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AND, they don’t specify their agent

That’s key to:

Topic specific education—understanding agencies is key to effective policy analysis and agency education in the context of energy policy

AND

Ground—all our disads and counterplans are based off of implementation because different actors have radically different methods of energy policy
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Text – The United States Supreme Court should issue a narrow ruling that Department of Interior rulemaking, specifically determination that federal law precludes relevant state and local restrictions on offshore wind energy, constitutes a violation of Article I of the United States Constitution. The United States Congress should pass legislation that precludes relevant state and local restrictions on offshore wind energy. Congress should request all necessary and relevant assistance from the Department of the Interior in the drafting and implementation process.  All actors should default to the mandates of the counterplan. 
Competition – The Affirmative plan is done by an agency while the CP is done through legislation; these two are different modes of policymaking 

David Epstein, Department of Political Science and Stanford Graduate School of Business, Columbia and Stanford University & Sharyn O'Halloran, Department of Political Science and the School of Internationaland Public Affairs and Hoover Institution, Columbia and Stanford University, [20 Cardozo L. Rev. 947] 1999
Our institutional analysis begins with the observation that there are two alternative modes for specifying the details of public policy. Policy can be made through the typical legislative process, in which a committee considers a bill and reports it to the floor of the chamber, and then a majority of the floor members must agree on a policy to enact. Alternatively, Congress can pass a law that delegates authority to regulatory agencies, allowing them to fill in some or all of the details of policy. The key is that, given a fixed amount of policy details to be specified, these two modes of policymaking are substitutes for each other. To the degree that one is used more, the other will perforce be used less.
Solvency – The CP solves the case better – Congress is quicker and more efficient 

Taylor, Director, Natural Resource Studies, the CATO Institute, 9/12/96
Congress could achieve the public purposes that it now pursues through delegation in far less time than agencies take to make laws and in less time than delegation takes Congress in the long run. Acting by itself, Congress would not have to go through the same laborious processes that it requires of agencies. Congress currently accompanies delegation with detailed instructions on substance and procedure that constrain agency discretion. Writing such instructions would be unnecessary if Congress made the rules. Congress could, however, ask for an agency's help in drafting law. For instance, it could require the agency to propose statutory language, prepare supporting analyses, and hold hearings on proposals. The agency's analysis undoubtedly would make use of the kind of information that now is considered in administrative rulemaking. The New Deal's leading theoretician of the administrative process, James Landis, advocated exactly this approach. He wanted agencies to propose laws, but not promulgate them. Landis wrote that agencies would have a better chance of breaking the stalemates that often prevent them from protecting the public if they could act as "the technical agent[s] in the initiation of rules of conduct, yet at the same time ... have [the elected lawmakers] share in the responsibility for their adoption." As Landis recognized, since controversy often paralyses the administrative process, "it is an act of political wisdom to put back upon the shoulders of the Congress" responsibility for controversial choices.
Net Benefit – 

A. Delegation does violence to democratic accountability--crushes liberty and the constitution
David Schoenbrod, prof of law NY law school and Jerry Taylor, Director of Natural Resource Studies CATO, 2001
http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb107/hb107-8.pdf

The concern over congressional delegation of power is not simply theoretical and abstract, for delegation does violence, not only to the ideal construct of a free society, but also to the day-to-day practice of democracy itself. Ironically, delegation does not help to secure ‘‘ good government’’ ; it helps to destroy it. Delegation Breeds Political Irresponsibility. Congress delegates power for much the same reason that Congress ran budget deficits for decades. With deficit spending, members of Congress can claim credit for the benefits of their expenditures yet escape blame for the costs. The public must pay ultimately, of course, but through taxes levied at some future time by some other officials. Likewise, delegation allows legislators to claim credit for the benefits that a regulatory statute airily promises yet escape the blame for the burdens it will impose, because they do not issue the laws needed to achieve those high-sounding benefits. The public inevitably must suffer regulatory costs to realize regulatory benefits, but the laws will come from an agency that legislators can then criticize for imposing excessive burdens on their constituents. Just as deficit spending allows legislators to appear to deliver money to some people without taking it from others, delegation allows them to appear to deliver regulatory benefits without imposing regulatory costs. It provides, in the words of former Environmental Protection Agency deputy administrator John Quarles, ‘‘ a handy set of mirrors— so useful in Washington— by which politicians can appear to kiss both sides of the apple.’’ Delegation Is a Political Steroid for Organized Special Interests. As Stanford law professor John Hart Ely has noted, ‘‘ One reason we have broadly based representative assemblies is to await something approaching a consensus before government intervenes.’’ The Constitution was intentionally designed to curb the ‘‘ facility and excess of law-making’’ (in the words of James Madison) by requiring that statutes go through a bicameral legislature and the president. Differences in the size and nature of the constituencies of representatives, senators, and the president— and the different lengths of their terms in office— increase the probability that the actions of each will reflect a different balance of interests. That diversity of viewpoint, plus the greater difficulty of prevailing in three forums rather than one, makes it far more difficult for special-interest groups or baremajorities to impose their will on the totality of the American people. Hence, the original design effectively required a supermajority to make law as a means of discouraging the selfish exercise of power by well-organized but narrow interests. Delegation shifts the power to make law from a Congress of all interests to subgovernments typically representative of only a small subset of all interests. The obstacles intentionally placed in the path of lawmaking disappear, and the power of organized interests is magnified. That is largely because diffuse interests typically find it even more difficult to press their case before an agency than before a legislature. They often have no direct representation in the administrative process, and effective representation typically requires special legal counsel, expert witnesses, and the capacity to reward or to punish top officials through political organization, press coverage, and close working relationships with members of the appropriate congressional subcommittee. As a result, the general public rarely qualifies as a ‘‘ stakeholder’’ in agency proceedings and is largely locked out of the decisionmaking process. Madison’s desired check on the ‘‘ facility and excess of law-making’’ is thus smashed. Delegation Breeds the Leviathan State. Perhaps the ultimate check on the growth of government rests in the fact that there is only so much time in a day. No matter how many laws Congress would like to pass, there are only so many hours in a session to do so. Delegation, however, dramatically expands the realm of the possible by effectively ‘‘ deputizing’’ tens of thousands of bureaucrats, often with broad and imprecise missions to ‘‘ go forth and legislate.’’ Thus, as columnist Jacob Weisberg has noted in the New Republic: ‘‘ As a laborsaving device, delegation did for legislators what the washing machine did for the 1950s housewife. Government could now penetrate every nook and cranny of American life in a way that was simply impossible before.’’
Democracy is critical to survival  
Peter Montague, co-director Environmental Research Foundation and publisher of Rachael’s Environment and Health News, 14 October 1998 http://www.greenleft.org.au/1998/337/20135

The environmental movement is treading water and slowly drowning. There is abundant evidence that our efforts -- and they have been formidable, even heroic -- have largely failed. After 30 years of exceedingly hard work and tremendous sacrifice, we have failed to stem the tide of environmental deterioration. Make no mistake: our efforts have had a beneficial effect. Things would be much worse today if our work of the past 30 years had never occurred.  However, the question is, Have our efforts been adequate? Have we succeeded? Have we even come close to stemming the tide of destruction? Has our vision been commensurate with the scale and scope of the problems we set out to solve? To those questions, if we are honest with ourselves, we must answer No. What, then, are we to do? This article is intended to provoke thought and debate, and certainly is not offered as the last word on anything. Openness. Open, democratic decision-making will be an essential component of any successful strategy. After the Berlin wall fell, we got a glimpse of what had happened to the environment and the people under the Soviet dictatorship. The Soviets had some of the world's strictest environmental laws on the books, but without the ability for citizens to participate in decisions, or blow the whistle on egregious violations, those laws meant nothing. For the same reason that science cannot find reliable answers without open peer review, bureaucracies (whether public or private) cannot achieve beneficial results without active citizen participation in decisions and strong protection for whistle-blowers. Errors remain uncorrected, narrow perspectives and selfish motives are rewarded, and the general welfare will not usually be promoted. The fundamental importance of democratic decision-making means that our strategies must not focus on legislative battles. Clearly, we must contend for the full power of government to be harnessed toward achieving our goals, but this is quite different from focusing our efforts on lobbying campaigns to convince legislators to do the right thing from time to time. Lobbying can mobilise people for the short term, but mobilising is not the same as organising. During the past 30 years, the environmental movement has had some notable successes mobilising people, but few successes building long-term organisations that people can live their lives around and within (the way many families in the '30s, '40s and '50s lived their lives around and within their unions' struggles). The focus of our strategies must be on building organisations that involve people and, in that process, finding new allies. The power to govern would naturally flow from those efforts. This question of democracy is not trivial. It is deep. And it deeply divides the environmental movement, or rather movements. Many members of the mainstream environmental movement tend to view ordinary people as the enemy (for example, they love to say, “We have met the enemy and he is us”.). They fundamentally don't trust people to make good decisions, so they prefer to leave ordinary people out of the equation. Instead, they scheme with lawyers and experts behind closed doors, then announce their “solution”. Then they lobby Congress in hopes that Congress will impose this latest “solution” on us all. Naturally, such people don't develop a big following, and their “solutions” -- even when Congress has been willing to impose them -- have often proven to be expensive, burdensome and ultimately unsuccessful. Experts. In the modern era, open democratic decision-making is essential to survival. Only by informing people, and trusting their decisions, can we survive as a human society. Our technologies are now too complex and too powerful to be left solely in the hands of a few experts. If they are allowed to make decisions behind closed doors, small groups of experts can make fatal errors. One thinks of the old Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) justifying above-ground nuclear weapons testing. In the early 1950s, their atomic fallout was showering the population with strontium-90, a highly radioactive element that masquerades as calcium when it is taken into the body. Once in the body, strontium-90 moves into the bones, where it irradiates the bone marrow, causing cancer. The AEC's best and brightest studied this problem in detail and argued in secret memos that the only way strontium-90 could get into humans would be through cattle grazing on contaminated grass. They calculated the strontium-90 intake of the cows, and the amount that would end up in the cows' bones. On that basis, the AEC reported to Congress in 1953, “The only potential hazard to human beings would be the ingestion of bone splinters which might be intermingled with muscle tissue in butchering and cutting of the meat. An insignificant amount would enter the body in this fashion.” Thus, they concluded, strontium-90 was not endangering people. The following year, Congress declassified many of the AEC's deliberations. As soon as these memos became public, scientists and citizens began asking, “What about the cows' milk?” The AEC scientists had no response. They had neglected to ask whether strontium-90, mimicking calcium, would contaminate cows' milk, which of course it did. Secrecy in government and corporate decision-making continues to threaten the well-being of everyone on the planet as new technologies are deployed at an accelerating pace after inadequate consideration of their effects. Open, democratic decision-making is no longer a luxury. In the modern world, it is a necessity for human survival.
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Text: The highest courts of the fifty states of the United States of America should rule that federal law, rulings, and the Constitution precludes relevant state and local restrictions on offshore wind energy. The rulings should be issued as per the Michigan v. Long formula.
The CP is lockstep federal analysis.
Robert F. Williams, 2005, Distinguished Professor of Law, Rutgers University School of Law, Camden, New Jersey, February, 2005, (William & Mary Law Review, 46 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1499, SYMPOSIUM: DUAL ENFORCEMENT OF CONSTITUTIONAL NORMS: STATE COURTS ADOPTING FEDERAL CONSTITUTIONAL DOCTRINE: CASE-BY-CASE ADOPTIONISM OR PROSPECTIVE LOCKSTEPPING?, p. Lexis)

