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R&D is topical

US Energy Information Administration, 01
(Renewable Energy 2000: Issues and Trends, Report prepared by the US Energy Information Administration,  “Incentives, Mandates, and Government Programs for Promoting Renewable Energy”, http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/ftproot/renewables/06282000.pdf)

Over the years, incentives and mandates for renewable energy have been used to advance different energy policies, such as ensuring energy security or promoting environmentally benign energy sources. Renewable energy has beneficial attributes, such as low emissions and replenishable energy supply, that are not fully reflected in the market price. Accordingly, governments have used a variety of programs to promote renewable energy resources, technologies, and renewable-based transportation fuels.1 This paper discusses: (1) financial incentives and regulatory mandates used by Federal and State governments and Federal research and develop- ment (R&D),2, 3 and (2) their effectiveness in promoting renewables.  A financial incentive is defined in this report as providing one or more of the following benefits:  • A transfer of economic resources by the Government to the buyer or seller of a good or service that has the effect of reducing the price paid, or, increasing the price received, respectively;  • Reducing the cost of production of the good or service; or,  • Creating or expanding a market for producers.  The intended effect of a financial incentive is to increase the production or consumption of the good or service over what it otherwise would have been without the incentive. Examples of financial incentives are: tax credits, production payments, trust funds, and low-cost loans. Research and development is included as a support program because its effect is to decrease cost, thus enhancing the commercial viability of the good(s) provided. 4  Regulatory mandates include both actions required by legislation and regulatory agencies (Federal or State). Examples of regulatory mandates are: requiring utilities to purchase power from nonutilities and requiring the incorporation of environmental impacts and other social costs in energy planning (full cost pricing). Another example is a requirement for a minimum percentage of generation from renewable energy sources (viz., a “renewable portfolio standard,” or, RPS). Regulatory mandates and financial incentives can produce similar results, but regulatory mandates generally require no expenditures or loss of revenue by the Government.  
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We meet—we’re a financial incentive
LA Times, 1/10

(Eryn Brown, LA Times, "Scientific research increasingly fueled by prize money", 1/10, articles.latimes.com/2013/jan/10/science/la-sci-funding-competition-20130110) NL
Prize sponsors, like those in centuries past, say that offering financial incentives gets new people thinking about old problems. But some worry the trend could distort scientific priorities. Back when he was in medical school in the 1970s, Gary Michelson was nauseated by the portion of his training known as dog lab — a class where surgeons-in-training removed dogs' organs one at a time, over 13 weeks, with no post-operative pain relief, until their animal "patients" could no longer survive. The lab bothered Michelson so much, he openly defied the dean's orders to do the operations. "I said, I don't understand that I need to mutilate a dog to learn how to be a competent surgeon for human beings," he said. These days, the Los Angeles spinal surgeon and inventor would still like to save animals' lives, but through a new cause: birth control for dogs and cats. Michelson has the means: He received a $1.35-billion settlement in 2005 related to his spinal surgery inventions. He wants to use some of that to put an end to millions of euthanasias by getting scientists to invent an inexpensive, single-dose method for sterilizing dogs and cats. Biotech companies haven't been interested in producing the Pill for a pit bull or an IUD for a Siamese, because it wasn't likely to be very profitable. Top-notch scientists didn't have much motivation to figure out if it was even possible. Michelson hopes to make it worth their while with the Michelson Prize in Reproductive Biology — a cool $25-million purse for the first researcher to solve the problem. Ever since the splashy success of the Ansari X Prize, which in 2004 awarded $10 million to a team that launched a spacecraft 60 miles above Earth, funders are turning to contests — some with big cash prizes — to get answers to nagging scientific questions. Taking their cue from the potentates of old, who often pitched competitions to spur creative minds, prize sponsors today say that offering incentives gets new people thinking about old problems. Bottom-line-oriented philanthropists only pay for successes — and their payoffs can be large. (The Found Animals Foundation, for example, will own the rights to the winning sterilization technology, though Michelson has said he wants a "high-volume, low-profit model" and that he will "try to give this away.") The X Prize Foundation, based in Los Angeles, is running multimillion-dollar contests to sequence genomes, send robots to the moon and create health-monitoring sensors.

Counter-interp—financial incentives increase the production or consumption of something
Gielecki, 01

(Mark Gielecki, economist at the DoE Fred Mayes, Senior Technical Advisor for the Coal, Nuclear, and Renewables programs within the U.S. Department of Energy’s Energy Information Administration and Lawrence Prete, DoE, "Incentives, Mandates, and Government Programs for Promoting Renewable Energy" Feb, lobby.la.psu.edu/_107th/128_PURPA/Agency_Activities/EIA/Incentive_Mandates_and_Government.htm) NL
Over the years, incentives and mandates for renewable energy have been used to advance different energy policies, such as ensuring energy security or promoting environmentally benign energy sources. Renewable energy has beneficial attributes, such as low emissions and replenishable energy supply, that are not fully reflected in the market price. Accordingly, governments have used a variety of programs to promote renewable energy resources, technologies, and renewable-based transportation fuels. (1) This paper discusses: (1) financial incentives and regulatory mandates used by Federal and State governments and Federal research and development (R&D), (2), (3) and (2) their effectiveness in promoting renewables. A financial incentive is defined in this report as providing one or more of the following benefits: A transfer of economic resources by the Government to the buyer or seller of a good or service that has the effect of reducing the price paid, or, increasing the price received, respectively; Reducing the cost of production of the good or service; or, Creating or expanding a market for producers. The intended effect of a financial incentive is to increase the production or consumption of the good or service over what it otherwise would have been without the incentive. Examples of financial incentives are: tax credits, production payments, trust funds, and low-cost loans. Research and development is included as a support program because its effect is to decrease cost, thus enhancing the commercial viability of the good(s) provided. (4)
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Space mil’s inevitable—Human nature

Smith, 01
Researcher at the School of Advanced Air Power Studies

M.V. SMITH, TEN PROPOSITIONS REGARdING SPACEPOWER, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/saas/smith.pdf
At the turn of the twenty-first century, we do not have experience fighting wars in, from, and through space, in the classic sense. Therefore, many people view military space activities as merely an avenue to support the information needs of terrestrial forces. While this is certainly important, spacepower is much more than support, as the propositions point out. While the propositions are rooted in space experience to date, it is proper to use analogies to other forms of power to predict, within reason, certain ways spacepower is likely to evolve. The case in point is the last proposition, that the weaponization of space is inevitable. Support for this proposition comes from the historical evidence that shows that humans have always weaponized the different media. Therefore, it is reasonable to predict that weaponizing space will also occur.
It’d be better if we militarized space now—prevents other actors from doing it and no one would backlash
Dolman, 10

(Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “The Case for Weapons in Space: A Geopolitical Assessment,” September,  http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=1532576)
This is the context in which the world now exists. The relatively stable global hegemony of US dominance since 1945, punctuated by limited wars and shifting balances of opposition, has relied on technology-dominant global power projection. Today, that technology is wholly integrated and inextricable from space support, and no state relies more on space power for its economic and security well-being than the US. Any effort to deny space capabilities would be a direct challenge to its hegemonic power, and the United States must confront the usurper or abdicate its leadership position. To be sure, China’s increasing space emphasis and its cultural antipathy to military transparency suggests that a serious attempt at seizing control of space is in the works. A lingering fear is the sudden introduction of an unknown capability (call it Technology X) that would allow a hostile state to place multiple weapons into orbit quickly and cheaply. The advantages gained from controlling the high ground of space would accrue to it as surely as to any other state, and the concomitant loss of military power from the denial of space to America’s already-dependent military forces could cause the immediate demise of the extant international system. The longer the United States dithers on its military responsibilities, the more likely a potential opponent could seize low-earth orbit before America is able to respond. And in such circumstances, the US certainly would respond. Conversely, if America were to weaponize space, it is not at all sure that any other state or group of states would find it rational to counter in kind. The entry cost to provide the necessary infrastructure is still too high—hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum. The years of investment needed to achieve a comparable counter-force capability—essentially from scratch—would provide more than ample time for the United States to entrench itself in space and readily counter preliminary efforts to displace it. The tremendous effort in time and resources would be worse than wasted. Most states, if not all, would opt not to counter US deployments directly. They might oppose American interests with asymmetric balancing, depending on how aggressively it uses its new power, but the likelihood of a hemorrhaging arms race in space should the United States deploy weapons first—at least for the next few years—is remote. This reasoning does not dispute the fact that US deployment of weapons in outer space would represent the addition of a potent new military capacity, one that would assist in extending the current period of American hegemony well into the future. Clearly this would be intimidating, and America must expect severe condemnation and increased competition in peripheral areas. But such an outcome is less threatening than another, particularly non-liberal authoritarian state doing so, as the necessity of a response in kind is compelling. Placement of weapons in space by the United States would be perceived correctly as an attempt at continuing American hegemony. Although there is obvious opposition to the current international balance of power, the majority of states seem to regard it as at least tolerable. A continuation of the status quo is thus minimally acceptable, even to states working toward its demise. As long as the United States does not employ its power arbitrarily, the situation would be bearable initially and grudgingly accepted over time. Mirror-imaging does not apply here. An attempt by China to dominate space would be part of an effort to break the land-sea-air dominance of the United States in preparation for a new international order. Such an action would challenge the status quo, rather than seek to perpetuate it. This would be disconcerting to nations that accept, no matter how grudgingly, the current international order—including the venerable institutions of trade, finance, and law that operate within it—and intolerable to the United States. As leader of the current system, the United States could do no less than engage in a perhaps ruinous space arms race, save graciously decide to step aside and accept a diminished world status. Seizing the initiative and securing low-Earth orbit now, while the United States is dominant in space infrastructure, would do much to stabilize the international system and prevent an arms race in space. The enhanced ability to deny any attempt by another nation to place military assets in space and to readily engage and destroy terrestrial anti-satellite capacity would make the possibility of large-scale space war or military space races less likely, not more. Why would a state expend the effort to compete in space with a superpower that has the extraordinary advantage of holding securely the highest ground at the top of the gravity well? So long as the controlling state demonstrates a capacity and a will to use force to defend its position, in effect expending a small amount of violence as needed to prevent a greater conflagration in the future, the likelihood of a future war in space is remote.

Double-bind—either the internal link chain is wrong or the disad is non-unique
The China Post, 10

[The China Post, “Weapons of the Future the Sky should be the Limit” December 7,http://www.chinapost.com.tw/editorial/world-issues/2010/12/07/282551/Weapons-of.htm]
Dec. 3, 2010 may go down in history as one of the most undervalued milestones in modern history, much like May 26, 1908, when British businessman William D'Arcy found oil in Persia (now Iran). On Dec. 3, the U.S. Air Force's unmanned spacecraft X-37B landed at Vandenberg Air Force Base in California after orbiting the Earth for more than 220 days. The military is secretive on the X-37B, named Orbital Test Vehicle 1, that was first designed by National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) in the late 1990s as a cheaper and safer alternative to the manned space shuttle and later taken over by the military. The cost and other details of the mission were classified. The seven-month maiden flight was a test for the “technologies necessary for long duration reusable space vehicles with autonomous re-entry and landing capabilities,” according to the website Space.com. Although the Vandenberg Air Force Base's website described the X-37B program as one that performs “risk reduction, experimentation and concept of operations development for reusable space vehicle technologies,” the spacecraft's capability to carry a payload, to orbit the earth unmanned and to perform autonomous reentry makes it a potential space weapon. In this light, the X-37B might well herald the age of space weaponization and the space arms race that will surely follow. The idea of the military use of space is not new but it was mostly a farfetched idea and is mostly modeled for defensive or area-denial purposes. The Strategic Defense Initiative (also known as the “Star Wars” program) created by U.S. President Ronald Reagan mostly remains in the realm of theory. Media reports showed China tested its space-denial capability with the launch of its anti-satellite system, which destroyed a Chinese Feng Yun 1C polar orbit satellite in 2007. Such a system is intended to provide area denial by knocking down military or intelligence satellites but not for first strikes. With the X-37B coming into orbit, the world might witness the first spacecraft with potential first-strike capability. Instead of the normal practice of making complaints against a possible space-weaponry-testing nation while gearing up their own space military building programs, nations around the world should push for a comprehensive treaty to ban the development of space weapons to ensure the human race does not take its conflicts to the next level.

Space mil prevents war—key to effective deterrence

Morgan, 10

(Forrest, Senior Political Scientist at the RAND Corporation, "Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space", 2010 www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.sum.pdf) NL
Space Deterrence and General Deterrence Although this assessment focuses specifically on space deterrence and irst-strike stability in space, it is important to appreciate the interdependencies between these factors and general deterrence and stability writ large. Given the extent to which space support enhances U.S. conventional military capabilities, an adversary weighing the risks and potential benefits of war with the United States might be encouraged toward greater aggression by the belief that attacking space systems would degrade U.S. warighting capabilities enough to enable the attainment of objectives at acceptable costs. As a result, weaknesses in space deterrence can undermine general deterrence. Conversely, if a prospective adversary concludes that the probable cost-benefit outcome of attacking U.S. space systems is unacceptable, it is forced to weigh the risks and benefits of aggressive designs in the terrestrial domain against the prospect of facing fully capable, space-enhanced U.S. military forces. In sum, effective space deterrence fortifies general deterrence and stability. (See p. 21.) Deterrence in the Space Environment Deterrence entails discouraging an opponent from committing an act of aggression by manipulating the expectation of resultant costs and beneits. Deterring attacks on U.S. space systems will require the United States to fashion credible threats of punishment against potential opponents, persuade adversaries that they can be denied the benefits of their aggression, or some combination of both approaches. However, fashioning a space deterrence regime that is sufficiently potent and credible will be diicult given that U.S. warighting capabilities, much more so than those of any potential adversary, depend on space support. hreatening to punish aggressors by destroying their satellites might not deter them from attacking U.S. assets—a game of satellite tit-for-tat would likely work to the adversary’s advantage. Conversely, threats of punishment in the terrestrial domain may lack credibility in crises and at lower levels of limited war and would likely be irrelevant at higher levels of war, when heavy terrestrial attacks are already under way. Denial strategies face other hurdles. Eforts to deny adversaries the beneits of space aggression are hindered by the inherent vulnerability of some important U.S. space systems and the high degree of U.S. dependence on those assets. As long as those systems are vulnerable, the enemy’s beneit in attacking space assets is proportionate to the United States’ dependence on the capabilities they provide. (See pp. 24–33.) The Task Is Not Impossible While these factors suggest that it may be difficult to deter potential enemies from attacking certain U.S. space systems in some circumstances, the task of strengthening first-strike stability in space is by no means impossible. As illustrated earlier, the orbital infrastructures of some U.S. systems are already sufficiently robust that they present poor targets for prospective attackers. The challenge will be to find ways to raise the thresholds of deterrence failure for those systems that are both vulnerable and important for force enhancement. Meeting this challenge will require the United States to develop and employ a coherent national space deterrence strategy. (See p. 35.)
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There’s budget wrangling in California now – any spending dooms the state’s economy

