC will pass.
Crooks 9/27 [Ed Crooks, “Cold front gathers in US renewable energy,” Financial Times, September 27, 2012 3:02 pm, pg.  http://tinyurl.com/9ugxotp

Not every Republican agrees. Chuck Grassley, the senator from Iowa, the second-largest state in the US for wind generation, is one of a group of leading figures in the party urging that the credit should be extended. 
The industry has not given up hope. A one-year extension to the PTC was part of a tax package passed by the Senate finance committee last month by 19 votes to five, thanks to an intervention by Mr Grassley. The wind industry’s hopes are pinned on the possibility that enough support can be mustered to extend the credit in the potentially less acrimonious atmosphere of the “lame duck” session of Congress after the election.
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We meet – we make production possible where it was not before. If we don't meet, no one does. 
Federal Register 9 [“Renewable Energy and Alternate Uses of Existing Facilities on the Outer Continental Shelf; Final Rule,” 30 CFR Parts 250, 285, and 290, Volume 74, Number 81 (Wednesday, April 29, 2009), pg.  http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2009-04-29/html/E9-9462.htm]

This section explains that, except as otherwise authorized by law, it is unlawful for any person to construct, operate, or maintain any facility to produce, transport,or support the generation of electricity or other energy product derived from a renewable energy  resource on any part of the OCS, except under and in accordance with the terms of a lease, easement, or ROW issued pursuant to the OCS Lands Act. If you intend to construct and operate a hydrokinetic facility on OCS lands, you will first need a lease from MMS and later be required to seek a license from FERC.     

We are a grant.
Federal Register 09 [“Renewable Energy and Alternate Uses of Existing Facilities on the Outer Continental Shelf; Final Rule,” 30 CFR Parts 250, 285, and 290, Volume 74, Number 81 (Wednesday, April 29, 2009), pg.  http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2009-04-29/html/E9-9462.htm]

Sec.  285.112 Definitions.      
Terms used in this part have the meanings as defined in this section:     Affected local government means with respect to any activities  proposed, conducted, or approved under this part, any locality--     (1) That is, or is proposed to be, the site of gathering,  transmitting, or distributing electricity or other energy product, or  is otherwise receiving, processing, refining, or transshipping product,  or services derived from activities approved under this part;     (2) That is used, or is proposed to be used, as a support base for  activities approved under this part; or     (3) In which there is a reasonable probability of significant  effect on land or water uses from activities approved under this part.     Affected State means with respect to any activities proposed,  conducted, or approved under this part, any coastal State--     (1) That is, or is proposed to be, the site of gathering,  transmitting, or distributing energy or is otherwise receiving,  processing, refining, or transshipping products, or services derived  from activities approved under this part;     (2) That is used, or is scheduled to be used, as a support base for  activities approved under this part; or     (3) In which there is a reasonable probability of significant  effect on land or water uses from activities approved under this part.  Alternate Use refers to the energy- or marine-related use of an existing OCS facility for activities not otherwise authorized by this  subchapter or other applicable law.     Alternate Use RUE means a right-of-use and easement issued for activities authorized under subpart J of this part.     Archaeological resource means any material remains of human life or  activities that are at least 50 years of age and that are of  archaeological interest (i.e., which are capable of providing  scientific or humanistic understanding of past human behavior, cultural  adaptation, and related topics through the application of scientific or  scholarly techniques, such as controlled observation, contextual  measurement, controlled collection, analysis, interpretation, and  explanation).     Best available and safest technology means the best available and  safest technologies that MMS determines to be economically feasible  wherever failure of equipment would have a significant effect on  safety, health, or the environment.     Best management practices mean practices recognized within their  respective industry, or by Government, as one of the best for achieving  the desired output while reducing undesirable outcomes.     Certified Verification Agent (CVA) means an individual or  organization, experienced in the design, fabrication, and installation  of offshore marine facilities or structures, who will conduct specified  third-party reviews, inspections, and verifications in accordance with  this part.     Coastline means the same as the term ``coast line'' in section 2 of  the Submerged Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1301(c)).     Commercial activities mean, for renewable energy leases and grants,  all activities associated with the generation, storage, or transmission  of electricity or other energy product from a renewable energy project  on the OCS, and for which such electricity or other energy product is  intended for distribution, sale, or other commercial use, except for  electricity or other energy product distributed or sold pursuant to  technology-testing activities on a limited lease. This term also  includes activities associated with all stages of development,  including initial site characterization and assessment, facility  construction, and project decommissioning.     Commercial lease means a lease issued under this part that  specifies the terms and conditions under which a person can conduct  commercial activities.     Commercial operations mean the generation of electricity or other  energy product for commercial use, sale, or distribution on a  commercial lease.     Decommissioning means removing MMS-approved facilities and  returning the site of the lease or grant to a condition that meets the  requirements under subpart I of this part.     Director means the Director of MMS of the U.S. Department of the  Interior, or an official authorized to act on the Director's behalf.     Distance means the minimum great circle distance.     Eligible State means a coastal State having a coastline (measured  from the nearest point) no more than 15 miles from the geographic  center of a qualified project area.     Facility means an installation that is permanently or temporarily  attached to the seabed of the OCS. Facilities include any structures;  devices; appurtenances; gathering, transmission, and distribution  cables; pipelines; and permanently moored vessels. Any group of OCS  installations interconnected with walkways, or any group of  installations that includes a central or primary installation with one  or more satellite or secondary installations, is a single facility. The  MMS may decide that the complexity of the installations justifies their  classification as separate facilities.     Geographic center of a project means the centroid (geometric center  point) of a qualified project area. The centroid represents the point  that is the weighted average of coordinates of the same dimension  within the mapping system, with the weights determined by the density  function of the system. For example, in the case of a project area  shaped as a rectangle or other parallelogram, the geographic center  would be that point where lines between opposing corners intersect. The  geographic center of a project could be outside the project area itself  if that area is irregularly shaped.     Governor means the Governor of a State or the person or entity  lawfully designated by or under State law to exercise the powers  granted to a Governor.  Grant means a right-of-way, right-of-use and easement, or alternate use right-of-use and easement issued under the provisions of this part.  Human environment means the physical, social, and economic  components, conditions, and factors that interactively determine the  state, condition, and quality of living conditions, employment, and  health of those affected, directly or indirectly, by activities  occurring on the OCS.     Income, unless clearly specified to the contrary, refers to the  money received by the project owner or holder of the lease or grant  issued under this part. The term does not mean that project receipts  exceed project expenses.     Lease means an agreement authorizing the use of a designated  portion of the OCS for activities allowed under this part. The term  also means the area covered by that agreement, when the context  requires.     Lessee means the holder of a lease, an MMS-approved assignee, and,  when describing the conduct required of parties engaged in activities  on the lease, it also refers to the operator and all persons authorized  by the holder of the lease or operator to conduct activities on the  lease.     Limited lease means a lease issued under this part that specifies  the terms and conditions under which a person  [[Page 19816]]  may conduct activities on the OCS that support the production of  energy, but do not result in the production of electricity or other  energy product for sale, distribution, or other commercial use  exceeding a limit specified in the lease.     Marine environment means the physical, atmospheric, and biological  components, conditions, and factors that interactively determine the  productivity, state, condition, and quality of the marine ecosystem.  These include the waters of the high seas, the contiguous zone,  transitional and intertidal areas, salt marshes, and wetlands within  the coastal zone and on the OCS.     Miles mean nautical miles, as opposed to statute miles.     MMS means the Minerals Management Service of the Department of the  Interior.     Natural resources include, without limiting the generality thereof, renewable energy, oil, gas, and all other minerals (as defined in  section 2(q) of the OCS Lands Act), and marine animal and marine plant  life.     Operator means the individual, corporation, or association having  control or management of activities on the lease or grant under this  part. The operator may be a lessee, grant holder, or a contractor  designated by the lessee or holder of a grant under this part.     Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) means all submerged lands lying  seaward and outside of the area of lands beneath navigable waters, as  defined in section 2 of the Submerged Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1301), whose  subsoil and seabed appertain to the United States and are subject to  its jurisdiction and control.     Person means, in addition to a natural person, an association  (including partnerships and joint ventures); a Federal agency; a State;  a political subdivision of a State; a Native American tribal  government; or a private, public, or municipal corporation.     Project, for the purposes of defining the source of revenues to be  shared, means a lease ROW, RUE, or Alternate Use RUE on which the  activities authorized under this part are conducted on the OCS. The  term ``project'' may be used elsewhere in this rule to refer to these  same authorized activities, the facilities used to conduct these  activities, or to the geographic area of the project, i.e., the project  area.     Project area means the geographic surface leased, or granted, for  the purpose of a specific project. If OCS acreage is granted for a  project under some form of agreement other than a lease (i.e., a ROW,  RUE, or Alternate Use RUE issued under this part), the Federal acreage  granted would be considered the project area. To avoid distortions in  the calculation of the geometric center of the project area, project  easements issued under this part are not considered part of the  qualified project's area.     Project easement means an easement to which, upon approval of your  Construction and Operations Plan (COP) or General Activities Plan  (GAP), you are entitled as part of the lease for the purpose of  installing, gathering, transmission, and distribution cables,  pipelines, and appurtenances on the OCS as necessary for the full  enjoyment of the lease.     Renewable Energy means energy resources other than oil and gas and  minerals as defined in 30 CFR part 280. Such resources include, but are  not limited to, wind, solar, and ocean waves, tides, and current.     Revenues mean bonuses, rents, operating fees, and similar payments  made in connection with a project or project area. It does not include  administrative fees such as those assessed for cost recovery, civil  penalties, and forfeiture of financial assurance.     Right-of-use and easement (RUE) grant means an easement issued by MMS under this part that authorizes use of a designated portion of the  OCS to support activities on a lease or other use authorization for  renewable energy activities. The term also means the area covered by  the authorization.

Grants are financial incentives. 
DSIRE No Date [Database of State Incentives for Renewables and Efficiency, pg. http://www.dsireusa.org/glossary/

DSIRE organizes incentives and policies that promote renewable energy and energy efficiency into two general categories -- (1) Financial Incentives and (2) Rules, Regulations & Policies -- and roughly 30 specific types of incentives and policies. This glossary provides a description of each specific incentive and policy type. 