What are the implications for state constitutional law when state courts decide to interpret their state constitutional provisions in the same manner -- or to reach the same outcome -- as the United States Supreme Court under a similar or identical clause of the Federal Constitution? How does this "doctrinal convergence" actually work? 15 Upon closer examination, there is a range of different approaches, each with different implications.  [*1503]  Until recently, I had focused my attention almost exclusively on the former category of state cases (divergence) and not given much attention to the latter category of states adopting federal constitutional doctrine (convergence). In taking a careful look at Ohio state court decisions in connection with the bicentennial of that state's first constitution, 16 it finally dawned on me that state cases following federal constitutional doctrine are in fact much more nuanced and varied than I had thought. Accordingly, they have a wide variety of implications -- for both bench and bar -- for the future development of state constitutional law. I should have realized this much earlier based on the very insightful observations of then-Justice Shirley Abrahamson quoted at the beginning of this Article. 17 In 1985 she noted that state constitutional law cases could "be classified into . . . two distinguishable groups." 18 On one side stand the cases intentionally adopting federal decisional law as interpretive of their own constitutions. Some state courts merely say that the texts of the two constitutions are substantially similar and should be similarly construed. Other state courts analyze the state constitution, or the federal doctrine, or both, and explain the reasons for adopting federal decisional law. 19 She concluded that: State cases adopting federal law as state constitutional law will have to be studied carefully to analyze the reasons for and manner of adopting federal law, and to determine whether state courts change their interpretations of the state constitutions as United States Supreme Court and sister state court decisions take new paths. 20 [*1504]  Her suggestion that legal scholars analyze the state constitutional cases adopting federal doctrine has gone unheeded, certainly in my work. I have now paid attention to decisions adopting federal constitutional doctrine for several years, albeit without going back and researching such cases systematically in the past. A. Judicial Approaches to Adopting Federal Constitutional Doctrine as State Constitutional Law Many of us have denigrated state constitutional law cases adopting federal constitutional interpretations as a form of knee-jerk lockstepping. 21 Justice Hans Linde of Oregon described state courts' uncritical adoption of federal constitutional doctrine in interpreting state constitutional provisions as the "non sequitur that the United States Supreme Court's decisions under such a text not only deserve respect but presumptively fix its correct meaning also in state constitutions." 22 In addition, Justice William J. Brennan, Jr., noted that "decisions of the Court are not, and should not be, dispositive of questions regarding rights guaranteed by counterpart provisions of state law." 23 Finally, state court justices have criticized their courts when they "parrot" 24 or "mimick[]" 25 the United States Supreme Court approach.
That solves their federalism signal of weak state powers.
James A. Gardner, ’92, Associate Professor of Law, Western New England College School of Law. B.A. 1980, Yale University; J.D. 1984, University of Chicago, February, 1992, (Michigan Law Review ARTICLE: THE FAILED DISCOURSE OF STATE CONSTITUTIONALISM, 90 Mich. L. Rev. 761, p. Lexis)

Like ambiguity regarding the basis of a constitutional ruling, lockstep analysis of the state constitution discourages the development of an independent state constitutional discourse. First, it discourages participants in the legal system from making arguments clearly and distinctly based on the state constitution by reducing the potential benefit from effort invested in developing such an argument. Indeed, because the federal Constitution is generally more fully elaborated than its state counterparts, lockstep analysis tends to elevate federal law into the law of choice for the interpretation of the state constitution; it provides a generous source of off-the-shelf standards and analyses for application to state constitutional problems. Second, lockstep analysis is conducive to the perception that the state constitution is some sort of redundancy -- that it is a source of law that has no particular value or purpose and therefore need not be taken seriously. When state constitutional arguments come to be seen as "garbage arguments," 120 the likelihood that litigants or courts will devote much attention to the state constitution is drastically reduced.
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Will pass --- last major obstacle has been removed.

Washington Post, 3-31, p. www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/post-politics/wp/2013/03/31/lindsey-graham-conceptual-deal-on-immigration-reform/

Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) said Sunday that a bipartisan group of senators working on a proposal to overhaul the nation’s immigration laws has reached a conceptual agreement.   “I think we’ve got a deal, and we’ve got to write the legislation,” Graham said on CNN’s “State of The Union.” Graham is part of a bipartisan group of eight senators working an effort to develop broad immigration reform legislation. Business and labor leaders struck an agreement Friday on terms of a new guest-worker program, an issue that had been viewed as the last major matter over which the bipartisan group had yet to come to terms.  But Sen. Marco Rubio (R-Fla.), another member of the bipartisan group, said Sunday that while he was encouraged by reports of an accord between business and labor, the Senate group had yet agreed on a legislative package. “Reports that the bipartisan group of eight senators have agreed on a legislative proposal are premature,” Rubio said in a statement. Graham, meanwhile, said the group would roll out its plan next week. He expressed confidence it could pass both the Senate and the GOP-controlled House.

 Plan is massively unpopular, costs capital
Toddy Sperry, "Wind Farm Gets US Approval Despite Controversy," CNN, 8--16--12, 

http://www.cnn.com/2012/08/16/us/wind-farm-faa/index.html

A massive offshore wind farm planned for Cape Cod that has generated fierce political and legal controversy has cleared all federal and state regulatory hurdles.  The Federal Aviation Administration said Wednesday the Cape Wind project, the first of its kind in the United States, would not interfere with air traffic navigation and could proceed with certain conditions. Previous agency approvals were challenged in court, including a ruling last year that forced the latest FAA safety evaluation. A leading opposition group said another legal challenge was possible. The Obama administration first approved the power generating project, which has now been on the books for more than a decade, in April 2010 despite opposition from residents. Opponents over the years have included the late Sen. Edward Kennedy, a Democrat of Massachusetts whose family compound is in Hyannis Port.  125 years of wind power Critics claim the wind farm with its 130 turbines would threaten wildlife and aesthetics of Nantucket Sound.Some local residents also fear it will drive down property values.  The administration has pushed a"green energy" agenda nationally as a way to create jobs and lessen U.S. dependence on oil imports. That effort, however, has been sharply criticized by congressional Republicans who have said certain high-profile projects are politically driven. They also have skewered certain Energy Department programs that extended millions in taxpayer loans and other aid to alternative energy companies or projects that faltered or did not meet expectations. The Republican-led House Oversight and Government Reform Committee is investigating the political assertions around Cape Windas part of a broader review of "green energy" projects supported by the administration.

Political capital is key.

Dallas Morning News, 1-2-2013, p. www.dallasnews.com/opinion/editorials/20130102-editorial-actions-must-match-obamas-immigration-pledge.ece

The president’s words to NBC’s David Gregory are only that — words. What will really matter is whether he puts his muscle into the task this year. We suggest that Obama start by looking at the example of former President George W. Bush. Back in 2006 and 2007, the Republican and his administration constantly worked Capitol Hill to pass a comprehensive plan. They failed, largely because Senate Republicans balked. But the opposition didn’t stop the Bush White House from fully engaging Congress, including recalcitrant Republicans. Obama may have a similar problem with his own party. The dirty little secret in the 2006 and 2007 immigration battles was that some Democrats were content to let Senate Republicans kill the effort. Labor-friendly Democrats didn’t want a bill, either. And they may not want one this year. That reluctance is a major reason the president needs to invest in this fight. He must figure out how to bring enough Democrats along, while also reaching out to Republicans. In short, the nation doesn’t need a repeat of the process through which the 2010 health care legislation was passed. Very few Republicans bought into the president’s plan, leaving the Affordable Care Act open to partisan sniping throughout last year’s election. If the nation is going to create a saner immigration system, both parties need to support substantial parts of an answer. The new system must include a guest worker program for future immigrants and a way for illegal immigrants already living here to legalize their status over time. Some House Republicans will object to one or both of those reforms, so Speaker John Boehner must be persuasive about the need for a wholesale change. But the leadership that matters most will come from the White House. The president has staked out the right position. Now he needs to present a bill and fight this year for a comprehensive solution. Nothing but action will count. HE SAID IT … “I’ve said that fixing our broken immigration system is a top priority. I will introduce legislation in the first year [of the second term] to get that done. I think we have talked about it long enough. We know how we can fix it. We can do it in a comprehensive way that the American people support. That’s something we should get done.” President Barack Obama, in an interview on Meet the Press Sunday
Immigration reform key to hegemony