LA Times ’12 (5/13, http://articles.latimes.com/2012/may/13/local/la-me-0513-state-deficit-20120513, TGA)

SACRAMENTO — California's projected budget deficit has ballooned to $16 billion, much larger than the $9.2 billion estimated in January, Gov. Jerry Brown said, and he warned of more painful spending cuts.¶ "We will have to go much further, and make cuts far greater, than I asked for at the beginning of the year," Brown said in a video posted Saturday on YouTube. He plans to detail his revised spending plan in the Capitol on Monday.¶ It's a significant setback for Brown, who began his return engagement in Sacramento by promising to get the budget back under control. Advocates expect the state's financial problems to take an even greater toll on welfare and healthcare for the poor; state workers are also bracing for cuts.¶ California's financial situation worsened this year after the courts and the federal government blocked hundreds of millions of dollars in cuts to healthcare programs, and Democratic lawmakers refused to make reductions Brown wanted in March. In addition, taxes fell short of expectations, particularly in April, the most important month for income taxes.¶ There's a $3.5-billion tax shortfall in the current fiscal year, according to the controller. The state also has spent $2.1 billion more than expected.¶ Brown's video announcement did not specify what new cuts he will ask lawmakers to make. On Thursday he said his revised spending plan would fall between $85 billion and $90 billion, down from the $92.6-billion proposal he released in January.¶ Anthony Wright, who advocates for affordable healthcare, predicted that Monday would be the "anti-Christmas." College leaders are also concerned, and University of California officials say they may have to raise tuition at least 6% in the fall if they don't get more money.¶ Lawmakers will spend the next month negotiating a final spending plan, which is due June 15.¶ Brown's announcement doubled as a sales pitch for tax hikes that he hopes voters approve at the ballot box in November. He said budget cuts, primarily to public education, would be even worse without increasing the sales tax a quarter-cent for four years and raising levies on incomes of $250,000 or more by 1 to 3 percentage points for seven years.¶ "We can't fill a hole of this magnitude with cuts alone without doing severe damage to our schools," Brown says. "That's why I'm bypassing the gridlock and asking you, the people of California, to approve a plan that avoids cuts to schools and public safety."¶ Jack Pitney, a political science professor at Claremont McKenna College, said the bad news about the deficit could complicate Brown's push for higher taxes. He said voters may think, "You can't even handle the money we've already sent you. Why should we send you more?"¶ Assembly Speaker John A. Perez (D-Los Angeles) said severe spending reductions in previous years have left few places for lawmakers to make more cuts, meaning higher taxes are needed to close the larger-than-expected deficit.¶ "The size of the deficit and the dwindling of options after years of severe budget cuts also show that our state absolutely needs voters to pair cuts with revenues," he said in a statement.
Collapses the economy
Navarro 08, [Ph.D. in Economics from Harvard University]

(Peter, 8-15, "California nightmare for the global economy?," http:// www.sfgate.com/opinion/article/California-nightmare-for-the-global-economy3273234.php, 7/11/12, AH)
Will the California budget crisis tip the United States into recession? The California economy is certainly large enough to inflict such damage. It's the seventh-largest economy in the world and home to close to 38 million Americans. California's budget deficit is by any reasonable measure enormous. This budget deficit is estimated at $17.2 billion and represents more than 17 percent of the state's general fund expenditures (about $101 billion). In contrast, New York, which faces the second-worst budget gap in the nation for fiscal year 2009, has a gap of about $5 billion, which represents less than 10 percent of its budget. In closing its past budgetary gaps, California has acted more like the federal government rather than merely one of 50 states. Indeed, unlike the federal government (or sovereign nations), each state is required to balance its budget each year; and no state, at least in principle, has the authority to engage in the kind of discretionary deficit spending both the federal government and nations around the world routinely use to stimulate their economies. In the past, a profligate California has gotten around this balanced-budget requirement by using a technique that effectively allows the Golden State to administer its own fiscal stimulus. In particular, California - under both Democratic and Republican governors - has simply issued new bonds every time that it has spent far beyond its means. California's problem this time, however, is that its deficit is so big, its balance sheet is so bad, and world credit markets are so tight that issuing new bonds alone is no longer a viable option. Instead, California's politicians are inexorably being forced toward a solution that will prominently feature both a large tax increase and significant spending cuts. Indeed, this is not a partisan matter of choosing one's poison. The budget deficit is so large that it cannot be eliminated without raising taxes, anathema to the state's Republicans, and spending cuts, equally unpalatable to California Democrats. Of course, the faster the state Legislature accepts this harsh reality, the faster the deadlock can be broken. Viewed from a macroeconomic perspective, there is an even harsher reality. Increased taxes and reduced spending will send a very nasty contractionary shock through a California economy that is already reeling from a housing market meltdown and punishing gas prices. Should Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger's budgetary medicine - including firing many state employees - trigger a recession, this may well serve as a tipping point for a national recession and, in the worst case scenario, even a global recession. In considering these dangers, it is worth noting that California provides close to 13 percent of America's real GDP growth.