FINANCIAL INCENTIVES (click to expand section) 
  [image: how] Corporate Tax Incentives 
  [image: how] Grant Programs 
  [image: how] Green Building Incentives 
  [image: how] Industry Recruitment/Support 
  [image: how] Loan Programs 
  [image: how] PACE Financing 
  [image: how] Performance-Based Incentives 
  [image: how] Personal Tax Incentives 
  [image: how] Property Tax Incentives 
  [image: how] Rebate Programs 
  [image: how] Sales Tax Incentives 

Counter interpretation – restrict means to limit through conditions. 
Cambridge Dictionary 9 (Cambridge Dictionary of American English, Restrict – Definition, http://dictionary.cambridge.org/define.asp?key=restrict*1+0&dict=A)
 
Restrict
Verb [T] 
To limit (an intended action) esp. by setting the conditions under which it is allowed to happen 
The state legislature voted to restrict development in the area.
Efforts are under way to further restrict cigarette advertising.

Restrictions on production are statutes that make production more difficult or expensive.
LVM 96 (Ludwig Von Mises Institute, Original Book by Ludwig Von Mises, Austrian Economist in 1940. Evidence is cut from fourth edition copyright Bettina B. Greaves, Human Action, http://mises.org/pdf/humanaction/pdf/ha_29.pdf)

Restriction of production means that the government either forbids or makes more difficult or more expensive the production, transportation, or distribution of definite articles, or the application of definite modes of production, transportation, or distribution. The authority thus eliminates some of the means available for the satisfaction of human wants. The effect of its interference is that people are prevented from using their knowledge and abilities, their labor and their material means of production in the way in which they would earn the highest returns and satisfy their needs as much as possible. Such interference makes people poorer and less satisfied.
This is the crux of the matter. All the subtlety and hair-splitting wasted in the effort to invalidate this fundamental thesis are vain. On the unhampered market there prevails an irresistible tendency to employ every factor of production for the best possible satisfaction of the most urgent needs of the consumers. If the government interferes with this process, it can only impair satisfaction; it can never improve it.
The correctness of this thesis has been proved in an excellent and irrefutable manner with regard to the historically most important class of government interference with production, the barriers to international trade. In this field the teaching of the classical economists, especially those of Ricardo, are final and settle the issue forever. All that a tariff can achieve is to divert production from those locations in which the output per unit of input is higher to locations in which it is lower. It does not increase production; it curtails it.

Substantially means nearly all. 
SSAS 12 (Social Security Advisory Service, Summary of the Social Security Rulings, http://www.ssas.com/rulings/summary-of-social-security-rulings/)

83-10 Definition of Terms – Grids – Sedentary Requires Hands and Fingers
This is a detailed explanation of the terms used within these grids. It sets the stage for later rulings (infra) discussing the grids in particular types of cases. It contains an important Glossary defining terms from the regulations and the rulings, such as “full range” and “substantially all,” which means nearly all (essentially all) of the activities required in an exertional range of work. Some new information on the requirements of work at each exertional level is provided: “Most unskilled sedentary jobs require good use of the hands and fingers for repetitive hand-finger action.”

Prefer our interpretation.

First – Affirmative Flexibility – there is a massive NEG side bias – poor mechanism defenses, few fed key warrants, and a literature base that opposes domestic energy increases means the AFF needs leeway. There interpretation eliminates the nuclear restrictions half of the topic.

Second – Topic Expertise – our affirmative is the way the NRC licensing regime actually works. Not allowing the AFF to examine that mechanism means we are not learning about the topic. 

No limits explosion.

--Solvency advocates, strategic advantages, as well fed key and certainty key warrants mean there are a finite number of AFF’s. 

No ground loss.

--Topical restrictions affirmatives must alter levels of energy production. 
FTIS 89 (Foreign Trade Information System, Canada: Import Restrictions On Ice Cream and Yogurt, Report of the Panel adopted at the Forty-fifth Session, Contracting Priorities, L/6568 - 36S/68, http://www.sice.oas.org/dispute/gatt/88icecrm.asp)
 
25. Canada maintained that it effectively managed the supply of all domestically produced milk, through the provincial controls on fluid milk and the joint federal provincial market share quota system for industrial milk. It was an agreed interpretation of the General Agreement that "in interpreting the term "restrict" for the purposes of paragraph 2(c), the essential point was that the measures of domestic restrictions effectively keep output below the level which it would have attained in the absence of restrictions" (Havana reports, page 89). The Canadian programs restricted production to a level less than would be the case without the governmental controls. Farmers' participation in the supply management programmes was mandatory. Production quotas were ultimately established at the individual farm level, and the imposition of severe financial disincentives for overproduction assured the effectiveness of the system. The level of return received by producers for over-quota industrial milk was lower than the cash cost of production. The over-quota levy thus effectively restricted production above the quantitative level established by the quotas. Over the last decade there had been under-production of milk in some years, and over production in others. In the most recent six years, over-quota production of milk averaged only one per cent of total milk production. While it could not be directly demonstrated that production would be higher in the absence of the programmes, there was considerable indirect evidence that it would be. Each province fully utilized its Market Share Quota (MSQ) and applications for increased MSQs indicated that farmers had the capacity and willingness to produce more milk at the current prices if not restricted by the over-quota levy. Canada further cited recent econometric analyses, which indicated that milk production would be 31 to 39 per cent higher in the absence of restrictions.

Potential abuse is not a voting issue.

--Good is good enough. We win even if their interpretation is a little better. 

--Alternatives trade off with substance, trigger a race to the most limiting interpretation, and exceed the jurisdictional role of the judge. 

Case
Human survival is at risk.
Fineberg 10 – Professor of Health Policy and Management @ Harvard University [HV Fineberg (President I@ nstitute of Medicine) & ME Wilson, “Emerging Infectious Diseases,” International Risk Governance Council, October 2010.

Emerging infectious diseases are one category of emerging risks that could have important¶ consequences for human populations – microbial predators are as threatening to human survival and¶ wellbeing as the macro-scale predators. The microbial world is defined by its tiny scale, invisible to¶ the naked eye, and embraces viruses, bacteria, archaea, fungi, prions, and protozoa, each analogous¶ to the more familiar macro-scale kingdoms of plants and animals. Although the evolutionary origin of viruses is uncertain (no fossil record), bacteria have been evolving for 4 billion years. The animal kingdom—including the recent arriviste, Homo sapiens, which first appeared about 50-100,000 years ago—has co-evolved with the microbial world from the outset of its existence.
Their takeouts will ignore the indirect fallout.
East West Center 12 [“World Must Wake Up to Pandemic Disease Threat, expert urges,” January 25, 2012, pg. http://tinyurl.com/92o38z5

While the media has done lots of short-term reporting on the pandemic flu threat, it has largely failed to understand the larger, and quite terrifying, consequences of rapidly spreading disease, Osterholm said. For instance, an avian flu pandemic might directly claim a relatively limited number of lives, but the fallout from a pandemic could well be catastrophic.“
Just because these are small numbers, anyone who shrugs off the seriousness of this is a fool of history,” Osterholm said.
The fallout from a flu pandemic, he said, could include massive energy shortages around the world, a surge in other deadly infectious diseases, uncounted associated deaths due to shortage of medical supplies and treatment, and more.
The relatively fragile world health system could collapse, he said.
What drives the possibility of these catastrophic side-effects of a flu pandemic? It is in part, Osterholm said, because the world is vastly more interconnected today than it was during previous pandemics. What happens in one place will inevitably impact another.
In addition, he said, it is because the world economy has developed a “just-in time” approach to commodities, from medical supplies to food and energy, with the result that such resources are short and they can’t be easily moved around. “Energy, food, water, transportation, communications, equipment parts, security — all will be in short supply,” he said.
* Dr. Michael T. Osterholm - Director of the Center for Infectious Disease Research and Policy at the University of Minnesota  

QER CP

QER is exclusively federal actors and is a federal energy policy 
Koonin 11 - Under Secretary for Science @ U.S. Department of Energy [Steven E. Koonin, “Department of Energy’s Quadrennial Technology Review,” Statement Before the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources United States Senate, November 15, 2011, pg. http://tinyurl.com/8p56qt2

When the PCAST, as an external advisory board to the President, recommended the QTR, it also¶ identified its most important recommendation as the development of a multi-agency QER that would forge a more coordinated and robust federal energy policy, engaging many agencies and¶ departments across the Executive Branch. As envisioned by the PCAST, the emphasis of the¶ QER would be on establishing government-wide goals, and identifying the non-budgetary¶ resources needed for the invention, translation, adoption, and diffusion of energy technologies. The PCAST found that because the responsibility for setting these goals goes well beyond the¶ reach of the DOE, the QER would serve as a mechanism for managing this crosscutting¶ challenge.

Delay
Moniz 12 (Ernest Moniz, Cecil and Ida Green Professor of Physics and Engineering Systems and Director of the Energy Initiative at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Former Clinton Administration Under Secretary of the Department of Energy and as Associate Director for Science in the Office of Science and Technology Policy ; serves on the President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology, 11/15/11, Quadrennial Energy and Technology Reviews, web.mit.edu/mitei/views/testimony/111115-quadrennial-energy-and-technology-reviews.html)

S.1703 would legislate the QER as a required submission to the Congress, providing "an integrated view of national energy objectives and Federal energy policy, including alignment of research programs, incentives, regulations, and partnerships." Clearly this is in accord with the intentions put forward in the PCAST report. An interagency working group would be established at the beginning of each Administration, with the QER due one year later. This date is displaced by one year from that recommended by PCAST. In steady state, this shift by one year is quite reasonable. My concern is whether the first QER can be put together well by early 2014, given that the entire process needs to be invented. This can be ameliorated to some extent if the buildup of analytical capabilities and process development are funded and pursued aggressively in 2012.