Nye 12  Harvard Prof and former US assistant secretary of defense, state and chairman of the US National Intelligence Council (12/10/2013, “Immigration and American Power,” http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/obama-needs-immigration-reform-to-maintain-america-s-strength-by-joseph-s--nye
CAMBRIDGE – TheUnited States is a nation of immigrants. Except for a small number of Native Americans, everyone is originally from somewhere else, and even recent immigrants can rise to top economic and political roles. President Franklin Roosevelt once famously addressed the Daughters of the American Revolution – a group that prided itself on the early arrival of its ancestors – as “fellow immigrants.”In recent years, however, US politics has had a strong anti-immigration slant, and the issue played an important role in the Republican Party’s presidential nomination battle in 2012. But Barack Obama’s re-election demonstrated the electoral power of Latino voters, who rejected Republican presidential candidate Mitt Romney by a 3-1 majority, as did Asian-Americans.As a result, several prominent Republican politicians are now urging their party to reconsider its anti-immigration policies, and plans for immigration reform will be on the agenda at the beginning of Obama’s second term.Successful reform will be an important stepin preventing the decline of American power.Fears about the impact of immigration on national values and on a coherent sense of American identity are not new. The nineteenth-century “Know Nothing” movement was built on opposition to immigrants, particularly the Irish. Chinese were singled out for exclusion from 1882 onward, and, with the more restrictive Immigration Act of 1924, immigration in general slowed for the next four decades.During the twentieth century, the US recorded its highest percentage of foreign-born residents, 14.7%, in 1910. A century later, according to the 2010 census, 13% of the American population is foreign born. But, despite being a nation of immigrants, more Americans are skeptical about immigration than are sympathetic to it. Various opinion polls show either a plurality or a majority favoring less immigration. The recession exacerbated such views: in 2009, one-half of the US public favored allowing fewer immigrants, up from 39% in 2008.Both the number of immigrants and their origin have caused concerns about immigration’s effects on American culture. Demographers portray a country in 2050 in which non-Hispanic whites will be only a slim majority. Hispanics will comprise 25% of the population, with African- and Asian-Americans making up 14% and 8%, respectively.But mass communications and market forces produce powerful incentives to master the English language and accept a degree of assimilation. Modern media help new immigrants to learn more about their new country beforehand than immigrants did a century ago. Indeed, most of the evidence suggests that the latest immigrants are assimilating at least as quickly as their predecessors.While too rapid a rate of immigration can cause social problems, over the long term, immigration strengthens US power. It is estimated that at least 83 countries and territories currently have fertility rates that are below the level needed to keep their population constant. Whereas most developed countries will experience a shortage of people as the century progresses, America is one of the few that may avoid demographic decline and maintain its share of world population.For example, to maintain its current population size, Japan would have to accept 350,000 newcomers annually for the next 50 years, which is difficult for a culture that has historically been hostile to immigration. In contrast, the Census Bureau projects that the US population will grow by 49% over the next four decades.Today, the US is the world’s third most populous country; 50 years from now it is still likely to be third (after only China and India). This is highly relevant to economic power: whereas nearly all other developed countries will face a growingburden of providing for the older generation, immigration could help to attenuate the policy problem for the US.In addition, though studies suggest that the short-term economic benefits of immigration are relatively small, and that unskilled workers may suffer from competition, skilled immigrants can be important to particular sectors – and to long-term growth. There is a strong correlation between the number of visas for skilled applicants and patents filed in the US. At the beginning of this century, Chinese- and Indian-born engineers were running one-quarter of Silicon Valley’s technology businesses, which accounted for $17.8 billion in sales; and, in 2005, immigrants had helped to start one-quarter of all US technology start-ups during the previous decade. Immigrants or children of immigrants founded roughly 40% of the 2010 Fortune 500 companies.Equally important are immigration’sbenefits forAmerica’s soft power. The fact that people want to come to the US enhances its appeal, and immigrants’ upward mobility is attractive to people in other countries. The US is a magnet, and many people can envisage themselves as Americans, in part because so many successful Americans look like them. Moreover, connections between immigrants and their families and friends back home help to convey accurate and positive information about the US.Likewise, because the presence of many cultures creates avenues of connection with other countries, it helps to broaden Americans’ attitudes and views of the world in an era of globalization. Rather than diluting hard and soft power, immigration enhances both.Singapore’s former leader, Lee Kwan Yew, an astute observer of both the US and China, argues that China will not surpass the US as the leading power of the twenty-first century, precisely because the US attracts the best and brightest from the rest of the world and melds them into a diverse culture of creativity. China has a larger population to recruit from domestically, but, in Lee’s view, its Sino-centric culture will make it less creative than the US.That is a view that Americans should take to heart. If Obama succeeds in enacting immigration reform in his second term, he will have gone a long way toward fulfilling his promise to maintain the strength of the US.

Great power war

Zhang 11 (Yuhan Zhang is a researcher at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Washington, D.C.; Lin Shi is from Columbia University. She also serves as an independent consultant for the Eurasia Group and a consultant for the World Bank in Washington, D.C., 1/22, America’s decline: A harbinger of conflict and rivalry, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2011/01/22/americas-decline-a-harbinger-of-conflict-and-rivalry/)

This does not necessarily mean that the US is in systemic decline, but it encompasses a trend that appears to be negative and perhaps alarming. Although the US still possesses incomparable military prowess and its economy remains the world’s largest, the once seemingly indomitable chasm that separated America from anyone else is narrowing. Thus, the global distribution of power is shifting, and the inevitable result will be a world that is less peaceful, liberal and prosperous, burdened by a dearth of effective conflict regulation. Over the past two decades, no other state has had the ability to seriously challenge the US military. Under these circumstances, motivated by both opportunity and fear, many actors have bandwagoned with US hegemony and accepted a subordinate role. Canada, most of Western Europe, India, Japan, South Korea, Australia, Singapore and the Philippines have all joined the US, creating a status quo that has tended to mute great power conflicts. However, as the hegemony that drew these powers together withers, so will the pulling power behind the US alliance. The result will be an international order where power is more diffuse, American interests and influence can be more readily challenged, and conflicts or wars may be harder to avoid. As history attests, power decline and redistribution result in military confrontation. For example, in the late 19th century America’s emergence as a regional power saw it launch its first overseas war of conquest towards Spain. By the turn of the 20th century, accompanying the increase in US power and waning of British power, the American Navy had begun to challenge the notion that Britain ‘rules the waves.’ Such a notion would eventually see the US attain the status of sole guardians of the Western Hemisphere’s security to become the order-creating Leviathan shaping the international system with democracy and rule of law. Defining this US-centred system are three key characteristics: enforcement of property rights, constraints on the actions of powerful individuals and groups and some degree of equal opportunities for broad segments of society. As a result of such political stability, free markets, liberal trade and flexible financial mechanisms have appeared. And, with this, many countries have sought opportunities to enter this system, proliferating stable and cooperative relations. However, what will happen to these advances as America’s influence declines? Given that America’s authority, although sullied at times, has benefited people across much of Latin America, Central and Eastern Europe, the Balkans, as well as parts of Africa and, quite extensively, Asia, the answer to this question could affect global society in a profoundly detrimental way. Public imagination and academia have anticipated that a post-hegemonic world would return to the problems of the 1930s: regional blocs, trade conflicts and strategic rivalry. Furthermore, multilateral institutions such as the IMF, the World Bank or the WTO might give way to regional organisations. For example, Europe and East Asia would each step forward to fill the vacuum left by Washington’s withering leadership to pursue their own visions of regional political and economic orders. Free markets would become more politicised — and, well, less free — and major powers would compete for supremacy. Additionally, such power plays have historically possessed a zero-sum element. In the late 1960s and 1970s, US economic power declined relative to the rise of the Japanese and Western European economies, with the US dollar also becoming less attractive. And, as American power eroded, so did international regimes (such as the Bretton Woods System in 1973). A world without American hegemony is one where great power wars re-emerge, the liberal international system is supplanted by an authoritarian one, and trade protectionism devolves into restrictive, anti-globalisation barriers. This, at least, is one possibility we can forecast in a future that will inevitably be devoid of unrivalled US primacy.
Federalism: 1NC

State response best: proximity, training, and agency cooperation

CRS, 12/19/2002. “State and Local Preparedness for Terrorism: Selected Policy Issues” Congressional Research Service ❖ The Library of Congress http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:-7MLp2qqR_UJ:www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/crs/rl31266.pdf+&hl=en&gl=us

While the federal government has resources at hand for responding to terrorist attacks, the proximity of state and local first responders insures they will almost always be the first to arrive at the site of an attack. For this reason, the preparedness of state and local governments has become a salient national issue. The President’s National Strategy for Homeland Security, issued in June 2002,proposes a number of measures to enhance state and local preparedness for terrorist attacks, particularly those involving weapons of mass destruction. Most of these measures, presently undertaken by FEMA and several other agencies, but will be transferred to the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), which Congress authorized in the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (P.L. 107-296). As the 108th Congress monitors the implementation of the new department, it might consider a range of issues, which include the following: Amount and Uses of Federal Assistance—Observers have urged Congress to increase levels of financial and technical assistance available to states and localities. Some observers have also asked for more flexibility with federal funds. Use of risk analysis—The process of risk analysis is generally used by risk experts to identify and evaluate options for reducing risks to human health and safety. The usefulness of risk analysis and the appropriate methodology, however, are frequently debated by emergency managers and analysts. Federal training programs—State and local first responders generally rate federal terrorism training as effective and helpful. Many observers, however, cite a number of faults in federal training, such as lack of interagency coordination, insufficient quantity of course offerings, and lack of course information for state and localofficials.   

1. Can’t solve – Poor communication, infrastructure, and no planning.
Paul Piper and Miguel Ramos 2006, June, Western Washington University, Information Today, “A Failure to Communicate” http://www.infotoday.com/searcher/jun06/Piper_Ramos.shtml
Communications breakdowns will occur during any natural disaster, especially one as devastating to an infrastructure as Hurricane Katrina. Some of the most vulnerable communication tools, such as cell phone towers and radio antennas, depend on aboveground structures. A 400-foot antenna built to withstand 150 mile-per-hour winds fell during the storm, crippling communications for the sheriff’s office in Jefferson Parish. A majority of the public-safety systems serving police and fire departments in the Gulf Coast region ceased functioning, severely hampering the coordination of rescue efforts. The New Orleans Police Department’s system was largely inoperative for 3 days following the hurricane. These failures left many key emergency response personnel with no way of communicating with one another during a time when coordination of rescue efforts was most important. In New Orleans, hundreds of police officers were left trying to communicate on two radio channels using a back-up system, which resulted in delays before their messages could get through. Many of these failures occurred because of poor planning, with key generators placed on ground floors vulnerable to flooding; however, at least one transmission site operated by the New Orleans police flooded despite being 10 feet off the ground. Other communications systems that stopped functioning due to loss of power resulting from damaged generators couldn’t be repaired for days because technicians were not allowed past state police roadblocks. Backup systems became overwhelmed due to high volume. 

Warming: 1NC

Large scale implementation of wind leads to significant temperature increase

Wang &Prinn 11

(Wang, Chien, and Ronald G. Prinn."Potential climatic impacts and reliability of large-scale offshore wind farms."Environmental Research Letters 6.2 (2011): 025101.) http://iopscience.iop.org/1748-9326/6/2/025101/pdf/1748-9326_6_2_025101.pdf

The vast availability of wind power has fueled substantial interest in this renewable energy source as a potential near-zero greenhouse gas emission technology for meeting future world energy needs while addressing the climate change issue. However, in order to provide even a fraction of the estimated future energy needs, a large-scale deployment of wind turbines (several million) is required. The consequent environmental impacts,and the inherent reliability of such a large-scale usage of intermittent wind power would have to be carefully assessed, in addition to the need to lower the high current unit wind power costs. Our previous study (Wang and Prinn 2010 Atmos. Chem. Phys. 10 2053) using a three-dimensional climate model suggested that a large deployment of wind turbines over land to meet about 10% of predicted world energy needs in 2100 could lead to a significant temperature increase in the lower atmosphere over the installed regions. A global-scale perturbation to the general circulation patternsas well as to the cloud and precipitation distribution was also predicted. In the later study reported here, we conducted a set of six additional model simulations using an improved climate model to further address the potential environmental and intermittency issues of large-scale deployment of offshore wind turbines for differing installation areas and spatial densities. 