Here are 10 states that can’t do the counterplan
Sauter, 12
(Michael, “Ten States that Cannot Pay their Bills”, January 11, http://247wallst.com/2012/01/11/ten-states-that-cannot-pay-their-bills/3/)
Balancing the budget is not just a federal problem, but a state one as well. The Great Recession resulted in some of the worst state revenues and budget shortages of all time. According to a report on state budgets by the Center for Budget Policy Priorities, dozens of states faced shortfalls of hundreds of millions — or even billions — of dollars. 24/7 Wall St. examined the 10 states that had budget shortfalls of 27% or more of their general funds for fiscal year 2011 — the states that were short the most money before they balanced their budgets. For the most part, the states with the worst budget gaps also had among the most anemic economies. Because of their budget shortfalls, all of them have been forced to make dramatic cuts to government services.  Every state but Vermont is required by its own law to balance the budget. In order to do so, state governments have to take extreme measures, instituting deep cuts that often hurt a diversity of residents. In the 2011 fiscal year, 29 states made cuts to services benefiting the disabled and elderly, 34 reduced funds for K-12 and early education, and all but six states reduced positions, benefits or wages of government employees. The housing crisis was one of the primary causes for many of the largest budget deficits. The housing markets in states such as Nevada, Illinois and Arizona — all of which are on the list — have been hit particularly hard. Home values in Nevada declined the largest amount in the country between 2006 and 2010. Home values in Arizona decreased the fifth-largest amount over that same period. Sick housing markets weaken the economy and lower tax bases, which hurts state revenues and in turn helps create a budget gap. Overall, weak state economies contributed to lower revenues and rising budget shortfalls. Not surprisingly, states with slower-growing economies tended to have a larger budget gaps. And although the GDP of every state in the nation grew between 2006 and 2010, seven of the 10 states on this list fell within the 15 states with the smallest increases. While economic slowdowns and housing problems hit most of the states with the worst budget gaps, there were some exceptions. In four of the 10 states, home values actually rose between 2006 and 2010, the worst period of the recession. Similarly, other states with budget shortfalls weathered the recession relatively well and managed to maintain fairly healthy economies. In Washington state, for example, the median income rose 5.8%, the 16th-most in the country, while GDP increased 13.4%, the 12th most. These are the 10 states that cannot pay the bills. 10. New Hampshire > 2011 budget shortfall as a % of general fund: 27.2% > 2011 budget shortfall: $365 million > 2012 projected budget shortfall: 18.4% (8th largest) > GDP change (2006 – 2010): +7.5% (11th smallest increase) > Median home value change (2006 – 2010): -4% (12th largest decline) New Hampshire is often considered to have weathered the recession better than most states. It has one of the strongest economies in the country in many respects. Its poverty rate is a modest 8.1% — the lowest among the 50 states. However, the state did not make it through the recession completely unscathed. Home values dropped 4% from 2006 to 2010, the 12th largest amount, and GDP increased only a small amount compared to other states. New Hampshire’s budget shortfall was the 10th largest in percentage terms. To fight the deficit, the state has enacted a hiring freeze and cut a number of services. It reduced the number of state hospital beds by 15, a change that will result in 500 fewer patients treated per year. It has also cut funds to 10 mental health centers for children’s support services. Despite all these measures, New Hampshire’s projected 2012 budget shortfall is the eighth largest. 9. Connecticut > 2011 budget shortfall as a % of general fund: 28.8% > 2011 budget shortfall: $5.1 billion > 2012 projected budget shortfall: 14.7% (14th largest) > GDP change (2006 – 2010): +12.8% (13th largest increase) > Median home value change (2006 – 2010): -3.4% (13th largest decline) In the past two years, Connecticut has had a combined budget shortfall of just under $10 billion. In 2010, the state spent 27.0% more than its available funds, and in 2011 it spent 28.8% more. Connecticut was not hit as badly as some states by the recession, but home values still dropped 3.4% between 2006 and 2010. During that same period, poverty increased the third-most in the country, from 8.3% of households to 9.7% of households. In order to account for the substantial budget gaps, Connecticut cut government employee salaries, as well as funds for K-12 and higher education. The governor also made substantial budget cuts to programs aimed at preventing child abuse and providing foster care for neglected children. 8. Washington > 2011 budget shortfall as a % of general fund: 29.6% > 2011 budget shortfall: $4.6 billion > 2012 projected budget shortfall: 15.3% (13th largest) > GDP change (2006 – 2010): +13.4% (8th largest increase) > Median home value change (2006 – 2010): +1.6% (2nd smallest increase) Washington’s home values actually increased between 2006 and 2010, but only by 1.6% — an exceptionally small amount compared to other states. On the other hand, the state’s economy recorded a double-digit growth rate. Still, this was not enough to save the state from its budgetary shortcomings. Because of its $4.6 billion budget gap, the state cut public safety funding, assistance for the mentally and physically disabled, and education funding, among others. The state also increased premiums for a health plan that serves low-income residents. 7. North Carolina > 2011 budget shortfall as a % of general fund: 30.6% > 2011 budget shortfall: $5.8 billion > 2012 projected budget shortfall: 12.1% (21st largest) > GDP change (2006-2010): +12.1% (17th largest increase) > Median home value change (2006-2010): +12.4% (15th largest increase) Compared to most states, North Carolina actually fared relatively well during the worst years of the recession. GDP and home values increased substantially, while median income and poverty rates did not worsen by much. Despite this, the state has had high budget gaps for each of the past three years. In 2011, the state had a budget shortfall of $5.8 billion, or 30.6% of available resources. In order to balance the budget, the state was forced to make across-the-board cuts to public health, the elderly and disabled, K-12 education, higher education and the state workforce. The state slashed 21% of funding to a program that pays for nurses and social workers in low-income schools. Because of the cut, 20 schools were left without a nurse or social worker. 6. Vermont > 2011 budget shortfall as a % of general fund: 31.3% > 2011 budget shortfall: $338 million > 2012 projected budget shortfall: 14.3% (15th largest) > GDP change (2006 – 2010): +8.3% (tied for 14th smallest increase) > Median home value change (2006 – 2010): +12.4% (14th largest increase) Vermont was hit extremely hard by the recession. The percentage of people living below the poverty line increased by 13.6% between 2006 and 2010 — one of the largest increases in the country. And while the state’s GDP increased over that period, it only grew a small amount compared to other states. One way Vermont has attempted to bridge its budget gap is by closing the state court system for half a day each week. Other measures include a hiring freeze and cuts to higher education operating funding and financial aid. 5. Maine > 2011 budget shortfall as a % of general fund: 34.7% > 2011 budget shortfall: $940 million > 2012 projected budget shortfall: 13.8% (16th largest) > GDP change (2006 – 2010): +8.3% (tied for 14th smallest increase) > Median home value change (2006 – 2010): +5% (22th largest increase) Maine is another state that conflicts with the assumption that states with severe budget shortfalls were the only ones hit hard by the recession. Median home value actually increased 5% in the state, and the poverty rate dropped the third-most in the country. Nevertheless, Maine faced a $940 million budget shortfall in 2011, worth 34.7% of available funds for that year. In 2011, the state made cuts in every major funding category and to CHIP and Medicaid. It has also instituted hiring freezes for state employees. For the 2012 fiscal year, Maine is again projected to have a budget shortfall, this time of $422 million. In light of this, the state cut temporary cash assistance and food stamps to legal immigrants who have been in the country less than five years. 4. New Jersey > 2011 budget shortfall as a % of general fund: 38.2% > 2011 budget shortfall: $10.7 billion > 2012 projected budget shortfall: 36.0% (2nd largest) > GDP change (2006 – 2010): +7.1% (10th smallest increase) > Median home value change (2006 – 2010): -7.5% (9th largest decline) Home values in New Jersey dropped 7.5% between 2006 and 2010, the ninth largest decline. For the third year in a row, the state has initiated deep cuts to close its budget gap. The state made the eligibility requirements for its public health insurance program more strict. As a result, approximately 50,700 low-income adults will lose access to health care coverage, according to CBPP. The state cut funding to after-school programs, which will affect 11,000 students and cause 1,100 staff workers to lose their jobs. That is on top of already cutting 2,000 state positions. Despite all of these changes, the state’s projected budget shortfall for 2012 is only 2.2 percentage points lower than this year’s and the second-largest among the states. 3. Arizona > 2011 budget shortfall as a % of general fund: 39.0% > 2011 budget shortfall: $3.3 billion > 2012 projected budget shortfall: 17.0% (10th largest) > GDP change (2006 – 2010): +2.7% (4th smallest increase) > Median home value change (2006 – 2010): -28.6% (4th largest decline) Like its neighbor Nevada, Arizona was hit particularly hard by the subprime mortgage crisis. Between 2006 and 2010, median home values plunged 28.6% in the state, the fourth worst price drop in the country. GDP, poverty and income levels have either stagnated or become significantly worse during this period. Since 2009, the state has had among the worst budget gaps in the country, a combined total of $12.1 billion for the three years. To balance its budget, Arizona has made dramatic budget cuts, including revoking Medicaid eligibility of more than 1 million low-income residents and cutting preschool for more than 4,000 children. 2. Illinois > 2011 budget shortfall as a % of general fund: 40.2% > 2011 budget shortfall: $13.5 billion > 2012 projected budget shortfall: 16.0% (11th largest) > GDP change (2006 – 2010): +8.2% (13th smallest increase) > Median home value change (2006 – 2010): -4.2% (11th largest decline) Illinois has consistently had among the largest budget shortfalls in the country since 2009. It also was hit extremely hard by the recession. Between 2006 and 2010, home values decreased by 4.2%. GDP grew a relatively small 8.2%. Median household income increased less than 2%. The state made cuts in its budget for community mental health services for both children and adults, and it cut its school education funding by 4%, or $311 million. Governor Pat Quinn has announced also that he will lay off thousands of state employees. 1. Nevada > 2011 budget shortfall as a % of general fund: 54.5% > 2011 budget shortfall: $1.8 billion > 2012 projected budget shortfall: 37.4% (the largest) > GDP change (2006 – 2010): +1.2% (smallest increase) > Median home value change (2006 – 2010): -44.5% (the largest decline) No state has suffered during the recession more than the state of Nevada. Between 2006 and 2010, home values plummeted a staggering 44.5%, the poverty rate increased 26%, median income dropped 3.8% and GDP increased only 1.2%. Each was the worst in the country for that category. Last year, Nevada’s budget gap was $1.8 billion, the equivalent of 54.5% of available funds. This was the third year in a row the state has had one of the worst shortfalls in the country, and that trend appears ready to continue through at least 2013. In order to balance its budget last year, Nevada was forced to raise taxes significantly, cut dental and vision services from Medicaid coverage for adults and reduce financial aid funding and state employee salaries.
States will cheat and dodge any uniform energy policy – business interests
Graham ’98 (Mary, Brookings Institute, “Environmental Protection & the States: ""Race to the Bottom"" or ""Race to the Bottom Line""?” Winter, http://www.brookings.edu/research/articles/1998/12/winter-environment-graham, TGA)