Uncertain implementation.
Barlas 12 (Stephen, Columnist @ Financial Executive, 1/1, Lexis)

But it is highly unlikely that Obama's blueprint will lead to a firmer footing for U.S. energy security than past so-called blueprints from other presidents, or perhaps more importantly, whether a print is even necessary. Obama's policy is a loosely knit set of policies that focus on producing more oil at home and reducing dependence on foreign oil by developing cleaner alternative fuels and greater efficiency. The Obama plan is not the result of any particular deep thinking or strategy. The President's Council of Advisors on Science and Technology (PCAST) called for the development of such a strategy in its November 2010 Report to the President on Accelerating the Pace of Change in Energy Technologies. Through an Integrated Federal Energy Policy. PCAST called for a Quadrennial Technology Review (QTR) as the first step in preparing a Quadrennial Energy Review. DOE completed the QTR in November 2011, six months after Obama published his blueprint. Steven E. Koonin, former undersecretary of Energy for Science, says QTR is limited in scope and all DOE felt it could get done given budget and time. "Technology development absent an understanding and shaping of policy and market context in which it gets deployed is not a productive exercise," he says. At this point there is no indication that DOE will even undertake the much more important QER, much less complete it any time soon. The larger reality is that any energy independence plan proposed by any U.S, president--whether based on a QER or not--has as much a chance of coming to fruition as Washington's football Redskins have of getting into the Super Bowl. But regardless of the rhetoric of president after president, maybe the U.S. doesn't even need an energy independence or energy security policy. Natural Gas Making Inroads The biggest energy input for industrial and commercial business users is natural gas. Natural gas prices are incredibly important, both because the fuel is used directly to run industrial processes, heat facilities and commercial buildings and make products such as fertilizers, pharmaceuticals, plastics and other advanced materials. Thanks to the shale revolution, EIA forecasts natural gas prices will stay low for the foreseeable future, rising to $4.66 m/BTU in 2015 and $5.05 m/BTU in 2020. That is good news for the owners of 15,000 to 17,000 industrial boilers in this country, most of which use natural gas (and many of those who still use coal are switching to natural gas). In addition, companies such as Dow Chemical Co. are restarting operations at facilities idled during the recession, Bayer AG is in talks with companies interested in building new ethane crackers at its two industrial parks in West Virginia and Chevron Phillips Chemical Co. and LyondellBasell Co., are considering expanding operations in the United States. Fracking has also had a much less remarked-upon effect on petroleum prices, which are important to businesses with transportation fleets. New oil sources are spurting from the Bakken (stretching from Canada to North Dakota and Montana) and Eagles Ford (South Texas) shale plays. U.S. oil prices have fallen from $133.88 a barrel of Texas intermediate crude in June 2008 to around $86.07. EIA predicts oil prices will rise to $94.58/bbl in 2015 and $108.10/bbl in 2020. Beyond the flood of natural gas washing over them, U.S. companies are also benefitting from three decades of investments--most of which were made without federal subsidies, or support--into facility energy efficiency. Ralph Cavanagh, co-director of the Energy Program at the Natural Resources Defense Council and a member of the Electricity Advisory Board at DOE, says the most important single solution for U.S. businesses worried about energy prices and access is aggressive energy efficiency. "Energy independence is the wrong issue," Cavanagh says. "It is reducing the cost of energy services and improving energy security. "U.S. business has done a tremendous job in energy efficiency over the past three decades," he adds. "It takes less than one-half of a unit of energy to create $1 of economic value than it did in 1973. Industry has done that by upgrading the efficiency of process equipment and upgrading lighting." Others may well argue that the U.S. needs, and has always needed, an energy policy, but one narrowly targeted. Kenneth B Medlock III, deputy director, Energy Forum at the James A Baker III Institute for Public Policy at Rice University, notes that DOE and the Gas Research Institute helped develop, with federal funding, the horizontal drilling (i.e. fracking) technology that Mitchell Energy and Development Corp. (now a part of Devon Energy Corp.) pioneered. "Government ought to be focused on research and development," Med-lock notes. He also is a supporter of loan guarantees to promote investment activity in frontier technologies, and argues that as long as there are more good bets than bad bets in that kind of portfolio, the funds committed in total are a good investment. But spectacular failures of energy companies such as Solyndra Corp., the Chapter 11 filing of Beacon Power Corp. and other less publicized busts reduce, if not kill, the prospect of any additional congressional funding for energy loan guarantees of any kind. That is true even when legislation has bipartisan support, which is the case for the Energy Savings and Industrial Competitiveness Act of 2011 (S. 1000), which would, among other things, provide grants for a revolving loan program designed to develop energy-saving technologies for industrial and commercial use. The bill passed the Senate Energy Committee by a vote of 18-3 in July. However, the Congressional Budget Office has pegged the cost of the bill's provisions at $1.2 billion over five years. That is a serious barrier to passage. And in any case, even if it did pass, the bill would simply authorize funding. Congressional appropriations committees would have to approve the money as part of DOE's budget, which would be highly unlikely, Solyndra aside, since similar programs authorized by the 2005 and 2007 energy bills are still begging for appropriations. Besides impact on the federal deficit, politics, too, often impede progress on otherwise sensible policies. Politics apparently have clogged up the proposed Keystone XL oil pipeline extension from Canada. Environmentalists, a Democratic constituency, oppose the project, arguing it would create more greenhouse gas emissions than necessary and pose a potential drinking water danger for Nebraska residents because it passed over the Ogallala Aquifer. That view is shared by Nebraska's Republican Gov. Dave Heineman, whose views are opposite those of all the can presidential candidates, each of whom supported U.S. approval of Keystone XL. Labor unions, another key Democratic constituency, support the project that TransCanada, the project sponsor, says will bring more than 11 8,000 person-years of employment to workers in the states of Montana, South Dakota and Nebraska. If the Keystone debate features Democrats versus Democrats and Republicans versus Republicans, efforts to substitute domestic natural gas for foreign petroleum features business versus business.
Politics DA

The DA is not unique – 5 reasons.
BINDER 10/3 Senior Fellow in Governance Studies – Brookings [Sarah A. Binder, Will Congress Heed the Voters in the Lame Duck Session?, http://www.brookings.edu/research/opinions/2012/10/03-fiscal-cliff-binder]

I thought I’d weigh in briefly on the incessant Washington discussion about the likelihood that Congress and the president will be able to avoid going over the so-called fiscal cliff during the upcoming lame duck session of the 112th Congress. With lawmakers unwilling to address the expiring tax cuts and impending sequester before they left town to campaign for the November elections, Congress has left the question to the lame duck session. When lawmakers return, the emerging consensus goes, they will take their cue from the voters. As the venerable Cokie Roberts put it the other day,
“Elections have consequences, and the immediate consequences of this election will be felt in the lame duck session of Congress….How the election is interpreted will affect the actions of the lame duck.”
This view appears repeatedly in coverage of the anticipated lame duck session, such as the Roll Call headline “Voters Will Likely Resolve Fiscal Cliff.” The implication is that we can expect politics in lame duck and regular sessions to differ. For example, the emerging wisdom suggests that if Obama is re-elected, Republicans will finally bend to cut a deal that raises taxes on upper income taxpayers; and if Romney wins, Republican resolve to extend the Bush tax cuts and to unwind at least the defense portion of the sequester will increase.
Political scientists certainly recognize the impact of elections on lawmaking and have explored the importance of electoral interpretations—most thoroughly perhaps in Grossback et. al.’s Mandate Politics.  But Grossback and his co-authors conclude that electoral mandates are rare and their legislative effects ephemeral. Moreover, if we focus exclusively on a message from the voters, I think we risk losing sight of equally important electoral dynamics that are likely to play a role in the lame duck session. Assuming for starters that the elections re-produce the status quo (Democrats in White House and Senate, GOP holding House), consider the following:
One often cited scenario maintains that Obama will be in a stronger position to generate support for a bipartisan plan, as House and Senate GOP—hearing the message from voters—will be chastened to break their pledge on raising taxes. Observers envision a deal that includes a small “down payment” on the deficit, plus instructions to relevant committees to fast-track a plan in the new Congress that couples new revenues and entitlement savings.
An alternative scenario holds that Democrats—emboldened by their interpretation of the elections—might stick to their guns and let all of the Bush tax cuts expire in December. In theory, this could be an attractive strategy for Democrats as it could enhance their party’s bargaining position come January: Allowing the tax cuts to expire would de-couple the fates of middle and upper income tax cuts, making it harder for the GOP to hold middle class tax rates hostage to their demands for extending upper income tax cuts as well.
That said, I think the barriers to either scenario—lame duck deal or Democrats diving off the cliff—are far higher than the emerging wisdom suggests.
First, reaching a deal in the lame duck session requires partisans to behave differently in lame duck and regular sessions: Freed of constituency ties (or reading the electoral tea leaves after a Romney loss), the House GOP would be expected to have a change of heart to agree to Democrats’ demands for new revenues. But recent studies of voting in lame duck sessions (here and here) cast doubt on such expectations. Modern lame-duck sessions, Jeff Jenkins and Tim Nokken have argued, “are more accurately characterized as extensions of regular sessions, with party leaders’ ability to pressure members and exercise negative agenda control remaining virtually constant across sessions.” Jenkins and Nokken attribute this consistency to the low levels of turnout in the contemporary era, which “enables party leaders to carry over regular legislative strategies into the lame-duck sessions.” Recall, for example, the Republican filibuster in the lame duck session in 2008 that killed an auto bailout deal that Democrats and the Bush White House had negotiated. Obama’s impending move into the White House did not signal to the GOP that they should support a plan they viewed as too lenient on the automakers (and autoworkers’ benefits). In short, legislators—even those losing their seats—tend to be guided by a mix of constituency and ideological influences across both lame duck and regular sessions.
Second, reaching a deal in the lame duck requires a sufficient number of House Republicans to vote for raising revenues. Keep in mind that it is not enough for the House GOP to simply match Democratic votes for a deal. Given what we saw throughout 2011 and 2012, Speaker Boehner is unlikely to bring any deal to the floor without the support of an extremely broad super-majority of his conference. To do otherwise would risk his speaker ship—which must also be renewed by the GOP conference during the lame duck. Given that we can expect partisan alignments from the regular session to be largely replicated in the lame duck, I’m hard pressed to see Boehner convince enough of his conference to concede so soon on Democrats’ demands for matching revenue increases with spending cuts.
Third, I’m somewhat skeptical that Democrats would have the political fortitude to go over the cliff.  Democrats could have stuck to their guns in the lame duck of 2010, forcing Republicans (still in the minority) to swallow an increase in upper income tax rates as the price for extending the middle class tax cuts.  That’s not the strategy Democrats chose then, and it strikes me as equally unlikely in 2012 with a GOP House majority. Going over the cliff requires Democrats to take ownership of raising taxes on the middle class at Christmas. That might be the strategically wise move for bolstering Democrats’ leverage come January.  But it also strikes me as an electorally doubtful holiday gift to voters.
Finally, if Romney wins the White House, the chance that Obama can seal a deal in the lame duck seems even lower. Republicans would have little incentive to cooperate with Democrats on a deal, given their impending control of the White House. Their priority in the lame duck would likely be to buy time by pushing to extend the tax cuts and to defer the sequester. Nor would I expect Democrats to push to lead the country off the cliff, assuming Democrats would still be reluctant to raise taxes during the holiday season.
In other words, another round of kick the can seems the more likely outcome—regardless of who wins in November. If the terms of a framework for a 2013 deal were sufficiently vague, then perhaps a re-elected Obama could secure GOP votes for a deal in the lame duck. Still, after the elections, I’m skeptical that lawmakers will be able to agree on what message was sent by the voters, particularly if the status quo persists. The 112th Congress couldn’t agree on very much; little reason for them to surprise us now.