Timeframe is 200 years and adaptation solves 

Mendelsohn 9 – Robert O. Mendelsohn 9, the Edwin Weyerhaeuser Davis Professor, Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies, Yale University, June 2009, “Climate Change and Economic Growth,” online: http://www.growthcommission.org/storage/cgdev/documents/gcwp060web.pdf
These statements are largely alarmist and misleading. Although climate change is a serious problem that deserves attention, society’s immediate behavior has anextremely low probabilityof leading tocatastrophic consequences. The science and economics of climate change is quite clear that emissions over the next few decades will lead to only mild consequences. The severe impacts predicted by alarmists require a century (or two in the case of Stern 2006) of no mitigation. Many of the predicted impacts assume there will be no or little adaptation. The net economic impacts from climate change over the next 50 years will be small regardless. Most of the more severe impacts will take more than a century or even a millennium to unfold and many of these “potential” impacts will never occur because people will adapt. It is not at all apparent that immediate and dramatic policies need to be developed to thwart long‐range climate risks. What is needed are long‐run balanced responses.

**China overwhelms 

Richard Heinberg, senior fellow, "China Coal Update," Post Carbon Institute, 3--8--12, http://www.postcarbon.org/blog-post/747521-china-coal-update, accessed 4-9-12.

Second, can the world save itself from a climate apocalypse unless China leads the way? Talk of “climate justice” (which emphasizes the higher per-capita emissions of wealthy nations) is all well and good, but the harsh reality is that even drastic emissions cuts by the US will mean relatively little unless China also cuts soon and fast. So far, indications are that Beijing is keeping the carbon pedal to the metal, despite concurrent efforts to become a world leader in renewable energy. Barring a dramatic global emissions policy breakthrough, resource limits and economic contraction seem to offer the main hope for keeping climate change to merely “catastrophic” levels.

Europe: 1NC

Collapse of US-EU relations inevitable and there’s no impact.

Yegin ‘11 (Mehmet, USAK Center for Transatlantic Studies, “US-EU Relations: A Dim Future”, October 31, http://www.usak.org.tr/EN/makale.asp?id=2419,) 

There is no serious difference of opinion between both sides of the Atlantic about the expansion of NATO to Asia and its becoming a global actor. Yet Europe is not comfortable with the idea of using military force and the containment of China.¶ When talking about U.S.-EU relations, the points that first come to mind are common values and political culture. More than half a century of partnership along with these similarities form a strong base for bilateral relations. On this basis, Jeremy Ghez claims that transatlantic relations have reached the level of “natural alliance” which is the highest level in its classification. However, just the improvement of common values is not enough for the continuation of the alliance.¶Although the U.S. and EU have a cluster of common values, the framework where the alliance will operate has seen quite significant changes recently. We have seen the decline of both sides in the global power equation. Interests in transatlantic relations are no longer overlapping and easily defined as in the Cold War period. Europe does not want to carry the burden of following the U.S. anymore. On the other hand, the U.S. does not consider the system to be in such danger that it requires devoting itself to the protection of Europe.¶ Furthermore, the number of areas of tension between the U.S. and EU in foreign policy tools, on using military force, and in the philosophy of designing a global economic system tends to increase rapidly. So it’s not impossible but very difficult to ensure coordination in security and economics, and to maintain perfect relations in the alliance as in the Cold War era without determining a common vision.

Or they’re resilient.

Joyner 11—editor of the Atlantic Council. PhD in pol sci (James, Death of Transatlantic Relationship Wildly Exaggerated, 14 June 2011, www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/death-transatlantic-relationship-wildly-exaggerated)

The blistering farewell speech to NATO by U.S. defense secretary Robert Gates warning of a "dim, if not dismal" future for the Alliance drew the Western public's attention to a longstanding debate about the state of the transatlantic relationship. With prominent commenters voicing concern about much more than just a two-tiered defensive alliance, questioning whether the U.S.-Europe relationship itself is past its prime, doubts that the Western alliance that has dominated the post-Cold War world are reaching a new high.¶ But those fears are overblown, and may be mistaking short-term bumps in the relationship for proof of a long-term decline that isn't there. Gates' frustration with the fact that only five of the 28 NATO allies are living up to their commitment to devote 2 percent of GDP to defense, which has hindered their ability to take on even the likes of Muammar Qaddafi's puny force without American assistance is certainly legitimate and worrying.¶ Though the U.S.-Europe partnership may not be living up to its potential, it is not worthless, and that relationship continues to be one of the strongest and most important in the world. Gates is an Atlanticist whose speech was, as he put it, "in the spirit of solidarity and friendship, with the understanding that true friends occasionally must speak bluntly with one another for the sake of those greater interests and values that bind us together." He wants the Europeans, Germany in particular, to understand what a tragedy it would be if NATO were to go away.¶ Most Europeans don't see their security as being in jeopardy and political leaders are hard pressed to divert scarce resources away from social spending -- especially in the current economic climate -- a dynamic that has weakened NATO but, despite fears to the contrary, not the greater Transatlantic partnership.¶It would obviously have been a great relief to the U.S. if European governments had shouldered more of the burden in Afghanistan. This disparity, which has only increased as the war has dragged on and the European economies suffered, is driving both Gates' warning and broader fears about the declining relationship. But it was our fight, not theirs; they were there, in most cases against the strong wishes of the people who elected them to office, because we asked. We'd have fought it exactly the same way in their absence. In that light, every European and Canadian soldier was a bonus.¶ Libya, however, is a different story. The Obama administration clearly had limited interest in entering that fight - Gates himself warned against it -- and our involvement is due in part to coaxing by our French and British allies. The hope was to take the lead in the early days, providing "unique assets" at America's disposal, and then turn the fight over to the Europeans. But, as Gates' predecessor noted not long after the ill-fated 2003 invasion of Iraq, you go to war with the army you have, not the one you wish you had.¶The diminished capabilities of European militaries, spent by nearly a decade in Afghanistan, should be of no surprise. NATO entered into Libya with no real plan for an end game beyond hoping the rebels would somehow win or that Qaddafi would somehow fall. That failure, to be fair, is a collective responsibility, not the fault of European militaries alone.¶But the concern goes deeper than different defensive priorities. Many Europeans worry that the United States takes the relationship for granted, and that the Obama administration in particular puts a much higher priority on the Pacific and on the emerging BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa) economies.¶ New York Times columist Roger Cohen recently wrote that this is as it should be: "In so far as the United States is interested in Europe it is interested in what can be done together in the rest of the world." In Der Spiegel, Roland Nelles and Gregor Peter Schmitz lamented, "we live in a G-20 world instead of one led by a G-2."¶It's certainly true that, if it ever existed, the Unipolar Moment that Charles Krauthammer and others saw in the aftermath of the Soviet collapse is over. But that multipolar dynamic actually makes transatlantic cooperation more, not less, important. A hegemon needs much less help than one of many great powers, even if it remains the biggest.¶ Take the G-20. Seven of the members are NATO Allies: the US, Canada, France, Germany, Italy, the UK, and Turkey. Toss in the EU, and you have 40 percent of the delegation. If they can form a united front at G-20 summits, they are much more powerful than if each stands alone. Add in four NATO Partner countries (Russia, Japan, Australia, and South Korea) and you're up to 60 percent of the delegation -- a comfortable majority for the U.S.-European partnership and its circle of closest allies.¶ Granted, it's unlikely that we'll achieve consensus among all 12 states on any one issue, let alone most issues. But constantly working together toward shared goals and values expands a sense of commonality.¶And, like so many things, projects end. Indeed, that's generally the goal. The transatlantic military alliance that formed to defeat fascism remained intact after victory; indeed, it expanded to include its former German and Italian adversaries. NATO outlasted the demise of its raison d'être, the Soviet threat, and went on to fight together --along with many of its former adversaries -- in Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Libya. Is there seriously any doubt that other challenges will emerge in the future in which the Americans and its European allies might benefit from working together?
EU econ improving now—no crisis

Reuters, 3/26 (Mar 26, 2013, European shares, euro inch up after Cyprus bailout, http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2013-03-26/news/38040320_1_cyprus-bailout-euro-zone-safe-haven-german-government-bonds

LONDON: European shares and the euro inched higher on Tuesday, although gains were limited by fears that Cyprus's raid on bank deposits could become the template for future euro zone bailouts.
 Banks in Cyprus remain closed following the country's 10 billion euro bailout agreed at the weekend, but comments from Jeroen Dijsselbloem, the new head of the Eurogroup of euro zone finance ministers, stripped investors of the appetite for the kind of rebound that has followed other rescue deals.  Dijsselbloem said on Monday the tactic used in Cyprus of getting wealthy savers and uninsured bondholders to bear heavy losses represented a new template for resolving regional banking problems.  Top European shares inched up just under 0.2 percent in choppy morning trading as the drop in prices over the last week attracted some buyers. But there was little momentum behind the rises as investors weighed the possibility the euro zone crisis could escalate if savers in other debt-strained countries such as Spain and Italy pull money out of their own banks as a precaution.  "Dijsselbloem comment's will stay the focus of markets today," said ABN Amro economist Joost Beaumont.  "Markets are recovering a little bit, and with the ECB (European Central Bank) now the lender of last resort it is hard to see a return to the depths of the crisis, but it is difficult to see a sharp rebound."  By 1030 GMT, Paris's CAC-40 was leading the way with gains of 0.6 percent. London's FTSE 100 and Frankfurt's DAX were up 0.1 and 0.3 percent, though fears of tough conditions being attached to future bailouts were being felt in Madrid, where the IBEX fell 0.3 percent.  The decision to seize wealthier individuals' savings in Cyprus, as well as impose capital controls to prevent mass withdrawals once banks do reopen, has added a new dimension to the euro zone's three year-long crisis.  Top ECB policymaker Benoit Coeure tried to assuage the concerns caused by Dijsselbloem's comments, stressing the banking crisis in Cyprus was a unique case.  "I think Mr. Dijsselbloem was wrong to say what he said. The Cyprus experience is not a model for the rest of Europe because the situation had reached a level which cannot be compared with any other country," Coeure said in a radio interview. 