To call attention to these changes is not to deny that state and local governments face tough trade-offs, that businesses often lobby to weaken environmental rules, or that some polluters still try to beat the system. Hiring inspectors to enforce the law or buying land to protect a watershed is expensive and must vie for limited state funds with improving schools, building roads, and paying for Medicaid and welfare. Environmental issues continue to be contentious because they often do pit jobs against cleaner air or more conservation, and sometimes both choices offer economic benefits. When stakes are high, business, labor, homeowners, and other groups will fight for their interests. And, of course, there will always be cheaters.¶ Thirty years ago, the assumption that there was a race to the bottom among the states was important because Congress was debating the need for a national framework of environmental protection. That question is now settled. Mainstream Democrats and Republicans agree that air pollution, water pollution, and other environmental problems that cross state lines should continue to be controlled by federal rules. Because most of our daily attention is drawn to hard-fought battles at the perimeter of government authority, it is easy to forget that we have witnessed an exceptional event in the past three decades: the successful introduction of a new theme in national policy.¶ Today, the question of whether states shortchange environmental protection to attract business is important for different reasons. First, we have reached a turning point in national environmental policy in which some readjustment of federal and state roles is inevitable. Thanks in part to the considerable success of national laws aimed at controlling major sources of pollution and encouraging conservation on large tracts of federal land, public attention is now turning to problems that are harder to solve from Washington. The next generation of environmental policies will tackle widely scattered sources of pollution and conservation opportunities that affect farms and housing developments as well as forests and meadows.

8. EPCA means federal preemption tanks solvency
Gutkin ’11 (Sonia, Center for Real Estate Studies at New York Law School, “Federal Preemption Issues Remain Unresolved,” 7/14, http://californiagreenbuildingblog.com/2011/07/14/federal-preemption-issues-remain-unresolved/, TGA)

Federal law regulates energy use and efficiency of some specific products used in buildings. States are not permitted to change that law – they are preempted unless a state or local code adheres to an exception provision. The law itself lays out very specific exceptions, described in more detail below.¶ Recently, the city of Albuquerque and Washington State both defended against litigation that challenged a city and a state building code respectively based on this preemption doctrine. The two cases resulted in different outcomes: Pending resolution of the entire case, the court in Air Conditioning, Heating and Refrigeration Institute, et al, v. City of Albuquerque (F.Supp.2d, 2008 WL 5586316 (D.N.M.) ruled in favor of the plaintiffs (local and regional distributors of heating, ventilation, air conditioning, and water heating products and three national trade associations that represent the manufacturers, contractors, and distributors of these products), in part, and enjoined the city from enforcing Volumes I and II of the Albuquerque Energy Conservation Code and the High Performance Building Ordinance.¶ The court in Building Industry Association Of Washington; Air American Inc.; Airefco Inc.; Boa Construction Co.; Complete Design Inc.; CVH Inc.; Entek Corp.; Family Home Investments Corp.; Sadler Construction Inc.; Tracy Construction Co., v. Washington State Building Code Council, NW Energy Coalition, Sierra Club, Washington Environmental Council And Natural Resources Defense Council, (2011 U.S Dist. Lexis. 12316), on the other hand, ruled for the state on the merits of the evidence and dismissed plaintiff’s claims altogether.¶ Federal law sets out the foundation of the preemption issue in the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA): “No State regulation concerning the energy efficiency, energy use, or water use of such covered product shall be effective with respect to such product”(42 U.S.C. § 6297(c)).¶ The law goes on to state: “…no State regulation concerning the energy efficiency, energy use, or water use of such covered product shall be effective with respect to such product unless the regulation… (3) is in a building code for new construction described in subsection (f)(3) of this section;” (42 U.S.C. § 6297(c) (3))

FIT CP
Prizes solve best—necessary to spur the largest amount of private sector involvement
Tong and Lahkani, 12

(Raymond, Consultant, The Boston Consulting Group; Former Researcher at The Berkman Center for Internet & Society, Harvard University. And Karim, Assistant Professor, Harvard Business School; Principal Investigator, Harvard-NASA Tournament Lab; Faculty Associate, The Berkman Center for Internet & Society, Harvard University, “Public-Private Partnerships for Organizing and Executing PRIZE-BASED COMPETITIONS †”, June 11, pdf) NL
Prizes can be effective tools for finding innovative solutions to the most difficult problems. While prizes are often associated with scientific and technological innovation, prizes can also be used to foster novel solutions and approaches in much broader contexts, such as reducing poverty or finding new ways to educate people. Now that the America COMPETES Reauthorization Act1 has given all government departments and agencies broad authority to conduct prize competitions, agencies may find themselves looking for resources to learn about prizes and challenges. This paper describes how government agencies can design, build, and execute effective prizes – though these models can easily be adapted to meet the needs of foundations, public interest groups, private companies, and a host of other entities with an interest in spurring innovation. Prizes can have numerous advantages over conventional means of research and development. First, they can greatly increase the cost effectiveness of developing ambitious solutions to hard challenges. If an agency uses a vendor or provides a grant to a third party, the agency is obligated to pay for all results; however, if the agency uses a prize, it pays only for the winning entry. Second, prizes can help identify solutions faster. Instead of the slow patterns of sequential innovation often found in the private sector, prize competitors can work in parallel, motivated by the need to meet a deadline. Third, prizes can dramatically increase the number of minds simultaneously tackling a problem. The most valuable and innovative solutions often come from the most unexpected corners. Finally, prizes can stimulate private sector investment in amounts far greater than the cash value of the prize. Winning teams in prize competitions are often magnets for private sector interest.
2AC Ptix

No immigration deal now 

Latinos Post 3.28.13http://www.latinospost.com/articles/15446/20130328/immigration-reform-2013-news-obama-expects-congress-bill-ready-april.htm PM 

However, there still remain some Republicans who are weary over the rapidly approaching deadline that Obama has mandated on immigration reform. Recently, six Republican senatorssent a letter to the Senate Judiciary Committee urging them to allow legislators more time to read and analyze an immigration bill.