Election renews Obama’s PC---makes the plan irrelevant.
Lillis 9/29 (Mike, The Hill, Democrats lay out second-term wish list for President Obama, thehill.com/homenews/campaign/259253-dems-lay-out-wish-list-for-a-second-obama-term)

An Obama victory in November would lend the president a new fistful of political capital as he confronts Republican leaders over how to avoid the fiscal cliff and steer the polarized country through the next four years. More than a month before November's elections, his allies in the House are already offering tips for how to spend it.
“He's got to continue to concentrate on jobs,” Rep. Bill Pascrell said last week as the House was leaving town for a long, pre-election recess.
“I'm hoping he'll do immigration reform,” said Rep. Henry Cuellar (D-Texas).
“We should get back to an energy policy – one that acknowledges that climate change is real,” said Rep. Peter Welch (D-Vt.).
“The critical issues will be revenue generation … and … a concerted push on immigration reform,” said Rep. Raul Grijalva (D-Ariz.).
“I think he'd want his administration to start on healthcare,” said Rep. Mike Honda (D-Calif.).
The remarks highlight the sheer variety of issues the Democrats are hoping to address after two years in the House minority – and foreshadow the degree of pressure a reelected Obama would be under to satisfy his allies after a bruising campaign season.
The quotations also suggest some rising confidence among Democrats.
The presidential contest remains a close one, but recent polls showing Obama with a growing lead in the key battleground states of Ohio and Florida are indication that GOP contender Mitt Romney has a hard road ahead to unseat the incumbent. National polls this week also showed Obama with a growing lead, while Republican criticism of Romney has intensified.
Although the Republicans are expected to keep control of the House, an Obama win amid a lingering jobs crisis would – at least in the eyes of Democrats – validate some of the policies the president has adopted on the campaign trail and pressure Republicans to reach deals on them. Indeed, some leading Republicans have said an Obama victory would be “a referendum” for raising taxes on the country's highest earners, one of Obama's top priorities.
The power of post-election momentum was evident four years ago when Obama was swept into the White House in a wave of Democratic victories that allowed the party to secure the early passage of their controversial economic stimulus package and paved the way for the enactment of sweeping healthcare reforms the following year.
Although voter enthusiasm toward year, especially given the array of new state laws involving voter ID.
It's also possible in this tight presidential election that neither candidate may win enough electoral votes to clinch victory. Dozens of combinations of battleground-state outcomes could leave the race undecided. If no one wins, then the House would decide the election — not exactly a scenario for holding down partisanship on Capitol Hill.
And it's not just the presidential race that could spur demands for recounts. All of the House seats are up for grabs, as well as 33 Senate slots. With Congress so narrowly split, each disputed seat could inflame partisan rancor and make it harder to come up with compromises by New Year's Eve.

No link evidence about offshore wind – no one opposes or would know. 

It’s popular – manufacturing and jobs. 
SHAHINIAN 08 University of Michigan School of Law.  MS. Environment and Natural Resources  [Mark Shahinian, The Tax Man Cometh Not: How the non-transferability of tax credits harms indian tribes,” American Indian Law Review, 32 Am. Indian L. Rev. 267]

Wind enjoys three main advantages: price, environmental benefits and economic benefits. When coupled with federal tax credits, new wind turbine designs are now cost-competitive with new coal plants and natural gas generation. n13 With concerns of global warming rising, wind is an energy source that results in few greenhouse gasses. Wind power also enjoys political support for the positive impact it can have on domestic manufacturing industries. n14 Renewable energy development brings high levels of economic benefits to the local community, when compared to fossil-powered electricity. n15 Renewable energy is particularly popular in rural areas with few  [*271]  other economic prospects. In 2006, a successful challenger for a U.S. Senate seat in Montana made wind power a prominent part of his campaign. n16

Bipartisan support. 
Huffington Post 8/15/2012 [Heather Taylor-Miesle, Director NRDC Action Fund, Romney & Ryan's Fossil Fuel Favoritism: Starve Clean Energy, but Feed Oil With Taxpayer Money. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/heather-taylormiesle/romney-ryan-fuel-favoritism_b_1778228.html]

Mitt Romney announced last week he would not extend an incentive for wind and solar power if he were elected president. Clean energy is often cast as a Democratic issue, but the incentive has broad Republican support. More than 80 percent of installed wind power comes from Republican-majority states.

Winners win.
Hunter 10 [Daily Kos Contributing Editor, Political death by a thousand cuts, http://www.dailykos.com/storyonly/2010/11/17/921164/-Political-death-by-a-thousand-cuts]

It may be a petty, minor thing, but this is getting to the point where Obama is looking weak in many, many separate situations, and it's becoming a car wreck for the White House. Having him doing public post-election soul searching; having him give repeated noises in the press about preemptively caving on whatever it is the GOP might be asking for: it's a messaging/political disaster. He took a stout midterm loss and turned it into his own midterm disaster. At some point someone in this White House has to start figuring out that, screw actual policy, they're getting their asses kicked purely on the PR front, and Obama's not going to get reelected if he looks like a quivering pushover. We know from the healthcare fiasco that there's a bunch of folks in this White House who care more about protecting Obama's image than actually getting useful stuff done: well, image-hoarders, now might be the perfect time to pay attention to what the nice news channels are telling you. Instead, this is rapidly becoming another perfect example of being so miserly with your "limited" political capital that you end up losing all of it. Obama is keeping his powder so dry that he's losing battles without firing a shot. Long story short, if McConnell or Boehner can't find time to meet at the president's convenience, Obama should just call off the meeting and be done with it. When you're President of the United States you shouldn't be losing pissant little power plays. 

PC theory is wrong.
Dickinson 9 [Matthew, Professor of Political Science at Middlebury College, Previously Taught at Harvard University under the supervision of Presidential Scholar Richard Neustadt, Presidential Power: A NonPartisan Analysis of Presidential Politics, May 26th, http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2009/05/26/sotamayor-obama-and-presidential-power/]

As for Sotomayor, from here the path toward almost certain confirmation goes as follows: the Senate Judiciary Committee is slated to hold hearings sometime this summer (this involves both written depositions and of course open hearings), which should lead to formal Senate approval before Congress adjourns for its summer recess in early August.  So Sotomayor will likely take her seat in time for the start of the new Court session on October 5.  (I talk briefly about the likely politics of the nomination process below). What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power.  Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress.  I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress.  That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences?  How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes?  These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power.  This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does.  Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence.  Once we control for other factors – a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants.  (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.) Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying.  But this is not to say that presidents lack influence.  Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose.  That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda setting – not arm-twisting.   And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination.  Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox.  That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof).  His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee. If we want to measure Obama’s “power”, then, we need to know what his real preference was and why he chose Sotomayor.  My guess – and it is only a guess – is that after conferring with leading Democrats and Republicans, he recognized the overriding practical political advantages accruing from choosing an Hispanic woman, with left-leaning credentials.  We cannot know if this would have been his ideal choice based on judicial philosophy alone, but presidents are never free to act on their ideal preferences.  Politics is the art of the possible. Whether Sotomayer is his first choice or not, however, her nomination is a reminder that the power of the presidency often resides in the president’s ability to dictate the alternatives from which Congress (or in this case the Senate) must choose.  Although Republicans will undoubtedly attack Sotomayor for her judicial “activism” (citing in particular her decisions regarding promotion and affirmative action), her comments regarding the importance of gender and ethnicity in influencing her decisions, and her views regarding whether appellate courts “make” policy, they run the risk of alienating Hispanic voters – an increasingly influential voting bloc (to the extent that one can view Hispanics as a voting bloc!)  I find it very hard to believe she will not be easily confirmed. In structuring the alternative before the Senate in this manner, then, Obama reveals an important aspect of presidential power that cannot be measured through legislative box scores. Of perhaps greater significance – not one of you predicted Sotomayor’s nomination, and thus no one is the recipient of an “It’s the Fundamentals, Stupid!” T-Shirt.  I am deeply, deeply disappointed in all of you.  If it were in my power, those diplomas that were handed out in the pouring rain would be rescinded.  What kind of an education did you pay for?  I’m shocked…SHOCKED!

Agencies don't link to politics. 

No impact---at worst they’ll just punt the deadline.
Reuters 9/21 (Reuters Newswire, Lawmakers May Delay 'Fiscal Cliff' Deadlines, www.foxbusiness.com/2012/09/21/lawmakers-may-delay-fiscal-cliff-deadlines/)

Slowly and quietly, the U.S. Congress may be arriving at a consensus on how to avoid falling off the "fiscal cliff" on December 31 - by simply putting off its own deadline for most of the major year-end budget and tax decisions. That approach would delay the day of reckoning while also allowing more time for compromise in a Congress that has battled for two years over how best to reduce huge budget deficits. No formal agreements have been reached, however, and turning a consensus into an actual deal that avoids jolting the markets or economy will depend on the results of the November 6 general election. The "cliff" refers to the year-end deadline for the expiration of hundreds of billions of dollars worth of tax cuts and the triggering of $109 billion in across-the-board spending cuts. The non-partisan Congressional Budget Office has said the scenario could throw the country into recession. Congress created the hazardous end-of-year deadline in August 2011 when it agreed to a deficit deal as a way out of a deadlock over raising the U.S. debt ceiling. In recent weeks, lawmakers of all political stripes, from conservative Republicans to liberal Democrats in the Senate and House of Representatives, have alluded to surprisingly similar hopes for the high-stakes "lame-duck" work session that will follow the November presidential and congressional elections. They would put aside the $109 billion in "automatic" across-the-board spending cuts that otherwise would hit military and domestic programs equally. They would make some new, possibly smaller down payments on deficit-reduction for the near-term. Then they would write a new deadline - maybe March 31 or June 30 - to come up with a grand, $4 trillion deficit-reduction program over 10 years; and devise a new method for forcing a divided Congress to act. The entire exercise would be aimed at finding a long-term fix for U.S. fiscal problems without the jolt of indiscriminate spending cuts and tax hikes that would occur under current law. RUNNING FOR COVER The threat of a possible recession after such blanket spending cuts now preoccupies Washington. Among the fearful are the big-company CEOs represented by the Business Roundtable, for example, and Ben Bernanke, the chairman of the U.S. Federal Reserve, who briefed members of Congress this week after declaring that "I don't think our tools are strong enough to offset the effects of a major fiscal shock" of the cliff. The most vocal Democrats and Republicans in Congress have turned the floors of the House and Senate into pre-election spin rooms as each side tries to pin the blame on the other. But a stream of ideas to delay the December 31 day of doom floats through Capitol Hill brainstorming sessions. * Liberal Democrat Dick Durbin, the second-ranking Senate Democrat, has alluded to a six-month delay, coupled with a $40 billion to $50 billion deficit-reduction down payment for the first half of the year. * Conservative Republican Senator Lindsey Graham has touted a "mini deal" in November or December to delay decisions through March. It would contain a $20 billion deficit cut. * Senate Budget Committee Chairman Kent Conrad, a longtime Democratic deficit hawk, said the "optimum outcome" would give Congress six more months to work out details on revamping the tax code and big government programs like Social Security and Medicare.