Ag alt cause—KILLS the deal

Butler and Melvin 3/24 (Staff writers, “New US-EU talks threatened by agriculture spats” WISTV) http://www.wistv.com/story/21773620/agriculture-disputes-threaten-new-us-eu-talks

President Barack Obama used Washington's grandest stage - the State of the Union speech - to announce negotiations with Europe aimed at creating the world's largest free trade agreement. Just weeks later, there are signs that old agriculture disputes could be deal-killers.  European Union leaders don't want the negotiations to include discussions on their restrictions on genetically modified crops and other regulations that keep U.S. farm products out of Europe. But Obama says it's hard to imagine an agreement that doesn't address those issues. Powerful U.S. agricultural lobbies will do their best to make sure Congress rejects any pact that fails to address the restrictions.  "Any free trade agreement that doesn't cover agriculture is in trouble," said Cathleen Enright, executive vice president at the Biotechnology Industry Organization, which promotes biotechnology, including genetically modified products. 

Eurozone collapse doesn’t spill-over globally – Recession will stay in 

Hasenstab, Portfolio Manager and Co-Director of the International Bond Department for Franklin Templeton Fixed Income Group., 1-18-12
[Michael, Euro Zone Woes Cannot Sink Asia: Expert, http://www.cnbc.com/id/46049692] 

The recent weakness in asset markets in Asia shows that investors now believe Europe’s woes will put the region at risk. But whether this fear is justified depends on two possible scenarios – a breakup of the euro zone or a European recession. Those who believe in the first scenario have reason to be worried. A euro zone breakup involving any of the major economies would have an impact worse than the one seen after the Lehman collapse. We would see a domino effect on sovereign debt defaults and foreign exchange markets would be plunged into chaos by the sudden disappearance of the world’s second most important reserve currency. But how likely is this scenario? Very unlikely. Recent moves towards establishing a stronger fiscal union in Europe, unprecedented and massive provisioning of liquidity through both the European Central Bank (ECB) and national central banks, the massive additional balance sheet capacity of the ECB, fiscal and structural reforms in Italy, and the prohibitive costs of an exit from the euro for any major member of the European Monetary Union, including Germany, should ensure that the first scenario does not materialize. However, the second scenario of a painful deleveraging in many European banks and anemically weak European growth is possible. This outcome would be bad for Europe, but not bad enough to undermine the outlook for stronger parts of the global economy, especially emerging Asia. Here’s why. Europe was not the main engine of the global economy to start off with, and it remains a relatively closed economy. A European recession, especially if deeper and more protracted, would dampen world trade, including Asian exports, but nothing on the scale seen in 2008. But trade only provides part of the linkage. The more important linkages come via the capital markets. The European Banking Authority’s requirement for banks to reach a tier 1 capital ratio of 9 percent by June of this year will require broad based deleveraging. As raising fresh capital is extremely difficult, one other avenue could be to shed assets, including assets abroad. Asia and other emerging markets, however, should not suffer unduly. Banks Can’t Afford to Exit Asia Most foreign banks are present in Asia via wholly owned subsidiaries, which cannot simply take capital back to their parent companies. Many of these subsidiaries are some of the most profitable parts of their businesses, and growing profits provides one important way to recapitalize. Shutting down all business lines in emerging markets would leave these banks without this important source of profits and force an even greater reliance on a weak domestic banking market in Europe. Furthermore, a plan to temporarily exit and re-enter may not be possible, as a foreign company that leaves town during hard times would not be quickly welcomed or permitted back. Indeed, even at the height of the post-Lehman financial crisis Asia did not see a wholesale pulling out of assets. But this deleveraging by many European banks is only part of the capital flow story. Fund Flow to Asia Will Continue Meanwhile, the ECB has launched its version of quantitative easing, which now augments the extraordinarily loose monetary policy of the U.S., Japan and U.K. We now see the most aggressive printing of money in modern times. While this aims to address domestic conditions, capital cannot be contained within national borders. Abundant global liquidity will continue to flow into Asian markets blessed with strong macro fundamentals—particularly as the region’s currencies still appear largely undervalued. Short-term volatility excluded, monetary policy in these four major economies will ultimately facilitate net capital inflows into Asia and many other asset markets and thus avoid the risk of a recession-induced credit crunch in Asia. Also, strong economic and political fundamentals support Asia. Unlike Europe or the U.S., Asia has built up plenty of room to provide fiscal stimulus and to lower interest rates in response to a worsening external environment. For example, the South Korean government’s debt levels have been slashed over the last decade and international reserves now well exceed levels seen before the global financial crisis. And the largest countries like China, India and Indonesia can count on a robust and resilient domestic demand to counter external demand weakness. A euro zone disintegration would be as calamitous as it is unlikely. On the other hand, the far more probable scenario of painful deleveraging by European banks and weak European growth, while a serious setback for Europe, will likely have far more modest and manageable global spillovers. The world economy is used to powering ahead without much help from European demand. It will do so this time as well. And Asian markets, with their strong market fundamentals and unparalleled future growth prospects, will continue to lead the charge. 

Offshore wind causes electricity price spikes and economic collapse 
Tuerck et al 11 David Tuerck, PhD Paul Bachman, MSIE Ryan Murphy, B.S. (PhD candidate) BHI Policy Study June 2011 “The Cost and Economic Impact of New Jersey’s Offshore Wind Initiative” THE BEACON HILL INSTITUTE AT SUFFOLK UNIVERSITY http://www.beaconhill.org/BHIStudies/NJ-Wind-2011/NJWindReport2011-06.pdf
The Economic Impact The economic impact of the offshore wind derives from the higher cost of the electricity produced and the investment and employment needed to build and maintain them. The higher cost of electricity for New Jersey’s households and businesses will have a negative impact on the economy, similar to the current surge in gasoline prices. The projects will require substantial quantities of capital and labor for construction, operation and maintenance and ultimately the demolition of the turbines. The net economic impact sums the two opposing economic effects. Electricity Rates We estimate that the wind projects owners will need to receive an average electricity rate of 18.96 cents per kWh over the life of the project to be economically viable before federal and tax © The Beacon Hill Institute 2011 The Net Cost and Economic Impact of New Jersey’s Offshore Wind Initiative / June 2011 15 credits and subsidies. This figure is close to the Cape Wind contracted price of 19.4 cents per kWh. Once we factor in the federal and state tax credits and subsidies, our calculated electricity rate falls to 16.6 cents per kWh. This rate represents a premium of 5.73 cents per kWh, or 53 percent, over our forecasted average real retail electricity rate of 10.81 cents per kilowatt hour for 2017. However, since the projects will only produce 4 percent of New Jersey’s electricity sales, we estimate that the projects will increase electricity prices by 2.1 percent in 2017. Using alternative cost estimates and assumptions, we estimate that offshore wind project could increase electricity prices in New Jersey between 0.5 percent and 4.2 percent in 2017. The appendix contains the details of our calculations and assumptions. Table 6 shows how the OWED Act will affect the annual electricity bills of households and businesses in New Jersey. In 2017, the offshore projects will cost families on average $26, commercial businesses on average of $187 per year and industrial businesses $6,684. Between 2017 and 2036, the average household ratepayer will pay $431 in higher electricity costs; the average commercial ratepayer will spend an extra $3,054 and the average industrial ratepayer an extra $109,335. The Economic Impact Our economic impact is based on the offshore projects totaling 1,100 MWs of headline electricity production rating as outline in the OWED Act that will come into service in 2017. Table 7 displays the results.  The offshore wind electricity production and its mandated sale to New Jerseys ratepayers will reduce economic output in New Jersey. The state’s ratepayers will face higher electricity prices which will increase the cost of living and doing business in the state. By 2017, New Jersey will employ 2,219 fewer workers than without the policy, within a range of 528 and 4,440 jobs lost. The decrease in labor demand -- as seen in the job losses -- will cause gross wages to fall. In 2020, New Jersey will see annual wages drop by $111 per worker, within a range of $26 and $222 per worker. The job losses and price increases will reduce real incomes as firms, households and governments are forced to allocate more resources to purchase electricity and less to purchase other items. In 2017, annual real disposable income will fall by $330 million, within a range of $79 million and $660 million. In 2017, net investment will fall by $48 million, within a range of $11 million and $95 million. The relatively moderate investment losses will be offset by the large investments required to build the offshore wind power plants, transmission lines and reconfigurations to the electricity grid. However, these investments are not as productive as the ones based on conventional energy because the renewable mandate works its way through the production methods less efficiently. A good analogy would be applying a mandate to telecommunications. The renewable mandate portion of the OWED Act is akin to requiring that a percent of all internet access to comprise of dial-up service over plain telephone service lines. Business would indeed be good for dial-up modem manufacturers and Internet Service Providers would need to retrofit their networks; but this investment would not increase productivity in the economy. Conclusion The rush by many states to impose renewable energy mandates is flawed. The policies promote certain forms of renewable energy -- costly ones -- at the expense of other, more affordable and dependable sources. New Jersey is no different. The OWED Act was enacted with great promise of economic development and job creation for New Jersey. “Pass the law and they will come,” to paraphrase the famous remark from the film Field of Dreams, is the prevailing attitude toward green energy. However, this dream faces some realities. With the exception of General Electric, the largest, and presumably the most productive wind turbine manufacturers are not located in New Jersey or even United States. If wind developers choose to purchase products from Vesta of Denmark or Siemens of Germany, how much will these projects boost investment and employment in New Jersey?  The OWED law mandates that a certain percentage of all electricity sales come from renewable sources, including offshore wind. However, offshore wind is more expensive than conventional energy and will drive up the costs of electricity for New Jersey’s households and businesses. The higher electricity costs put the state’s competitiveness at risk resulting in New Jersey seeing slower growth in the future, and falling behind current competitor states. The law does require cost-benefit and economic analysis to be performed on all offshore wind projects before receiving approval. The evidence presented in this report shows that the costs exceed the benefits and the economic impacts are decidedly negative. The New Jersey DPU should carefully review the cost-benefit and economic impact analysis presented by potential wind developers. To ensure the project truly provides net benefits to the citizens and ratepayers of New Jersey, any such analysis should be subject to a peer review process.

decline Doesn’t cause war

Miller 2k – Professor of Management, Ottawa (Morris, Poverty As A Cause Of Wars?, http://www.pugwash.org/reports/pac/pac256/WG4draft1.htm, AG)

Thus, these armed conflicts can hardly be said to be caused by poverty as a principal factor when the greed and envy of leaders and their hegemonic ambitions provide sufficient cause. The poor would appear to be more the victims than the perpetrators of armed conflict. It might be alleged that some dramatic event or rapid sequence of those types of events that lead to the exacerbation of poverty might be the catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who might be tempted to seek a diversion by finding/fabricating an enemy and going to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying 93 episodes of economic crisis in 22 countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since World War II they concluded that Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong... The severity of economic crisis - as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes. A more direct role was played by political variables such as ideological polarization, labor radicalism, guerilla insurgencies and an anti-Communist military... (In democratic states) such changes seldom lead to an outbreak of violence (while) in the cases of dictatorships and semi-democracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another. 