Recent word on a deal for the bill suggest that the panel and Congress have been at odds over exactly how to bring about a pathway to citizenship for millions of undocumented immigrants, with the senate panel insisting on issuing a path to citizenship only after the border is secure, which Obama insists is important, but told Univision that progress had already been made on tighter security at the southern border.

In addition, the AFL-CIO and U.S. Chamber of Commerce have been at odds over the contentious issue of how much immigrant workers should be paid, the union wanting higher wages than the chamber has agreed to.

Gun control thumps
Holland, 3/28

(Steve, Reuters, "Obama makes impassioned plea for gun control legislation", 3/28, www.reuters.com/article/2013/03/28/us-usa-obama-agenda-idUSBRE92R11J20130328) NL
(Reuters) - President Barack Obama attempted on Thursday to inject fresh momentum into efforts to pass gun-control legislation, pleading with U.S. lawmakers not to forget those shot to death in Newtown, Connecticut three months ago. Amid signs that he may have to accept a scaled-down version of gun legislation, Obama sounded a note of frustration in calling upon Americans to demand action from the U.S. Congress in the weeks ahead. He said the legislation's opponents, the powerful U.S. gun lobby led by the National Rifle Association, are "doing everything they can" to derail the effort barely 100 days after the Sandy Hook Elementary School massacre, in which a gunman killed 20 children, six staff members and then himself. "The entire country pledged we would do something about it and that this time would be different. Shame on us if we've forgotten. I haven't forgotten those kids. Shame on us if we've forgotten," said Obama, appearing at the White House with mothers of children who had been shot to death.

Econ thumps 

Xinhua News 3.26.13http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/world/2013-03/26/c_124501794.htm PM 

About 63 percent of Americans agree that the immigration system should deal with immigrants who are currently living in the country by allowing them a way to become citizens, according to a survey released last Thursday by the Public Religion Research and the Brookings Institution.

However, a bad news for supporters of immigration reform is that among the seven issues with political priority for the White House and Congress, immigration only ranked sixth, far behind economic issues.
Obama kills it
Robinson, Clarion Ledger, 2-20-13

(Eugene, “Obama's immigration plan may be a decoy,” http://www.clarionledger.com/article/20130221/OPINION/302210023/Obama-s-immigration-plan-may-decoy, accessed 2-21-13 //Bosley)

Republicans spent the weekend trumpeting shock and outrage over President Obama’s leaked “backup plan” on immigration. In dysfunctional Washington, this means that prospects for comprehensive reform are getting brighter. “Dead on arrival” was the verdict from Sen. Marco Rubio, R-Fla. Sen. Rand Paul, R-Ky., said the White House proposal — which hasn’t actually been proposed — shows that Obama is “really not serious” about reform. Rep. Paul Ryan, R-Wis., said Obama’s plan “tells us that he’s looking for a partisan advantage and not a bipartisan solution.” Translation: Things are looking up! Here’s the state of play: In the November election, Obama carried both the nation’s largest minority — Hispanics — and its fastest-growing minority — Asian-Americans — by nearly 3-to-1. Rubio, the son of Cuban immigrants, has been trying to explain to his party that immigration is a “threshold” issue for communities with fresh memories of arrival. So a bipartisan group of eight senators, led by Rubio, has been working to develop a comprehensive reform package. The outlines of a solution are obvious. There would be a clear path to citizenship for those who were brought here as children. There would be provisional legal status, and a route to permanent legal status, for those who came as adults. There would be measures to tighten security along the border with Mexico. There would probably be some kind of guest-worker program for those who seek only to come for seasonal employment. And there would be changes to streamline the legal immigration system, especially for high-tech workers and potential entrepreneurs. Enter the president’s draft proposal, which administration officials described as a “backup” plan that Obama may put forward if Congress is not able to reach agreement. It’s really not much different from what Rubio’s group is talking about. Republicans in the Senate can line up instead behind a bill that Rubio’s Group of Eight eventually produces; even Paul, a tea party favorite, has indicated he could vote for reform as long as he had more than “a promise from President Obama” on border security. And if enough contrast can be drawn between a Senate proposal and Obama’s plan, perhaps even a significant number of House Republicans can be brought along. In other words, this isn’t so much about what is being proposed. The bigger factor is who’s proposing it — as former House Speaker Newt Gingrich acknowledged Sunday on ABC’s “This Week.” “An Obama plan, led and driven by Obama in this atmosphere, with the level of hostility toward the president and the way he goads the hostility, I think it is very hard to imagine that bill, that his bill is going to pass the House,” Gingrich said. But he added that a bill originating in the Senate “could actually get to the president’s desk.” I believe Gingrich is right. Republican members of Congress have shown a willingness, even an eagerness, to vote against measures that they themselves have sponsored in the past — if Obama is now proposing them.
Obama already committed to a Mission to Mars
Mailk, 2012
(Tariq, http://www.foxnews.com/scitech/2012/08/06/president-barack-obama-hails-nasa-mars-rover-landing/)MKD
President Obama has challenged NASA to aim for a human mission to Mars in the 2030s after sending astronauts to visit an asteroid in 2025. To that end, NASA is developing new deep space vehicles as part of that effort, but the space agency is also facing proposed budget cuts to its planetary exploration program — and particularly future unmanned Mars projects.

    'Tonight, on planet Mars, the United States of America made history.'

- President Barack Obama

The success of the Curiosity rover on Mars, however, could potentially help win support for future missions. NASA launched the rover in November 2011.