Even if they don't punt it there is no impact.  
DRUM 10 – 3 – 12 Mother Jones Political Staff [Kevin Drum, Who's Afraid of the Fiscal Cliff?, http://www.motherjones.com/kevin-drum/2012/10/whos-afraid-fiscal-cliff]

Sarah Binder writes today that she doesn't expect this year's lame duck session of Congress to conclude a deal that will avert the "fiscal cliff" our legi-lemmings are set to march over on December 31. She has three reasons, and the first two boil down to the fact that Republicans aren't likely to suddenly stop being crazy just because we had an election, even if Obama wins.1 I can buy that. But here's reason #3:
Third, I’m somewhat skeptical that Democrats would have the political fortitude to go over the cliff. Democrats could have stuck to their guns in the lame duck of 2010, forcing Republicans (still in the minority) to swallow an increase in upper income tax rates as the price for extending the middle class tax cuts. That’s not the strategy Democrats chose then, and it strikes me as equally unlikely in 2012 with a GOP House majority. Going over the cliff requires Democrats to take ownership of raising taxes on the middle class at Christmas. That might be the strategically wise move for bolstering Democrats’ leverage come January. But it also strikes me as an electorally doubtful holiday gift to voters.
I'm not so sure about that. In this case, I think I'm with the folks who like to refer to this event as a fiscal slope rather than a fiscal cliff. Their general point is that we don't all suddenly pay thousands of dollars in taxes and cut billions of dollars in spending at the stroke of midnight on January 1st. This stuff all phases in over time.
That's true, and I doubt very much that there would be any serious consequences to doing a deal in February or March instead of December. In the particular case of taxes, the only thing that happens on January 1st is that withholding rates would go up slightly — and maybe not even that. The IRS has a fair amount of latitude to leave withholding rates alone for a few months if it wants to. Either way, this means that Democrats don't really have to worry about "owning" the expiration of the Bush tax cuts for quite a while. (The payroll tax holiday also expires on December 31, but that was always unlikely to be extended anyway. It doesn't have much to do with the fiscal cliff.)
For a few months, then, taxpayers won't see much impact. Maybe none at all. As a result, I think Democrats could pretty safely stick to their guns and extend negotiations into 2013 without much risk. At that point, with the Bush tax cuts gone and rates back up to their Clinton-era levels, they'll still have to convince Republicans to introduce a bill that cuts only the middle-income rates, not the top marginal rates, and that won't be easy. But Republicans will be under as much pressure as Democrats by that point, and they might very well be willing to do a deal.
In short, as long as the composition of Congress doesn't change dramatically, I don't think the calculus is much different before and after January 1st. The cliff doesn't really start to get scary until later in the year.

Impact empirically denied. 
Mishkin 8 (Frederic, Alfred Lerner Professor of Banking and Financial Institutions at the Graduate School of Business, Columbia University, Senior Fellow at the FDIC Center for Banking Research, and past President of the Eastern Economic Association, “Global Financial Turmoil and the World Economy”, http://www.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/speech/mishkin20080702a.htm)

Let me now turn to a brief discussion of the current economic outlook and how the financial turmoil we have recently been experiencing has affected it. Unfortunately, just as the problems in financial markets have begun to abate, commodity prices have reached new heights, which clearly could take a toll on the U.S. economy as well as on the economies of our major trading partners. U.S. inflation has risen recently, largely because of these sharp increases in global commodity prices. However, thus far, the high costs of energy and other primary commodities have not led to much increase in core inflation, partly because of slackening domestic demand, and there is little evidence that these costs are feeding a wage-price spiral. Nevertheless, the latest spike up in energy and food prices has raised the upside risk to inflation and inflation expectations, which we are closely monitoring and seeking to contain. In the United States, weakness in the housing market, which has been exacerbated by the financial turmoil, has been a substantial drag on the growth of real gross domestic product (GDP) since early 2006. Declines in real residential investment subtracted about 1 percentage point from the pace of GDP growth last year, and the demand for homes has remained weak so far this year. Residential construction continues to contract, and the overhang of unsold new homes remains quite large relative to sales, although it has not risen too much further in recent months. Different measures tell somewhat different stories, but it seems clear that U.S. home prices began decelerating a while back and have been posting outright declines in recent quarters. Mortgage defaults and foreclosures are at record highs and delinquency rates are at their highest level in 29 years, which could keep downward pressure on prices for some time to come. An adverse feedback loop has emerged in the housing sector, as severe difficulties in the mortgage markets have significantly limited the availability of mortgage finance for many borrowers. The lack of mortgage credit, in turn, appears to have further driven down home sales and contributed to the decline in house prices. However, some of the slowdown in mortgage lending has been warranted. There is a distinction to be made between a normalization of credit conditions from the very easy conditions that prevailed through mid-2007 (which is a good thing from a medium-term perspective) and a full-blown credit crunch in which many clearly qualified borrowers are not provided access to credit. Notably, these sorts of results are also seen in Europe. Surveys by both the ECB and the Bank of England have indicated that banks are tightening lending standards, although credit is still flowing to at least some firms and households. Recent data suggest that the U.S. economy has proved more resilient than some had anticipated. Although the labor market has softened and consumer sentiment has declined sharply since last fall, consumer spending has thus far held up better than expected. The economy should be supported by monetary and fiscal stimulus, a reduced drag from residential construction, further progress in the repair of financial and credit markets, and still-solid demand from abroad. However, the economy faces challenges. With housing construction continuing to decline and energy prices continuing to rise, risks to growth still appear, to my eye, to be to the downside. Households face significant headwinds, including falling house prices, tighter credit, a softer job market, and higher energy prices. Businesses are also facing challenges, including rapidly escalating costs of raw materials and weaker domestic demand, although the strength of foreign demand for U.S. goods and services has offset the slowing of domestic sales to some extent. All that said, we seem to have avoided some of the worst possible outcomes so far.

Elections DA

Uniqueness overwhelms---any vote shifting will be emotional.
Bloomberg 10/4 (www.post-gazette.com/stories/news/us/professors-research-shows-debates-having-little-impact-on-votes-656125/)

Presidential debates have produced some of the most memorable moments of modern campaigns: A tanned and relaxed John F. Kennedy meeting a sweaty and pasty Richard M. Nixon in 1960. Gerald R. Ford denying Soviet domination of Eastern Europe in 1976. Al Gore sighing and rolling his eyes in 2000. For all the lore and media buildup, the events haven't had much impact on election outcomes. "Where you started the debate season is pretty much where you end the debate season," said Temple University political science professor Christopher Wlezien, co-author of the book "The Timeline of Presidential Elections." No candidate who was leading in the polls six weeks before the election has lost the popular vote since Thomas Dewey in 1948, according to Mr. Wlezien and Columbia University political science professor Robert Erikson. They studied polling data going back to 1952 and computed a running average "poll of polls" for each presidential election. Mr. Gore, who had a slight lead over George W. Bush six weeks before the 2000 election, won a majority of votes cast in November, even though he lost the Electoral College tally that determines the presidency. The 1980 winner, Ronald Reagan, was tied six weeks before the election and pulled ahead of President Jimmy Carter before their only debate. President Barack Obama, who debated Republican Mitt Romney on Wednesday night in Denver, was ahead 49 percent to 43 percent among likely voters in a Bloomberg National Poll conducted Sept. 21-24. Mr. Wlezien and Mr. Erikson found only one campaign with a big movement in opinion polls from the start to finish of the debate series -- and then it was the candidate widely judged to have lost the debates who gained in the polls. Ford, notwithstanding his Eastern Europe gaffe, climbed 10 percentage points, narrowing the margin while still losing to Mr. Carter. In 1968, when there were no presidential debates, Nixon's 15 percentage-point Gallup Poll lead in late September dwindled to a one-point win over Democrat Hubert Humphrey. What influence debates have had on public opinion historically has stemmed from matters of style rather than substance. A glance at a watch or a distant reaction to an emotional question have been more consequential than clashes over war, taxes or economic policy. A 2008 Gallup review of polling data surrounding presidential debates concluded that the events are "rarely game-changers," yet may have made a difference in 1960 and 2000 -- both among the closest presidential contests in U.S. history. University of North Carolina political science professor James Stimson, author of "Tides of Consent: How Public Opinion Shapes American Politics," said it's not even clear that the debates were decisive in 1960 -- though Kennedy's cool, crisp on-air performance is often cited as pivotal to a campaign that marked the advent of the television age in politics. "It's such a charming story," Mr. Stimson said. "You get the impression Kennedy was on the verge of losing when he debated Nixon. Instead, Kennedy was ahead going in." Kennedy's average in the polls was 50.5 percent one week before the first debate. It was 50.6 percent one week after the last one, according to Mr. Wlezien and Mr. Erikson. They analyzed polling based on each candidate's share of the two-party vote, excluding independent and third-party candidates. In 2000, an election decided by a few thousand votes in Florida, the debates "may have changed the outcome," said Tad Devine, an adviser to Mr. Gore. In the days after the first debate, press coverage focused on Mr. Gore's audible sighs and interruptions. Marked shifts in his demeanor during each of the next two debates and a faulty makeup job that gave him an unnatural hue in one renewed media questions about the authenticity of his public persona. "It changed the dynamic of the campaign," Mr. Devine said. When Reagan debated Mr. Carter a week before the 1980 election, he was already in the lead. On average, polls taken one week before the debate showed the Republican with 51.7 percent of the vote, excluding support for independent candidate John Anderson and undecided voters, according to Mr. Wlezien and Mr. Erikson's compilation. Even so, the Republican challenger disarmed Mr. Carter's attempts to portray him as an extremist, with an avuncular, head-shaking "There you go again." Undecided voters in focus groups that pollster Peter Hart convened for The Wall Street Journal said the debate relieved them of doubts about Reagan. Debates such as the series between John Kerry and George W. Bush in 2004 have been more typical. Mr. Kerry attacked the incumbent's conduct of the Iraq War, reminding voters that "Saddam Hussein didn't attack us. Osama bin Laden attacked us." "Kerry won three times in the debates and still lost the election," said Mr. Devine, who also advised Mr. Kerry. In 1992, Democrat Bill Clinton's polling advantage declined slightly during the debate period, even though it was opponent George H.W. Bush who made one of the most often-cited gaffes of the campaign during their second encounter, looking down at his watch as the candidates fielded questions from voters in a town hall meeting format. Michael Dukakis was almost 6 percentage points behind George H.W. Bush before the start of the 1988 debates, when his cold, unemotional answer to a hypothetical question about the rape and murder of his wife reinforced criticism of the Democrat as an aloof technocrat. By the time candidates meet for debates, there aren't many undecided voters open to persuasion. Viewers mostly root for their favorite candidate and typically tell pollsters that their choice won. By contrast, voter preferences have shifted decisively during the national political conventions, with the winning candidate taking the lead from his foe during the period in four of the past 15 presidential elections, according to Mr. Wlezien and Mr. Erikson. Voter preferences aren't yet as entrenched during the conventions, and each candidate has an opportunity to make a sustained case for himself over several nights that typically dominate media coverage more than the debates, Mr. Wlezien said.
Their evidence proves – Romney’s too far behind in swing states.
Daily Kos 10/4 (Romney won the debate, will lose the election, www.dailykos.com/story/2012/10/04/1139617/-Romney-won-the-debate-will-lose-the-election)