No Turkey/Greece war.
Stephen F. Mann 01, US Navy Lieutenant, Masters in National Security Affairs from the Naval Postgraduate School, March 2001, “The Greek-Turkish Dispute in the Aegean Sea,” http://theses.nps.navy.mil/Thesis_01mar_Mann.pdf
The basic issues in the Aegean and Cyprus have yet to be resolved, but relations between Turkey and Greece have improved, especially in the last year. Infrequent events such as the Imia/Kardak crisis still show the escalatory nature of their relationship, but at the same time it is clear that both sides will almost certainly always stop short of the act of war; the risks are too great, the potential rewards to little, and the outcomes too uncertain. Both governments have some common sense in this regard and they must now use that common sense to move toward resolution of the overall problem. How to move toward that resolution is the question; many possibilities exist but some options and considerations, discussed in the next chapter, seem more likely to work than others.
Solvency: 1NC

Offshore wind fails

A. Grid problems

Conathan and Caperton 11 (Michael, Director of Oceans Policy and a Michael Senior Policy Analyst @ the Center for American Progress, “Offshore Wind Energy: The Benefits and the Barriers” June 1 2011) 

Of course, all the money in the world can’t make offshore wind a reality if the power system isn’t ready for it. This means we need to upgrade existing grid connections and build new transmission to handle new wind power. The simplest way for a single offshore wind farm to connect to the electric grid is to build a line from the project directly to the shore. But this will quickly prove inefficient as more and more projects come online. Each of those connections costs many millions of dollars, and they don’t necessarily connect to the most robust parts of the onshore grid. That’s why the most innovative project in this space is the Atlantic Wind Connection mentioned earlier. A better way to approach the interconnection challenge is to build one offshore transmission line that’s properly planned in the context of the existing grid. Then, each project would easily tie in to the line, saving all of the money from building a line to the shore.

B. NIMBY

Ouellette 11

(Gerry Ouellette is a retired aerospace engineer with extensive experience in electrical power generation, storage and distribution, and in defense, radar and navigation systems and technologies. “Problems with offshore wind farms not worth it” http://www.wind-watch.org/news/2011/04/21/problems-with-offshore-wind-farms-not-worth-it/)

Foreign problems with wind farmsThe problems associated with wind turbines and wind farms are widespread internationally. Feb. 14, The Associated Press and other news media including Bloomberg Business Week published an article oncourt battlesin the Netherlands and other European countries. I could not determine who first published the information, but key statements in most of the articles include: “Of some 200 wind energy projects studied in 2007-8 in Europe, 40 percent were ensnared in lawsuits, and 30 percent more faced slowdowns because of local resistance or questioning from nonprofit environmental groups, the association said. It had no figures on how many projects were killed before they got started.” Even many of the so called green organizations are against wind farms. In addition, they cannot produce electricity competitively and require massive government subsidies for both installation and subsequent operation. Rate payers are hit a double whammy, higher electric rates and higher taxes to pay the subsidies.

Hurricanes kill solvency 

Lewis 12

(Michael, “New Study Shows Risks of Hurricanes to Offshore Wind Turbines”, ThomasNet (Internet News Sevice), 2/29/12, http://news.thomasnet.com/green_clean/2012/02/29/new-study-shows-risks-of-hurricanes-to-offshore-wind-turbines/, Accessed 9/2/12, ASH)

The major finding of the study: Strong hurricanes could severely damage or even wipe out some of these offshore wind turbines.

Specifically, Jaramillo and her team looked at four areas where wind turbines are currently planned or in development: Galveston, Texas; Dare County, N.C., Atlantic County, N.J., and Dukes County, Mass.

One challenge to the Carnegie Mellon team was simply the new ground being broken; there are as of yet no offshore wind turbines in the U.S., though there are several in Europe.

“We spent a year looking at these areas because we determined that this is where there could be a lot of risk, based on their location,” Jaramillo said. “And Galveston, Texas, specifically interested us because there’s a meteorological tower near there.

“We had an inclination that these areas would be high risk,” Jaramillo continued, “but we didn’t know what the number would be.”

As it turned out, using a probalistic method worked on by student Stephen Rose, the researchers learned that there’s a 60 percent chance that at least one tower in a 50-turbine farm would buckle in a 20-year period in Galveston, and a 30 percent probability that more than half of the towers would be destroyed.

Mitchell Small explained a little bit about the mathematical method used.

“I worked on the statistical side of the project. We had to figure out what the uncertainty of the projections was, and we had to figure out the hurricane occurrence model,” Small said. “That model is (figuring out) how many hurricanes will hit, and how big they’ll be.

“And then there’s the damage function model, which relates what the maximum wind speed is during a hurricane, and at what point the turbines would buckle,” Small continued. “So what we found is, if you have 150 mile per hour winds, there’s got to be a 50 percent chance that this particular turbine would buckle, and if it goes to 180 miles per hour, then it goes up to 80 percent.”

In North Carolina, Jaramillo’s team discovered there is a 60 percent probability that at least one tower would suffer damage but only a nine percent chance that more than half would be destroyed.

**2NC**

CP Solves Federalism / A2 “CP Increases State Power”

The counterplan relegates the States to citing federal action – independent state court action key

Friedman, et al, 2001, Lawrence Friedman, Climenko-Thayer Lecturer on Law, Harvard Law School; Adjunct Professor of Law, Boston College Law School and Charles H. Baron, Professor of Law, Boston College Law School, December, 2001, (Boston College Law Review, 43 B.C. L. Rev 125, ARTICLE: Baker v. State and the Promise of the New Judicial Federalism, p. Lexis)
This is not a trivial point. While numerous state courts today invoke their sovereign authority to interpret their states' constitutions independently of the federal constitution in cases involving correlative  [*127]  provisions of the state and federal constitutions, 9 many continue to rely upon past and present federal precedents as the analytical beginning and end for state constitutional interpretation. Indeed, it is often the case that a state constitutional decision may reflect little in the way of substantive examination of a state constitutional provision beyond a discussion of the most nearly apposite U.S. Supreme Court opinion, whether it be a majority, concurrence, or dissent. 10 Citation to a federal opinion, in other words, too often serves as a substitute for the considered reasoning that should accompany a particular interpretation of a state's constitution. 11
The counterplan is lockstep – independent action is key to Federalism

Anderson, et al, 2007, Paul H. Anderson, an Associate Justice of the Minnesota Supreme Court. Julie A. Oseid, 2007, an Assistant Professor at the University of St. Thomas School of Law in Minneapolis, 2007, (Albany Law Review, 70 Alb. L. Rev. 865, ARTICLE: A DECISION TREE TAKES ROOT IN THE LAND OF 10,000 LAKES: MINNESOTA'S APPROACH TO PROTECTING INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS UNDER BOTH THE UNITED STATES AND MINNESOTA CONSTITUTIONS, p. Lexis)

The advantage of the lockstep approach is that it is the only approach not subject to the manipulation criticism because of its conformity with federal precedent. In other words, courts following the lockstep approach never vary from federal precedent, so they cannot be criticized for reaching a different result. Further, this approach promotes national uniformity that makes it easier for all parties involved, including judges, lawyers, and law enforcement officers, to apply one consistent rule. 60 But there are at least three major criticisms of the lockstep approach: it ignores a state court's duty to independently interpret its state constitution, it "contradicts the historical relationship between the state and federal constitutions," and it is inconsistent with the roles of state and federal courts in the traditional model of federalism. 61
Independent Action key to solve the net benefit – Federal precedent is too strong and will rope the State Court’s in