Congress just approved a bill supporting human space exploration—non-uniques the link
ST, 1/4

(Space Travel Staff Writers, "Congress Approves Bill Supporting Human Space Exploration", 1/4, www.space-travel.com/reports/Congress_Approves_Bill_Supporting_Human_Space_Exploration_999.html) NL
The House of Representatives has unanimously approved a Senate amendment to H.R. 6586, a bipartisan bill sponsored by Space and Aeronautics Subcommittee Chairman Steven Palazzo (R-MS) that extends a risk-sharing and liability regime to support American commercial space transportation operators against catastrophic losses suffered by the uninvolved public. As amended by the Senate, the bill extends a waiver to allow American astronauts to continue to fly aboard Russian spacecraft to access the International Space Station (ISS) through 2020. The bill also conveys a Sense of Congress regarding future U.S. human spaceflight capabilities, stressing the need to ensure continued development of both NASA's Space Launch System and Orion Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle, along with the pursuit of commercial crew services to the ISS. "NASA now relies on commercial providers to carry cargo to and from the International Space Station," said Committee Chairman Ralph Hall (R-TX). "The future of the U.S. space program and commercial spaceflight industry relies on a predictable environment. Provisions in this bill provide a solid framework for the U.S. space enterprise to succeed in the future and continue to be the world's leader in space." Subcommittee Chairman Palazzo added, "I applaud my colleagues in the Senate and the House for recognizing the importance of this bill and moving to pass it before the end of the 112th Congress. For decades, the U.S. has led the world in space flight and exploration. This crucial measure provides much-needed guidance for NASA going forward, and ensures our commercial space industry continues to operate competitively in the global market." The bill was approved by unanimous consent. Cosponsors include: Chairman Ralph Hall (R-TX), Vice Chairman Jim Sensenbrenner (R-WI), Committee Members Rep. Lamar Smith (R-TX), and Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA), and Reps. Kevin McCarthy (R-CA), and Adam Schiff (D-CA). 
Mars col is bipartisan
Foust, 1/10

(Jeff, aerospace analyst, journalist and publisher. He is the editor and publisher of The Space Review and has written for Astronomy Now and The New Atlantis, "A tale of two congresspeople", 1/10, www.spacepolitics.com/2013/01/10/a-tale-of-two-congresspeople/) NL

On Wednesday evening, the American Astronomical Society (AAS) hosted a “Space Science and Public Policy” event as part of its conference this week in Long Beach, California. The featured speakers were two members of Congress: Reps. Judy Chu (D-CA) and Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA). Their comments on policy issues for space science and related issues were markedly different and, in Rohrabacher’s case, generated some controversy. Chu, whose new district now includes the city of Pasadena, spoke primarily in general terms about supporting NASA and science research. “I do not believe that research and development in science or space exploration is a luxury. It should never be an afterthought” even in current austere fiscal times, she said. “That’s why I’m deeply committed to protecting the funding for NASA this year and many years to come.” One space topic she spoke specifically about was restoring funding for NASA’s Mars program. “This is one area where there is bipartisanship. It was very, very interesting to see how people from both parties did embrace this particular cause,” she said. The originally proposed cut, she said, “shows we have a public relations job to do about space exploration, about the Mars program, and about NASA as a whole.” Later, she argued that if the public knew more about the technological spinoffs from NASA, “I think that they would definitely be enthusiastic about funding for space exploration.”

Nuclear plants are popular
CNN, 10
(2/16/2010; http://articles.cnn.com/2010-02-16/politics/obama.jobs_1_nuclear-reactors-nuclear-power-new-reactors?_s=PM:POLITICS)

"This is only the beginning," Obama said during a visit to an International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers training facility in Lanham, Maryland. "We'll continue to provide financing for clean energy projects ... across America."

The president acknowledged that construction of new nuclear facilities will meet with some political resistance. Nuclear development has traditionally been opposed by more progressive elements of the Democratic Party. But nuclear power, he said, remains the country's largest source of fuel that produces no carbon emissions. "To meet our growing energy needs and prevent the worst consequences of climate change, we'll need to increase our supply of nuclear power. It's that simple," he said. At the same time, the president argued, traditional Republican proponents of nuclear power should acknowledge that comprehensive energy legislation is needed to help provide incentives to make clean energy more profitable. Any new nuclear facilities, he promised, will "be held to the highest and strictest safety standards." Leading congressional Republicans -- including both Georgia senators -- were quick to praise Obama's decision. "This announcement represents a step in the right direction," said Sen. Saxby Chambliss, R-Georgia. "The power generated by [the Burke County facility] is safe, reliable, emissions-free and environmentally responsible."

America COMPETES Act means we don’t go through Congress or require Obama backing

Kalil and Sturm, 10
(Tom, Deputy Director for Policy in the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, Robynn Sturm is Advisor for Open Innovation to the Deputy Director, "Congress Grants Broad Prize Authority to All Federal Agencies", Dec 21, www.whitehouse.gov/blog/2010/12/21/congress-grants-broad-prize-authority-all-federal-agencies) NL

The America COMPETES Act passed by Congress today provides all agencies with broad authority to conduct prize competitions as called for by President Obama in his 2009 Strategy for American Innovation. By giving agencies a simple and clear legal path, the America COMPETES Act will make it dramatically easier for agencies to use prizes and challenges to spur innovation, solve tough problems, and advance their core missions. In a world of widely dispersed knowledge, prizes and challenges are an essential tool for every agency’s toolkit. As the co-founder of Sun Microsystems Bill Joy once famously said, “No matter who you are, most of the smartest people work for someone else.” This fact calls for a fundamental shift in the way an institution solves problems. Prizes and challenges are part of the solution. A recent McKinsey report found that the private sector and a new generation of philanthropists are embracing prizes. Catalyzed by new crowd sourcing technologies, investments in prize competitions have increased significantly in recent years. According to the study, more than 60 prizes of at least $100,000 each made their debuts from 2000 to 2007, representing almost $250 million in new prize money. As the Wall Street Journal recently concluded, “These prizes have proliferated because they actually work.” Specifically, well-designed prizes allow the sponsor to dramatically increase the number and diversity of minds tackling a tough problem, to articulate a bold goal without having to predict the team or approach that is most likely to succeed, and to only pay for results. Despites these benefits, the public sector have been slow to reap the benefits of open innovation strategies. The Obama Administration is committed to change that. On his very first day in office, the President set out new principles for the way government works. Recognizing that the problems of the 21st century are too great to be solved by government alone, he called for an “all hands on deck” approach that taps the “distributed intelligence” of the Nation. In September 2009, in his Strategy for American Innovation, President Obama expanded on these principles to explicitly call on agencies to increase their use of prizes and challenges to solve tough problems. In March, the Office of Management and Budget issued a memorandum to all agency heads affirming the Administration’s commitment to this problem-solving approach and providing a policy and legal framework to guide agencies in using prizes to stimulate innovation to advance their core missions. And, in September 2010, the White House and the General Services Administration launched Challenge.gov, a one-stop shop where entrepreneurs, innovators, and citizen solvers can compete for prestige and prizes by providing novel solutions to tough national problems, large and small. As a result, 2010 has witnessed widespread government experimentation with prizes. In its first 3 months, Challenge.gov featured 57 challenges from 27 agencies across the Executive Branch, generating novel solutions for childhood obesity, advanced vehicle technologies, financing for small businesses, Type One Diabetes, and many other national priorities. The prize authority in the America COMPETES Act will further unleash the public sector’s ability to leverage prizes and challenges to spur innovation. Stay tuned to Challenge.gov for new developments in the New Year! In the meantime, you can read more about today’s passage of the America COMPETES Act on the OSTP blog and find the full text of the final bill here.

Aff can be spun as part of a 10-year survey solves the link
CARROLL 11 [Rebecca, Nextgov.com -- provides coverage and commentary on the management of information technology in the federal government, “As Nasa prepares to retire its final shuttle, agency leaders face an uncertain future” National Journal June 2 -- lexis]
Launius argues that 10-year surveys can help scientists make their case to politicians. "They serve as a rallying point for the community engaged in this stuff to make sure that they don't twist in the wind when there's a new Congress or panel in the White House." The astronomy division of NASA's science directorate has been using the surveys for nearly 50 years to prioritize popular and successful projects, such as the Hubble Space Telescope, the Chandra X-ray Observatory and the Spitzer Space Telescope. Other science divisions began using them more recently. The planetary science survey that went on tour this spring, for instance, was the second such report.