I didn't get that... and Romney won the debate. But winning the debate because you escaped the ass-kicking most Americans feel you deserve isn't going to win you the election. It sure isn't going to lead to a 10-point shift in Ohio, New Hampshire and Nevada, which is what Romney needs in order to have a chance at winning. I predict we'll see some fact-checking of Romney's crazy assertions in today's debate. We'll see some Obama ads cut to point out all of the ridiculous lies Romney told. We'll see Romney walk back most of these promises. And we'll see some tightening in the polls but nothing that improves Romney's odds in any real way. He won the debate, but he's still going to lose the election.
Energy is irrelevant.
WOOD  8 – 8 – 12  long-time energy writer whose free newsletter on
energy efficiency is available at RealEnergyWriters.com [Elisa Wood, What Voters Don't Know About Energy, http://energy.aol.com/2012/08/08/what-voters-don-t-know-about-energy/#]

Funny thing about Americans. We've got strong opinions about what's wrong with energy, especially when gasoline prices rise, but our passion tends to exceed our understanding.
Polling indicates we hold strong sentiments about energy independence and renewables. Yet key details elude us.
More than half of Americans cannot name one type of renewable energy and nearly 40 percent can't identify a fossil fuel, according to New York-based research organization Public Agenda. Many wrongly think the US gets most of its oil from the Middle East, and few realize that it will be years before green energy makes up a large portion of our resource mix.
Even when there is money on the table, we are often oblivious. An Associated Press-NORC Center for Public Affairs Research poll found that less than 20 percent of Americans know important details about energy efficiency rebates, tax credits, and other incentives available to them.
Big, controversial energy news passes us by. Half of the population is unaware of TransCanada's Keystone XL project, according to a Yale University and George Mason University study, despite the uproar over President Obama's decision to deny the project a presidential permit in January.
What are we Talking About?
Yet bring up global warming at a party and watch the opinions fly. (More than two-thirds of Americans say the US should make either a large-scale or medium-scale effort to reduce global warming, according to the Yale/George Mason study.)
"We are having all of these big political debates over fossil fuels and a good portion of the population doesn't even know what they are talking about," said Jean Johnson, a senior fellow at Public Agenda and author of the book, "Who Turned Out the Lights?"
It's not surprising really; voters are distracted and few have the time or interest to delve into energy complexities. The ailing economy looms as a larger preoccupation.
"They have busy lives. They are not sitting over EIA [US Energy Information Administration] books looking at statistics," said Rayola Dougher, senior economic advisor for the American Petroleum Institute, which has a Vote4Energy media campaign underway.
Winners win.
Creamer 12 (Robert, political organizer and strategist, "Why GOP Collapse on the Payroll Tax Could be a Turning Point Moment", 1/2, www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-creamer/why-gop-collapse-on-the-p_b_1167491.html)
Strength and victory are enormous political assets. Going into the New Year, they now belong to the President and the Democrats. One of the reasons why the debt ceiling battle inflicted political damage on President Obama is that it made him appear ineffectual - a powerful figure who had been ensnared and held hostage by the Lilliputian pettiness of hundreds of swarming Tea Party ideological zealots. In the last few months -- as he campaigned for the American Jobs Act -- he has shaken free of those bonds. Now voters have just watched James Bond or Indiana Jones escape and turn the tables on his adversary. Great stories are about a protagonist who meets and overcomes a challenge and is victorious. The capitulation of the House Tea Party Republicans is so important because it feels like the beginning of that kind of heroic narrative. Even today most Americans believe that George Bush and the big Wall Street Banks - not by President Obama -- caused the economic crisis. Swing voters have never lost their fondness for the President and don't doubt his sincerity. But they had begun to doubt his effectiveness. They have had increasing doubts that Obama was up to the challenge of leading them back to economic prosperity. The narrative set in motion by the events of the last several weeks could be a turning point in voter perception. It could well begin to convince skeptical voters that Obama is precisely the kind of leader they thought he was back in 2008 - a guy with the ability to lead them out of adversity - a leader with the strength, patience, skill, will and resoluteness to lead them to victory. That now contrasts with the sheer political incompetence of the House Republican Leadership that allowed themselves to be cornered and now find themselves in political disarray. And it certainly contrasts with the political circus we have been watching in the Republican Presidential primary campaign. 3). This victory will inspire the dispirited Democratic base. Inspiration is the feeling of empowerment - the feeling that you are part of something larger than yourself and can personally play a significant role in achieving that goal. It comes from feeling that together you can overcome challenges and win. Nothing will do more to inspire committed Democrats than the sight of their leader -- President Obama - out maneuvering the House Republicans and forcing them into complete capitulation. The events of the last several weeks will send a jolt of electricity through the Progressive community. The right is counting on Progressives to be demoralized and dispirited in the coming election. The President's victory on the payroll tax and unemployment will make it ever more likely that they will be wrong. 4). When you have them on the run, that's the time to chase them. The most important thing about the outcome of the battle over the payroll tax and unemployment is that it shifts the political momentum at a critical time. Momentum is an independent variable in any competitive activity - including politics. In a football or basketball game you can feel the momentum shift. The tide of battle is all about momentum. The same is true in politics. And in politics it is even more important because the "spectators" are also the players - the voters. People follow - and vote -- for winners. The bandwagon effect is enormously important in political decision-making. Human beings like to travel in packs. They like to be at the center of the mainstream. Momentum shifts affect their perceptions of the mainstream. For the last two years, the right wing has been on the offensive. Its Tea Party shock troops took the battle to Democratic Members of Congress. In the Mid-Terms Democrats were routed in district after district. Now the tide has turned. And when the tide turns -when you have them on the run - that's the time to chase them.



Romney won’t destroy relations
Pifer 9/24 http://valdaiclub.com/usa/49240.html Valdai International Discussion club interviewed Steven Pifer, Director of the Brookings Arms Control Initiative and a senior fellow in the Center on the United States and Europe.

I don’t believe that we will go back to the Cold War, if governor Romney wins, but our relations can deteriorate, if the US takes a more aggressive stand, for example, on Iran, or Syria issue. Is that possible? With Governor Romney, if he becomes president, when he takes office in January, he is going to find that the geopolitical reality is that on some issues he needs Russian cooperation. Or, it would be more likely that he can achieve his goals with Russian cooperation. For example, American and Russian interests, regardless of who is president, are going to coincide on Afghanistan. Neither wants to see failure in Afghanistan, the Americans because they would like to leave with some sense that theirs was a successful effort, the Russians because they don’t want to see the return to an unstable or Taliban-dominated Afghanistan that is a threat to Central Asia. So, there would be cooperation there. On Iran there has been some rhetoric on Romney’s side that Russia won’t be helpful. But Russia has come a long way on its Iran policy. In 2002-2003, when I was in the government, nobody would have predicted that Russia would go to the point of adopting an arms embargo on Iran. And, as president, Romney will understand that working with Russia on Iran makes sense. So, some of the realities will force cooperation. The tone might be a little bit different, but then he would have to decide how much to push on questions where he disagrees with Russian policy, because you always have to balance them against other questions. You want to defend your interests when there are differences, and there will be differences on issues such as Syria. But how much do you want to push those issues if it undercuts your ability to cooperate on other questions? So, the real change, by judging from what you are saying, would be in rhetoric? Certainly, there will be a difference in tone, but we have to wait and see. When President Obama came to office, people both on the National Security Council and at the State Department said early on that they wanted a better relationship with Russia. That was because they thought that, to achieve some of their goals – to mobilize pressure on Iran, to have easier access to Afghanistan – having Russian support would make achieving those goals easier. And they also recognized that, in order to get that support, they would have to show some responsiveness to the issues which were of concern to the Russians.

Relations collapse inevitable
Bovt 9/12 Georgy Bovt is a political analyst. http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/whether-obama-or-romney-the-reset-is-dead/467947.html