Robert A. Schapiro, ’98, Associate Professor, Emory University School of Law, Fall, 1998, (Roger Williams University Law Review, 4 Roger Williams U. L. Rev. 79, SYMPOSIUM: Separation of Powers in State Constitutional Law , Contingency and Universalism in State Separation of Powers Discourse, p. Lexis)
In addition to the theoretical obstacles to independent interpretation posed by the doubtful status of state community, other pragmatic and institutional factors support adherence to federal precedent. The federal Bill of Rights has spawned a vast body of decisional law filling in the abstract individual rights guarantees of the federal charter. Federal doctrine may involve complex features, but the substantial body of precedent helps to clarify many issues. If state courts follow federal doctrine, they can make use of these precedents. Because the federal individual rights guarantees apply directly to the states, a huge volume of decisions exist concerning the permissible conduct of state officials. Deviating from federal precedent presents the daunting task of pursuing a new, uncharted course. Even without wholesale adoption of federal law, state courts still could make use of the precedents as per [*84]  suasive authority, but substantial resources would be devoted to deciding which decisions to follow. Adhering to federal law means that decades of case law can be taken off the rack, without the cumbersome process of special tailoring. A ready-made source of legal explication is the incorporation doctrines's gift to state constitutions. Further, state courts are intimately familiar with federal doctrine because so much federal law, particularly in the criminal context, is applied in the first instance by state courts. Independent interpretation requires leaving the familiar and finely reticulated web of federal precedent.
Not only state judges, but other state officials too, must comprehend constitutional standards. Particularly in the area of police procedure, the federal Constitution imposes many, often complex, strictures on official action. Government officers must learn and understand what the Constitution requires. Police officers must know when they are permitted to search a car and when they must cease questioning a suspect. These issues arise daily, and officers must make rapid decisions without benefit of legal counsel. Assimilating state to federal doctrine ensures that state officials need learn only one body of law. Deviation from federal precedent would impose additional, potentially confusing requirements on officials. Ensuring uniformity in state and federal law facilitates officials' understanding and obeying the constitutional requirements.
Deferring to federal doctrine serves a related, institutional purpose as well. Because the federal Constitution binds the states, interpreting the state constitution in lockstep with the federal represents a kind of judicial passivity. State judges must enforce the federal protection of individual rights, and state officials must comply with federal constitutional dictates. A different state constitutional standard can only impose additional limits on official conduct. By interpreting the state constitution to mean the same as the federal, state courts give the maximum possible deference to the state executive and legislative branches. Adherence to federal doctrine thus represents a type of judicial restraint, a refusal by courts to place further restrictions on governmental actors.
B. Interpretive Implications of the Deference to FederalDoctrine
The presumptive deference to federal doctrine has profound consequences for the interpretation of state constitutions. To jus [*85]  tify independent interpretation, courts feel obligated to highlight distinctive features of state culture. Arguments for independent interpretation become celebrations of difference. For example, when deciding to interpret its free speech guarantee more broadly than the federal First Amendment, the Texas Supreme Court extolled "the unique values, customs, and traditions of our citizens." 15 The court noted with hostility that some scholars had the temerity to deny that states had distinctive characters. The court singled out for attack an article written by Professor James Gardner that questioned the concept of state distinctiveness. The court asserted: When contrasted with the just pride that our citizens feel in being Texans, perhaps this very writing by an Associate Professor at the Western New England College School of Law demonstrates how truly diverse this nation remains. Texans value our institutions and heritage, and our citizens would certainly dispute that their concerns are identical to those of the people of Rhode Island or North Dakota. 16 In support of its claim for a unique Texas free speech tradition, the court recited historical episodes in which heroes of the Texas past had demonstrated a fearless devotion to free expression, even in the face of great personal risk. 17 The tradition of such courageous outspokenness, the court asserted, justified interpreting Texas's free speech guarantees more broadly than those contained in the federal charter. Three justices rejected the majority's decision to interpret the Texas Constitution more expansively than the federal. These justices, though, accepted the premise of the majority. They agreed that distinctiveness provided a necessary and sufficient condition for deviating from federal doctrine. 18 However, they asserted that the particular right at issue, freedom of speech, could not properly be claimed as a Texas treasure. Rather, the value "transcended  [*86]  state lines." 19 Because Texas did not demonstrate a unique concern for freedom of expression, these justices concluded, the Texas Constitution should not be construed more broadly than the federal First Amendment. 20 A similar debate arose when the New York Court of Appeals contemplated whether to interpret the search and seizure provision of the state constitution more broadly than the Fourth Amendment. 21 The majority justified deviation from federal doctrine by citing New York's traditional "tolerance of the unconventional and of what may appear bizarre or even offensive." 22 The opinion occasioned a dissent rejecting the asserted New York tradition, while leaving unquestioned the premise that only distinctive features of the state could justify diverging from federal doctrine. 23
As these opinions indicate, the federal Constitution exerts a strong and not always salutary influence on state constitutional interpretation. Although judicial and academic arguments for state distinctiveness are colorful and provocative, they tend not to be wholly persuasive. The attempt to prove a unique state character leads courts into rather broad and unconvincing generalizations about the history and culture of a state. 24 If the hunt for distinctive state values proves unavailing, then courts defer to federal precedent, robbing the state constitution of independent significance. Whatever the attractiveness of federal doctrine, the assumption that the state constitution does not merit independent  [*87]  interpretation seems an unwarranted abdication of a court's interpretive duty. 25 Presuming that the state constitution adds no protection to the federal baseline seems especially odd in states, such as Rhode Island, in which the state constitution contains a specific assertion of interpretive independence: "The rights guaranteed by this Constitution are not dependent on those guaranteed by the Constitution of the United States." 26 

Even when courts break out of the community interpretive model, the pull of the federal Constitution remains powerful. As an alternative to citing distinctive state values to justify independent interpretation, courts sometimes rely on specific textual or historical differences between the state and federal charters. 27 The perceived need to justify divergence keeps courts focused narrowly on particular markers of difference, rather than relying on broader structural or explicitly value-based approaches. 28 The anxiety over deviating from federal doctrine limits the interpretive horizons.
States Theory: 50 State Fiat Good 2NC

2. Advocacy skills—limiting decisionmaking to the USFG forcloses on more effective political strategies 

Byrne, 8

Byrne, et al., 2008.

In Peter Droege eds. Urban Energy Transition: From Fossil Fuels to Renewable Power.

Oxford, UK: Elsevier Pps.27-53.

Center for Energy and Environmental Policy Established in 1980 at the University of Delaware, the Center is a leading institution for interdisciplinary graduate education, research, and advocacy in energy and environmental policy. CEEP is led by Dr. John Byrne, Distinguished Professor of Energy & Climate Policy at the University. For his contributions to Working Group III of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) since 1992, he shares the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize with the Panel's authors and review editors.
The political momentum built in US cities, states and regions to initiate climate mitigation and related efforts is to be contrasted with inaction by the US national government in addressing the climate challenge. Support for climate protection can be found in polling of Americans which points to 83% support among the country's citizens for greater national leadership in addressing climate change, and even deeper support for state andcommunity action to address climate concerns (Opinion Research Corporation 2006). If the American people appear to support such initiatives, the question becomes why are states, cities and regions leading the way, rather than the national government? US national politics has for decades exhibited a troubling amenability to the interests of fossil fuel and automaker lobbies (Leggett 2001; Public Citizen 2005; NRDC 2001). A recent example of this influence can be found in the history of the National Energy Policy Development Group, which took input 'principally' from actors associated with such interests (US General Accounting Office (GAO) 2003). At the same time, the national administration has been noted for the presence of individuals with backgrounds in the auto, mining, natural gas, electric, and oil industries, in positions at the White House, the Environmental Protection Agency, and the Departments, respectively, of Energy, Commerce, and the Interior (Bogardus, 2004; Drew and Oppel Jr 2004; NRDC, 2001). State-level politics may be able to obviate thisinfluence through their efforts to allow a more direct citizen influence upon decision making. For example, 23 states permit citizens to petition for a direct vote (Initiative and Referendum Institute 2007), a strategy that has helped ensure the advancement of environmentally minded initiatives within states in recent years, such as the State of Washington's enactment by ballot of an RPS proposal in 2006 (Initiative and Referendum Institute 2007).

3.  topic Education– the states CP IS THE TOPIC

Kay, 12

(Senior Extension Associate with the Community & Regional Development Institute-Cornell Dept. of Sociology, “Energy Federalism: Who Decides?,” http://devsoc.cals.cornell.edu/cals/devsoc/outreach/cardi/programs/loader.cfm?csModule=security/getfile&PageID=1071714)

Questions about energy production and consumption are acquiring renewed urgency in the 21st Century.  Some go to the heart of our nation’s system of federalism, as an underlying but ever-present friction mounts over the way in which decision making power has been divided between central and more locally distributed political units.  What is at stake?  According to one author, “the choice of regulatory forum often seems to determine the outcome of the controversy. That may explain why Americans have traditionally shed so much metaphorical and genuine blood deciding what are essentially jurisdictional disputes between governmental institutions.”

A number of factors have raised these issues into greater prominence.  Energy specific influences include the depletion of low cost oil, advances in energy extraction technology, and  increased awareness of the link between climate change and energy consumption and production.  Another element is the long standing but increasingly hardened absence of a broad based consensus over energy policy at the federal level, despite calls for such a policy that date back to at least the Nixon administration.  These have been superimposed on shifting political trends in other areas, including the expanding national political divide.  After the crest of federal adoption of new environmental legislation in the 1960’s and 1970’s, powerful and complex cross currents arose.  Mostly “conservative” and anti- (or anti-“big”) government forces mobilized in the devolution, deregulation, privatization, and property rights movements.  

In contrast, “progressive” movements evolved in response to increased globalization (of economic and environmental issues) and personalization (eg. of communications/information technology) by promoting global governance in some arenas and relocalization or local empowerment in others. Several energy examples being played out in New York State, as well as in other states and on the national stage, serve as useful and representative illustrations of the fundamental but insufficiently appreciated tensions raised. The first involves the spread of the controversial hydraulic fracturing technology that is used to extract oil and gas from “unconventional” reserves of shale and other rocks.  The second and third involve the generation and distribution of electricity:  where the authority to site electricity generating stations is vested, and who has the authority to site transmission lines that move electricity from their mostly rural points of extraction or generation to their mostly urban points of consumption. These are but a few among many examples that highlight the extent to which the proliferating threads of debate about energy federalism are being cinched into an increasingly dense tangle.
4. predictability--we have a solvency advocate 

Rabe 11 August 16, 2011Contested Federalism and American Climate Policy Barry G. Rabe Arthur Thurnau Professor Gerald Ford School of Public Policy University of Michigan Ann Arbor, MI 48109-3091 http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1902998&http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1902998&http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=4&ved=0CJYEEBYwAw&url=http%3A%2F%2Fpapers.ssrn.com%2Fsol3%2FDelivery.cfm%3Fabstractid%3D1902998&ei=7GbuT6PvF8ql8gPg7P2vDQ&usg=AFQjCNEIITSPrNZZxG0In8curYVGgat9cw 

State Positioning. In anticipation of an expanded federal role, states began to position themselves to influence federal policy, both through associations representing all 50 states as well as individual state attempts to shape the outcome of any future policy. Consequently, one could begin to consider states, both collectively and individually, as strategic actors engaged in intergovernmental lobbying in search of most favored status as the federal government moved onto terrain that they had long dominated. In some instances, this entailed state alliance with other entities, including industries and environmental advocacy groups. Organizations that represent the views of all states must of course contend with differences among their membership but generally find consensus positions that allow them to take fairly uniform stands in attempting to influence federal policy. Virtually all of these state-based entities took a fairly similar stance on possible expansion of the federal role in climate change, reflected in position papers, policy briefs, public workshops, and formal testimony aimed at the 111th Congress and the Obama Administration. They generally tended to endorse intergovernmental strategies that would protect existing state policies and allow for continued state innovation. They also sought to extract as much rent as possible, in the form of grants and other financial support, from the federal government to cover implementation costs, further promote their most promising renewable energy sources, and underwrite efforts to “adapt” to changing climates. Among those associations that represent elected state officials, for example, the National Governors Association and National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) took generally similar positions. This reflects some differences on issues such as vehicle emission standards, reflecting the regional divides noted above. But most other areas of climate change reflect a fairly uniform position, represented in a 2009 NCSL resolution that received overwhelming support: “Federal legislation should not preempt state or local governments from enacting policy options that differ from federal choices or from enacting stricter or stronger measures.” Those organizations that represent state agencies with a common function, such as the Environmental Council of the States (environmental protection agencies), the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (electricity regulatory boards), the National Association of State Energy Officials (energy departments), and the National Association of Clean Air Agencies (state and local air quality units), took similar stances, though tailored to their particular area. In short, these groups sought to protect state interests under contested federalism, whether giving states latitude to sustain existing policies or take additional steps in the future. At the same time, some individual states began to break ranks and sought preferred treatment for themselves under any expanded federal policy. Those states that sustained relatively low patterns of emissions growth and high levels of policy development sought special recognition in any federal cap-and-trade policy. This included supplemental credits for reductions that took place before a federal program would begin, as had occurred in the 1990s during creation of an emissions trading system for sulfur dioxide. In the case of Wisconsin, a state with a heavy manufacturing base, relatively high per capita emissions, but a considerable record of policy development, officials lobbied through reports and Congressional hearings for policies that would be particularly beneficial to their state. That included full return to Madison of any revenues that Washington might collect from Wisconsin under the auspices of cap and trade, flexibility in registering in-state forestry projects for carbon sequestration credits, and substantial federal support for Wisconsin’s renewable energy research and development program. Like Wisconsin, states increasingly began to pursue a pair of strategies simultaneously in intergovernmental negotiations, taking both collective stands as well as ones tailored to their particular advantage. In response, federal officials considering policy engagement must weigh how seriously they will consider these collective and individual state claims, given the different ways in which state and local interests are represented in the two chambers of Congress and the significant regional differences in energy production and consumption that are so central to climate policy. In the House, California (with the lowest per capita rate of carbon emissions of any state) has more than fifty times the voting power of Wyoming (with the highest per capita rate of carbon emissions of any state), reflecting their respective populations. But in the Senate, the two states have identical voting power. These realities have long made the intersection of energy and environmental protection among the most contentious in American politics, given varied degrees of economic dependence between states on the extraction of fossil fuels and their use in meeting core energy needs (Lowry 2008). Any emerging federal policy must run this political gauntlet successfully, while also weighing the positions of the states against all other organized interests. Indeed, each interest is likely to prefer its own balance between federal and state authority in any emerging climate policy. This raises the possibility of very distinct policy alternatives, each of which would tilt the intergovernmental system in very different ways.
**5. effective policy analysis 