PC not key 

The Hill 3.20.13 http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/289179-obama-honeymoon-may-be-over PM 

The White House disputes any notion that Obama has lost any political capital in recent weeks.

“The president set out an ambitious agenda and he’s doing big things that are not easy, from immigration to gun control,” the senior administration official said. “Those are policies you can’t rack up easily, and no one here is naive about that.”

The White House is aware that the clock is ticking to push its hefty agenda, but the official added, “The clock is not ticking because of president’s political capital. The clock is ticking because there’s a timetable in achieving all of this. [Lawmakers] are not going to sign on because the president’s popular.” 

And administration officials believe they still have the leverage.

Winners Win—Policy success spills-over
Marshall, Associate Professor of Political Science at Miami University, and Prins, Professor of Political Science at the University of Tennessee, 2011
(Bryan W., Ph.D. from Michigan State, and Brandon C., Ph.D. from Michigan State and Howard H. Baker, Jr. Center for Public Policy, “Power or Posturing? Policy Availability and Congressional Influence on U.S. Presidential Decisions to Use Force,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 41:3 (September) 2011//Bosley)

Presidents rely heavily on Congress in converting their political capital into real policy success. Policy success not only shapes the reelection prospects of presidents, but it also builds the president’s reputation for political effectiveness and fuels the prospect for subsequent gains in political capital (Light 1982). Moreover, the president’s legislative success in foreign policy is correlated with success on the domestic front. On this point, some have largely disavowed the two-presidencies distinction while others have even argued that foreign policy has become a mere extension of domestic policy (Fleisher et al. 2000; Oldfield and Wildavsky 1989) Presidents implicitly understand that there exists a linkage between their actions in one policy area and their ability to affect another. The use of force is no exception; in promoting and protecting U.S. interests abroad, presidential decisions are made with an eye toward managing political capital at home (Fordham 2002). 

The US economy is resilient

Zakaria, Editor of Newsweek International, 2009
(Fareed, “The Secrets of Stability,” 12/11/09, http://www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2009/12/11/the-secrets-of-stability.html)

One year ago, the world seemed as if it might be coming apart. The global financial system, which had fueled a great expansion of capitalism and trade across the world, was crumbling. All the certainties of the age of globalization—about the virtues of free markets, trade, and technology—were being called into question. Faith in the American model had collapsed. The financial industry had crumbled. Once-roaring emerging markets like China, India, and Brazil were sinking. Worldwide trade was shrinking to a degree not seen since the 1930s. Pundits whose bearishness had been vindicated predicted we were doomed to a long, painful bust, with cascading failures in sector after sector, country after country. In a widely cited essay that appeared in The Atlantic this May, Simon Johnson, former chief economist of the International Monetary Fund, wrote: “The conventional wisdom among the elite is still that the current slump ‘cannot be as bad as the Great Depression.’ This view is wrong. What we face now could, in fact, be worse than the Great Depression.” Others predicted that these economic shocks would lead to political instability and violence in the worst-hit countries. At his confirmation hearing in February, the new U.S. director of national intelligence, Adm. Dennis Blair, cautioned the Senate that “the financial crisis and global recession are likely to produce a wave of economic crises in emerging-market nations over the next year.” Hillary Clinton endorsed this grim view. And she was hardly alone. Foreign Policy ran a cover story predicting serious unrest in several emerging markets. Of one thing everyone was sure: nothing would ever be the same again. Not the financial industry, not capitalism, not globalization. One year later, how much has the world really changed? Well, Wall Street is home to two fewer investment banks (three, if you count Merrill Lynch). Some regional banks have gone bust. There was some turmoil in Moldova and (entirely unrelated to the financial crisis) in Iran. Severe problems remain, like high unemployment in the West, and we face new problems caused by responses to the crisis—soaring debt and fears of inflation. But overall, things look nothing like they did in the 1930s. The predictions of economic and political collapse have not materialized at all. A key measure of fear and fragility is the ability of poor and unstable countries to borrow money on the debt markets. So consider this: the sovereign bonds of tottering Pakistan have returned 168 percent so far this year. All this doesn’t add up to a recovery yet, but it does reflect a return to some level of normalcy. And that rebound has been so rapid that even the shrewdest observers remain puzzled. “The question I have at the back of my head is ‘Is that it?’ ” says Charles Kaye, the co-head of Warburg Pincus. “We had this huge crisis, and now we’re back to business as usual?” This revival did not happen because markets managed to stabilize themselves on their own. Rather, governments, having learned the lessons of the Great Depression, were determined not to repeat the same mistakes once this crisis hit. By massively expanding state support for the economy—through central banks and national treasuries—they buffered the worst of the damage. (Whether they made new mistakes in the process remains to be seen.) The extensive social safety nets that have been established across the industrialized world also cushioned the pain felt by many. Times are still tough, but things are nowhere near as bad as in the 1930s, when governments played a tiny role in national economies. It’s true that the massive state interventions of the past year may be fueling some new bubbles: the cheap cash and government guarantees provided to banks, companies, and consumers have fueled some irrational exuberance in stock and bond markets. Yet these rallies also demonstrate the return of confidence, and confidence is a very powerful economic force. When John Maynard Keynes described his own prescriptions for economic growth, he believed government action could provide only a temporary fix until the real motor of the economy started cranking again—the animal spirits of investors, consumers, and companies seeking risk and profit. Beyond all this, though, I believe there’s a fundamental reason why we have not faced global collapse in the last year. It is the same reason that we weathered the stock-market crash of 1987, the recession of 1992, the Asian crisis of 1997, the Russian default of 1998, and the tech-bubble collapse of 2000. The current global economic system is inherently more resilient than we think. The world today is characterized by three major forces for stability, each reinforcing the other and each historical in nature. 

No aging crisis and no impact
Howe, 09

(Neil and Richard Jackson, Washington Post Opinions, "The World Won't Be Aging Gracefully. Just the Opposite.", Jan 4, articles.washingtonpost.com/2009-01-04/opinions/36791195_1_median-ages-rich-countries-demographic-trends/2) NL
An important but limited exception to hyperaging is the United States. Yes, America is also graying, but to a lesser extent. We are the only developed nation with replacement-rate fertility (2.1 children per couple). By 2030, our median age, now 36, will rise to only 39. Our working-age population, according to both U.N. and census projections, will continue to grow throughout the 21st century because of our higher fertility rate and substantial immigration -- which we assimilate better than most other developed countries. By 2015, for the first time ever, the majority of developed-world citizens will live in English-speaking countries. America certainly faces some serious structural challenges, including an engorged health-care sector and a chronically low savings rate that may become handicaps as we age. But unlike Europe and Japan, we will still have the youth and fiscal resources to afford a major geopolitical role. The declinists have it wrong. The challenge facing America by the 2020s is not the inability of a weakening United States to lead the developed world. It is the inability of the other developed nations to be of much assistance -- or indeed, the likelihood that many will be in dire need of assistance themselves. A major reason the wealthy countries will need strong leadership are the demographic storms about to hit the developing world. 