Whether Obama or Romney, the Reset Is Dead During every U.S. presidential election campaign, there is a debate in Russia over whether the Republican or Democratic candidate would be more beneficial for the Kremlin. Russian analysts and politicians always fail to understand that Americans have shown little interest in foreign policy since the end of the Cold War. Even when foreign policy is mentioned in the campaign, Russia is far down the list as a priority item. The volume of U.S-Russian trade remains small. The recent Exxon-Rosneft deal notwithstanding, U.S. interest in Russia's energy projects has fallen, particularly as the Kremlin has increased its role in this sector. To make matters worse, the United States is determined to establish clean energy and energy independence, while Russia's gas exports are feeling the pinch from stiff competition with the U.S. development of shale gas production. Of course, traditional areas of cooperation remain: the transit of shipments to and from Afghanistan through Russia, Iran's nuclear program and the struggle against international terrorism. But the transit route into Afghanistan cannot, by itself, greatly influence bilateral relations as a whole, and progress on the other two points seems to have reached a plateau beyond which little potential remains for bringing the two countries into closer cooperation. On the positive side, a new visa agreement came into force this week that will facilitate greater contact between both countries' citizens. But it will be years before that significantly influences overall U.S.-Russian relations. A new agreement regarding child adoptions has also been implemented after a few disturbing adoption stories prompted Russia's media, with the help of government propaganda, to spoil the U.S. image in Russia. Meanwhile, both U.S. President Barack Obama and Republican candidate Mitt Romney support the U.S. missile defense program in principle, although the exact form and scope of its deployment differ among the candidates. Even though President Vladimir Putin, during his interview with RT state television last week, expressed guarded optimism over the prospect of reaching an agreement on missile defense with Obama, Russia seems to underestimate the degree to which Americans are fixated on missile defense as a central component of their national security. It is highly unlikely that any U.S. administration — Democratic or Republican — will ever agree to major concessions on missile defense. It even seemed that Kremlin propagandists were happy when in March Romney called Russia the United States' No. 1 foe. They were given another present when Obama, addressing the Democratic National Convention last week, said Romney's comment only proved that he lacked foreign policy experience and was locked in Cold War thinking. For the next two months, however, the two candidates are unlikely to devote much attention to Russia. Russia's internal politics will also be one of the key factors shaping future U.S.-Russian relations. The two-year jail sentence slapped on three members of Pussy Riot for their anti-Putin prayer in Moscow's main cathedral has already become a subject of discussion between Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov and U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton. Even the most pragmatic "pro-reset" U.S. administration would criticize to one degree or another Russia's poor record on human rights. It appears that Russia is moving increasingly toward confrontation rather than rapprochement with the West. The Kremlin now seems fully committed to spreading the myth that the U.S. State Department is the cause behind most of Russia's domestic problems and is bent on undermining its national security by deploying missile defense installations in Europe and by supporting the opposition. There are other disturbing signals as well. Take, for example, the United Russia bill that would prohibit Russian officials from owning bank accounts and property overseas, with particular attention paid to their holdings in the West. The ideological underpinning of this bill is that assets located in the West are tantamount to betrayal of the motherland. Then there is Russia's opposition to the U.S. Magnitsky Act. The Kremlin interprets this initiative as yet another confirmation of its suspicions that Washington is conspiring against it and that the bill's real U.S. motive is to blackmail Russian officials by threatening to freeze their overseas bank accounts and property. An increase in these anti-Western attitudes does not bode well for U.S.-Russian relations, even if Obama is re-elected in November. Regardless of which candidate wins, the reset is bound to either slowly die a natural death under Obama or be extinguished outright under Romney. As a result, the most we can likely expect from U.S.-Russian relations in the next four years is cooperation on a limited range of mundane issues.



NG DA
Coop will boost the US economy—that’s Oh, more evidence.
Eisen 11 - Professor of Law @ University of Richmond [Joel B. Eisen, The New Energy Geopolitics?: China, Renewables Energy, And The “Greentech Race” CHICAGO-KENT LAW REVIEW, Vol 86:1, 2011

Some even argue (in obvious counterpoint to the USTR investigation)¶ that China’s subsidies and other programs to promote renewables can¶ be good for the United States’ economy.238 The Council on Foreign Relations’Michael Levi, examining the study cited earlier in this Article that the United States retains leadership at the high value end of the solar development¶ and manufacturing chain,239 argues that “it’s quite possible for the¶ United States and China both to win, with China lowering the cost of relatively¶ low-tech parts of the value chain, in turn growing the market for the¶ higher-tech parts that are still handled by the United States.”240 Levi compares¶ this to other situations in which China manufactures products developed¶ in the United States. Some might find that overstated, and others cite¶ feedback loops like the one described earlier in this Article (in which Chinese¶ firms eventually find their way up the value chain).241 On the other¶ hand, warring with China can only hurt the prospects for American firms to¶ do business in China.242

Production K
Rejecting predictions of threats makes them inevitable—decisionmakers will rely on preconceived conceptions of threat rather than the more qualified predictions of analysts
Fitzsimmons, 07  (Michael, Washington DC defense analyst, “The Problem of Uncertainty in Strategic Planning”, Survival, Winter 06-07, online)

But handling even this weaker form of uncertainty is still quite challeng-  ing. If not sufficiently bounded, a high degree of variability in planning factors  can exact a significant price on planning. The complexity presented by great  variability strains the cognitive abilities of even the most sophisticated decision-  makers.15 And even a robust decision-making process sensitive to cognitive  limitations necessarily sacrifices depth of analysis for breadth as variability and  complexity grows. It should follow, then, that in planning under conditions of  risk, variability in strategic calculation should be carefully tailored to available  analytic and decision processes.  Why is this important? What harm can an imbalance between complexity  and cognitive or analytic capacity in strategic planning bring? Stated simply,  where analysis is silent or inadequate, the personal beliefs of decision-makers  fill the void. As political scientist Richard Betts found in a study of strategic sur-  prise, in ‘an environment that lacks clarity, abounds with conflicting data, and  allows no time for rigorous assessment of sources and validity, ambiguity allows  intuition or wishfulness to drive interpretation ... The greater the ambiguity, the  greater the impact of preconceptions.’16 The decision-making environment that  Betts describes here is one of political-military crisis, not long-term strategic  planning. But a strategist who sees uncertainty as the central fact of his environ-  ment brings upon himself some of the pathologies of crisis decision-making.  He invites ambiguity, takes conflicting data for granted and substitutes a priori  scepticism about the validity of prediction for time pressure as a rationale for  discounting the importance of analytic rigour.  It is important not to exaggerate the extent to which data and ‘rigorous  assessment’ can illuminate strategic choices. Ambiguity is a fact of life, and  scepticism of analysis is necessary. Accordingly, the intuition and judgement of  decision-makers will always be vital to strategy, and attempting to subordinate  those factors to some formulaic, deterministic decision-making model would be  both undesirable and unrealistic. All the same, there is danger in the opposite  extreme as well. Without careful analysis of what is relatively likely and what  is relatively unlikely, what will be the possible bases for strategic choices? A  decision-maker with no faith in prediction is left with little more than a set of  worst-case scenarios and his existing beliefs about the world to confront the  choices before him. Those beliefs may be more or less well founded, but if they  are not made explicit and subject to analysis and debate regarding their application to particular strategic contexts, they remain only beliefs and premises, rather than rational judgements. Even at their best, such decisions are likely to  be poorly understood by the organisations charged with their implementation.  At their worst, such decisions may be poorly understood by the decision-makers  themselves. 

 Sustainable technology development to solve climate change is the best common ground.  Total critiques of development undermine political freedom and provide no path forward.
Chris SNEDDON Geography @ Dartmouth ET AL ‘6 “Sustainable development in a Post-Brundtland World” Ecological Economics 57 p. 259-263 [acronyms clarified – Turner]

Mainstream SD has proceeded apace since the advent of the Brundtland Report. While the risk of cooptation and abuse of SD, often entailing a watering down of its more radical prescriptions for enhancing sustainability, has been repeatedly noted (see Le´le´, 1991; Luke, 1995; Sneddon, 2000; Fernando, 2003), the concept is now firmly entrenched within many government offices, corporate boardrooms, and the hallways of international NGOs and financial institutions. At the very least, the staying power of SD can be explained by its propensity for providing some common ground for discussion among a range of developmental and environmental actors who are frequently at odds (Pezzoli, 1997). Its strongest boosters–for example, those in international environmental NGOs and intergovernmental agencies– thus feel fairly comfortable advancing a concept that is most effective in bringing former adversaries to the table even while accomplishing precious little in the way of concrete outcomes. Supporters of SD at these levels continue to advocate reform of existing institutions to better accommodate SD principles. Conversely, critics of the mainstream position advocate more radical societal changes, and have comprehensively and incisively deconstructed SD’s [sustainable development’s] basic contradictions (e.g., Redclift, 1987; J. O’Connor, 1994) and its power-laden, problematic assumptions (e.g., Escobar, 1995). However, they have left little more than ashes in its place. We can agree with Escobar, that the bBrundtland Report, and much of the sustainable development discourse, is a tale that a disenchanted (modern) world tells itself about its sad condition (Escobar, 1996, pp. 53–54). At the same time, we argue as well for a resurrection of SD into a more conceptually potent and politically effective set of ideas and practices that comprise an empowering tale. We advocate a middle and pragmatic path, one that takes seriously calls for radical changes in our ideas and institutions dealing with sustainable development, while also holding out the possibility that genuine reform of current institutions may be possible. Partial reform may pre-empt necessary radical change, but it may also make it easier in the future7. Our first intervention is to declare a truce among the epistemological and methodological schisms that separate the defenders of sustainable development from critics of the concept. For its advocates–identified most closely with development practitioners situated in a variety of United Nations offices (e.g., Untied Nations Development Program), government agencies (e.g., ministries and departments of natural resources and environment), and corporate boardrooms (e.g., the Business Council for Sustainable Development)–sustainable development as laid out by the WCED (broadly) remains the most tenable principle of collective action for resolving the twin crises of environment and development. For many academics–particularly those associated with ecological economics and related fields (see Soderbaum, 2000; Daly and Farley, 2004)–sustainable development offers an attractive, perhaps the only, alternative to conventional growth-oriented development thinking. However, for some of its socio-cultural critics (e.g., Escobar, 1995; Sachs, 1999; Fernando, 2003), mainstream SD is a ruse, yet another attempt to discount the aspirations and needs of marginalized populations across the planet in the name of green development. Other critics, while broadly sympathetic towards its goals, point out SD’s fundamental lack of attention to the powerful political and economic structures of the international system that constrain and shape even the most well-intentioned policies (e.g., Redclift, 1987, 1997)8. For critics grounded in the ecological sciences (e.g., Frazier, 1997; Dawe and Ryan, 2003), SD is unforgivably anthropocentric and thus unable to dissolve the false barriers between the human sphere of economic and social activities and the ecological sphere that sustains these activities9. These divisions reflect more than simply different value positions and attendant political goals. Proponents of a mainstream version of SD tend to see knowledge production (epistemology) and research design (methodology) in very specific terms. At the risk of caricature, this position demonstrates tendencies towards individualism, economism and technological optimism in assessing how knowledge about the social world is brought into being (Faber et al., 2002; Robinson, 2004). SD advocates also place a great deal of faith in quantitative representations of complex human-environment relations, in part because of a desire to present generalizable knowledge to policy makers. Conversely, critics of SD are for the most part social constructivist in perspective, arguing that knowledge of the world always represents a series of mediations among human social relations and individual identities (see Robinson, 2004, pp. 379–380; Demeritt, 2002). Critics are also more apt to stress the historical contingency of development processes, and undertake qualitative studies grounded in a case study methodology. Perhaps most importantly, while advocates of a conventional SD continue to perceive the policy process as a genuine pathway towards reform, critics have largely given up on state-dominated institutions as a means of change. Despite these substantial differences in perspective, our intimation is that both advocates and critics would agree that a socially just and ecologically sustainable world, or even an approximation, would be a desirable end. 3.2. Embracing pluralism: ecological economics, political ecology and freedom-oriented development We argue that we can move beyond the ideological and epistemological straightjackets that deter more cohesive and politically effective interpretations of SD, in order to operationalize the aforementioned truce, by embracing pluralism. We argue that ecological economics, as an explicitly transdisciplinary enterprise, in tandem with political ecology, freedom oriented development, and deliberative democracy, offer important means for advancing our understandings of the local–global politics of sustainability. Recent discussions within ecological economics have highlighted the need for the field to expand its methodological and epistemological purview (Gale, 1998; Peterson, 2000; Nelson, 2001; Muradian and MartinezAlier, 2001; Martinez-Alier, 2002) to engage more directly with a wide variety of non-academic political actors (Meppem, 2000; Shi, 2004; Norgaard, 2004) and to confront its future direction as either a more specialized, if somewhat narrow normal science or a more integrative, creative bpost-normalQ science (Mu ller, 2003). Ecological economics has also introduced a series of innovative methodological approaches for interpreting and assessing sustainability. Some of these include calculations of intergenerational equity (Howarth, 1997, 2003; Padilla, 2002), differentiations of bweakQ versus bstrongQ sustainability (in essence debates over the substitutability of ecosystem-derived resources) (Norton and Toman, 1997; Neumayer, 2003), the valuation of ecosystem services (Costanza et al., 1997; Spash, 2000), broadening our interpretation of environmental bvaluesQ (Bukett, 2003) and the burgeoning work on sustainability indicators (e.g., Bell and Morse, 1999). Taken as a whole, ecological economics may be understood as an attempt to refine and implement the broad vision of SD advanced by Brundtland. It has done so, largely thus far, by providing a bridge between economics and ecology (see Norton and Toman, 1997). We contend that additional bridges need further development. For example, the role of power, from local to global scales, needs to be more consistently incorporated into ecological economics. The analysis of power relationships is a central concern of political ecology, particularly power as expressed through the discourse and practices of multiple actors (including households, nongovernmental organizations [NGOs], social movements, communities, capitalist enterprises, and state agents and institutional networks) who cooperate and come into conflict over specific development projects or other state-and market-mediated activities (Peluso and Watts, 2001, p. 25). Key contributors to political ecology including Joan Martinez-Alier (2002), Martin O’Connor (1994a,b), and Ramachandra Guha (Guha and Martinez-Alier, 1999; Guha, 2000) have provided leadership and intellectual fuel to ecological economics, yet the vast majority of articles in the journal Ecological Economics do not address the social and ecological implications of power relations. The field of political ecology has also attracted an array of anthropologists, geographers, environmental historians and associated social scientists united by efforts to clarify the ways in which resource degradation and conflicts are derived from particular political and economic processes (Emel and Peet, 1989). Political ecologists also stress the need to take seriously recent insights from ecological theory, particularly those associated with nonlinearity and complexity (Zimmerer, 1994), and undertake research that seeks to link a rigorous characterization of ecological transformation to the local, national and global processes (cultural, political– economic) that are driving such changes (see Zimmerer and Bassett, 2003). The result has been a series of case studies–mostly but not exclusively focused on third-world contexts (see McCarthy, 2001; Walker, 2003)–detailing the varying ways that environmental conflicts (over forests, water, fisheries, agroecosystems, biodiversity and other socioecological entities) are constituted through struggles over access to resources and the benefits accruing from resource exploitation (Peluso, 1992; Bryant and Bailey, 1997). Additionally, both ecological economics and political ecology have offered potent critiques of development theory and practice (see M. O’Connor, 1994a; Peet and Watts, 1996). At a general level, these are by now well-rehearsed. Indeed, anti-development narratives have progressed to the point where a fairly welldefined field–post-development studies–is emergent (see Rahnema and Bawtree, 1997). In spite of, and in some ways because of, the numerous and varied deconstructions of ddevelopmentT (see Ekins and Max-Neef, 1992; Crush, 1995; Sachs et al., 1998), we argue that the linkage of dsustainabilityT with the vilified concept of ddevelopmentT need not be the death-knell of sustainable development that many have taken it to be. Again, in the interests of reconstructing the conceptual landscape of sustainable development, we argue that some politically savvy and ethically defensible semblance of development is salvageable. And a useful place to start is found in the work of Amartya Sen (1999). Development as Freedom is an incisive and comprehensive analysis of the myriad ways in which economic and social debates about bdevelopmentQ have failed to struggle with fundamental issues regarding ethics, human rights and individual freedoms. These are issues that concerned the political economists of the 18th and 19th centuries. Recovering these concerns, Sen uses freedom as a lens to interrogate the traditional foci of development studies and practice such as poverty, food production, women’s role in development, market versus state institutions, welfare and culture. We contend that Sen’s approach peels back a great deal of the posturing, reification and instrumentalism found in the development literature. It does so by making the normative claim that development is ultimately about freedom (e.g., political rights and responsibilities, economic and social opportunities, transparency guarantees in social interactions), in contrast to a narrowly defined yet widely adopted identification of development with aggregate economic growth. If there is one noticeable gap in Sen’s analysis, it is a lack of concern with the environment and ecological changes. One of Sen’s most important contributions is the way he uses a freedom-based understanding of development to confront narrower versions focused solely on aggregate levels of economic growth. In a related work, Anand and Sen (2000; see also Brekke and Howarth, 2002) provide a trenchant critique of what they call the opulence-oriented approach to development10. As they put it, the bfundamental difficulty with the approach of wealth maximization and with the tradition of judging success by overall opulence of a society is a deep-seated failure to come to terms with the universalist unbiasedness needed for an adequate understanding of social justice and human developmentQ (Anand and Sen, 2000, p. 2031). In Sen we can begin to see a way to radically alter the general orientation of development, away from its obsession with an aggregate, ill-defined wealth towards a rigorously defined notion of freedom that builds on ideals of social justice and human dignity. Taken together, the three approaches sketched above offer a wide range of methodologies, normative positions, and ways of understanding human-environment relations from which to approach sustainable development discourses and practices in the postBrundtland era. Table 1 summarizes the contributions of these approaches to a pluralistic, transdisciplinary strategy for confronting sustainability11. We argue that such an approach can begin a conversation about critical aspects of sustainability that hitherto have been overlooked in the numerous debates about the subject. It is our sense that the normative underpinnings of sustainable development (e.g., ethical commitments across generations, development as enhanced freedoms) and the political programs that might follow have received some treatment in the context of SD debates, but have never been satisfactorily used together. It is our hope that the socio-theoretical and normative tools sketched above be used to (1) continue the ongoing interrogation of sustainable development as a policy discourse and development practice, and (2) reconstruct a normative vision of sustainable development that is simultaneously attuned to the danger of cooptation on the part of powerful actors hoping to give unsustainable activities a bsustainableQ veneer and the need for a sustainability politics that transcends calls for the overhaul of everything. In a postBrundtland world, decisions over environmental governance (e.g., the deployment of ecologically deleterious technologies, economic development pathways and human consumption patterns) are a function of both fragmenting and integrating forces occurring at multiple scales. Our vision of pluralistic sustainability research and praxis calls for recognition of the inherently political nature of the conflicts that arise from such forces, for example, over Third World states’ desire to construct massive hydroelectric schemes or industrialized countries’ relative inaction on climate change. Advocates of sustainable development might wrestle with these conflicts in any number of ways–by inserting oneself as facilitator, advocate or witness into discussions over specific projects, or by researching and calling for a decision-making process that incorporates multiple perspectives–but it is our sense that this is how we must proceed for any advancement of SD policies and politics.
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And the EIS requirement is a prohibition on leasing.
Russell 9 - Dean and Professor of law @ University of Montana School [IRMA S. RUSSELL, “STREAMLINING NEPA TO COMBAT GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE: HERESY OR NECESSITY?,” ENVIRONMENTAL LAW, 39 Envtl. L. 1049 2009, pg. HeinOnline 

Before offering a lease, BLM must prepare the normal analysis¶ mandated by NEPA.8 If the regulations required NEPA analysis on each tract¶ of land, they would substantially maintain the NEPA process. The possibility¶ of significant streamlining of NEPA exists, however, because the regulations¶ provide for a cumulative review of tracts of land by means of a land use¶ planning action by BLM. 79 Such cumulative action can virtually dispense with¶ the NEPA inquiry on significant portions of public lands and acquired lands.¶ After an agency develops an EIS, NEPA normally requires a comment period¶ before the agency may act on its proposal. This period is ninety days for a¶ draft EIS, or thirty days for a final EIS.8° However, an agency may adopt a¶ draft or final EIS in lieu of preparing a new one.8 ' As long as "the actions¶ covered by the original environmental impact statement and the proposed¶ action are substantially the same," the adopting agency can merely¶ recirculate the EIS as a final statement.8 ' Even in cases that do not meet the¶ criteria of "substantially the same" action, the adopting agency can "treat the¶ statement as a draft and recirculate it.""' Together these regulations allow an¶ agency to complete an EIS analysis on a relatively small section of land¶ (perhaps a thousand acres), and then through adoption apply the results to¶ tens or hundreds of thousands of additional acres. While agency regulations¶ often contemplate the creation of a programmatic EIS, the possibility of an¶ individual or project EIS under the umbrella of the programmatic EIS¶ ensures full consideration of environmental values. Adjustment of the steps¶ required by NEPA process in a way that dispenses with the project level¶ analysis creates a real risk that decision makers ignore environmental values¶ at a crucial stage of the process. When significant streamlining of the NEPA¶ process occurs, the likely result is a reduction or loss of public input and¶ scientific analysis relating to the affected lands. Pg. 1060 
The plan is a necessary step for increasing energy production.
Russell 9 - Dean and Professor of law @ University of Montana School [IRMA S. RUSSELL, “STREAMLINING NEPA TO COMBAT GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE: HERESY OR NECESSITY?,” ENVIRONMENTAL LAW, 39 Envtl. L. 1049 2009, pg. HeinOnline 

NEPA results in delays in virtually all major energy projects. It applies to projects requiring federal permits because permitting requirements make¶ energy projects federal agency actions under NEPA.'° Thus, NEPA applies to traditional energy projects such as coal-fired utilities and, additionally, to¶ energy projects aimed at supplying energy without the GHGs associated with combustion, such as concentrated solar installations, wind farms, and¶ wave technology. The global climate crisis raises the question of whether the NEPA process is too slow. Should Congress streamline NEPA to bring clean¶ power online faster? The argument for streamlining NEPA is that the intensity of global climate change makes rapid transition to clean energy a necessity. This argument suggests that a categorical approach to siting and licensing of clean energy resources may be a necessary step in the move¶ toward greening the grid. Any reduction or shortening of the NEPA¶ process is likely to be regarded as heresy by some. The benefits of shortening the timeframe or process for input in any major federal project¶ must be scrutinized. Pg. 1051-1052 
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