Rabe, 8

(Prof of Public Policy-Ford School at Michigan, “States on Steroids: The Intergovernmental Odyssey of American Climate Policy,” Review of Policy Research, Vol. 25, Issue 2, March)
Climate change has conventionally been framed as an issue that would be addressed by an international regime established through negotiation among nation-states. The experience of policy development in the decade following the signing of the Kyoto Protocol indicates that climate change also needs to be examined as a challenge of multilevel governance. The increasinglycentral role of state governments in American climate policy formation squares with recent experience in other Western democracies that share authority across governmental levels. This paper examines the American experience, considering factors that have contributed to a state-centric policy process and using that body of experience to assess competing strategic choices faced by individual states based on their mix of emission trends and policy adoption rates. In turn, the collective state experience allows for consideration of the varied political feasibility of competing climate policy toolsthat remain under active review in subnational, national, and international contexts. The paper concludes with a set of scenarios that explore different ways in which a state-centric system may be integrated with expanding involvement at the national level. Most scholarly and journalistic analysis presents the odyssey of climate change policy in the United States as if America was a unitary system of government. This leads to a familiar tale, whereby the federal government signed the Kyoto Protocol in 1997, spurned ratification four years later, and neither the Clinton nor subsequent Bush Administration and respective Congresses have been able to agree to anything beyond climate research funding and voluntary reduction programs. At the same time, conventional analysis has assumed that climate policy would entail bargaining and implementation among nations, culminating in a world climate regime. More than a decade after the signing of Kyoto, it is increasingly evident that climate policy is proving far messier than prevailing depictions had anticipated. The Kyoto process is in tatters, attributable not only to American disengagement but also to an inability of many ratifying nations to honor their commitments. This is reflected in numerous failures to approach pledged emissions reductions, as in the Canadian and Japanese cases, or to successfully implement national or multinational policies, as in the stumbles of the Emissions Trading Scheme in the European Union. There also continues to be enormous uncertainty about engagement by developing nations, at the very point where China is primed to eclipse the United States as the world's leading national source of greenhouse gases. But perhaps the biggest single surprise as climate policy continues to evolve is that in the American case and many others, it is becoming increasingly evident that climate policy constitutes an issue of federalism or multilevel governance. As the recent emergence of California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger as a claimant to the title of “world leader” in the development of far-reaching climate policy attests, individual units across different federal or multilevel governance systems may have more in common with one another in climate policy than they have with the neighboring units of their overall federation. Indeed, one can see stronger parallels between such jurisdictions as Connecticut and Sweden, Pennsylvania and Germany, New York and New South Wales, and North Carolina and Ontario than exists across many members of the same federation. This paper will focus primarily on the American case, considering more than a decade of state and federal policy experience and attempting to distill lessons that could guide future policy development. First, it will offer an overview of American subnational policy development, attempting to provide a review of the tapestry of policies that have been enacted over the past decade and some of the key factors that have led to such a robust state response in the absence of federal mandates or incentives. Second, this will lead to a consideration of the divergent paths taken by the 50 states, reflected in their carbon dioxide emission trends since 1990 and varied levels of climate policy development. This section will explore the unique contexts facing various states, particularly the differing strategic considerations for them (and for their representatives in Congress) as they consider unilateral policy steps or the possibility of federal policy in the 110th Congress and beyond. Third, the collective state experience offers some possible lessons for future policy development at either subnational or national levels. In particular, we will see that there appears to be a nearly inverse relationship between those policies that policy analysts tend to endorse as holding the greatest promise to reduce emissions in a cost-effective manner and the political feasibility of respective policy options. These patterns could offer significant lessons for the future of climate policy development, outlining both challenges and opportunities for future policy whether enacted at the single-state, multistate, or federal levels. Finally, we look ahead and consider alternative scenarios for future development of American climate policy, building on recent experience to anticipate possible next directions (Selin & VanDeveer, 2007).

Don’t Solve Warming

Extend Lomborg 12-the reliance on backup systems means there is no decrease in emissions and demand for fluctuating power makes plants inefficient increasing emissions.

Turn: Inefficiency from changes in power generation mean the aff makes warming WORSE

Taylor ’10
– managing editor of Environment & Climate News (James M, “Study: Wind Power Raises CO2 Emissions”, July 13, http://news.heartland.org/newspaper-article/2010/07/13/study-wind-power-raises-co2-emissions, )

Efforts to reduce U.S. carbon dioxide emissions by replacing coal and natural gas with wind power appear to be doing more harm than good as a new study finds replacing coal and natural gas with wind power increases CO2 emissions. Government policies designed to fight global warming by encouraging, subsidizing, or mandating renewable power may be making global warming worse, the study suggests. Baseload Emissions Affected In a paper published at the Web site Master Resource, electrical engineer Kent Hawkins shows when wind power surpasses 5 percent of power generated, the frequent ramping up and ramping down of other power sources to compensate for wind’s unpredictable variability causes such inefficiency in power generation that overall carbon dioxide emissions rise. The effect is similar to that of automobile gas mileage. A driver who sustains a consistent speed of 60 miles per hour will get better gas mileage than one who frequently accelerates and decelerates between 45 and 75 mph. The inefficiency caused by frequently ramping up and ramping down vehicle speed is substantial enough that the vehicle driven at variable speeds will burn up more gasoline than one with a lower fuel economy rating driven at a consistent speed. Hawkins found the same effect when studying power plants in the Netherlands, Colorado, and Texas which switched some of their generation from coal and natural gas to wind power. Because wind speeds are variable and unpredictable, plant operators were forced frequently to vary the ordinarily steady, constant generation of baseload power to back up variable wind power. Whereas a small amount of wind power generation helped reduce carbon dioxide emissions, emissions began surpassing prior levels once wind power exceeded 5 percent of the power mix. “The efficiency of those carbon-based [baseload] plants is affected by incorporating wind energy into the system,” explained Hawkins. “When a plant’s efficiency is reduced, its fuel consumption and emissions increase, causing unintended consequences that wind proponents do not disclose. Requiring even larger amounts of renewable energy through renewable portfolio standards will only exacerbate this problem.”
Won’t solve warming – their authors overstate benefits – best case scenario is 2.5% reduction.  Pref our ev- most recent and exhaustive studies.

Bryce ’11
 – senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute (Robert, “T. Boone’s Windy Misadventure And the Global Backlash Against Wind Energy”, July 28, http://www.energytribune.com/articles.cfm/8120/T-Boones-Windy-Misadventure-And-the-Global-Backlash-Against-Wind-Energy, )

<The final issue to be addressed is the one that drives the wind energy devotees to total distraction: carbon dioxide. For years, it has been assumed that wind energy can provide a cost-effective method of reducing carbon dioxide emissions. The reality: wind energy’s carbon dioxide-cutting benefits are vastly overstated. Furthermore, if wind energy does help reduce carbon emissions, those reductions are likely too expensive to be used on any kind of scale. Those are the findings of an exhaustive new study from Bentek Energy, a Colorado-based energy analytics firm. Rather than rely on computer models that use theoretical emissions data, the authors of the study, Porter Bennett and BranninMcBee, analyzed actual emissions data from electric generation plants located in four regions: the Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Bonneville Power Administration, California Independent System Operator, and the Midwest Independent System Operator. Those four system operators serve about 110 million customers, or about one-third of the US population. Bennett and McBee looked at more than 300,000 hourly records from 2007 through 2009. Their results show that the American Wind Energy Association (AWEA) and other wind boosters have vastly overstated wind’s ability to cut sulfur dioxide, nitrous oxide, and carbon dioxide. Indeed, the study found that in some regions of the country, like California, using wind energy doesn’t reduce sulfur dioxide emissions at all. But the most important conclusion from the study is that wind energy is not “a cost-effective solution for reducing carbon dioxide if carbon is valued at less than $33 per ton.” With the US economy still in recession and unemployment numbers near record levels, Congress cannot, will not, attempt to impose a carbon tax, no matter how small. The wind industry’s apologists are desperate to dismiss the Bentek study, which is a more thorough version of a similar study the firm did in early 2010. But the Bentek study is similar to several other studies that have come to almost identical conclusions. For instance, in 2003, a paper presented at the International Energy Workshop in Laxenburg, Austria by a group of Estonian researchers concluded that using traditional power plants to compensate for the highly variable, incurably intermittent electricity produced by wind turbines “eliminates the major part of the expected positive effect of wind energy,” and that “In some cases the environmental gain from the wind energy use was lost almost totally.” In 2004, the Irish Electricity Supply Board found that as the level of wind capacity increases, “the CO2 emissions actually increase as a direct result of having to cope with the variation of wind-power output.” A 2008 article published in the journal Energy Policy, James Oswald and his two co-authors concluded that increased use of wind will likely cause utilities to invest in lower-efficiency gas-fired generators that will be switched on and off frequently, a move that further lowers their energy efficiency. Upon publication of the study, Oswald said that carbon dioxide savings from wind power “will be less than expected, because cheaper, less efficient [gas-fired] plant[s] will be used to support these wind power fluctuations. Neither these extra costs nor the increased carbon production are being taken into account in the government figures for wind power.” In November 2009, Kent Hawkins, a Canadian electrical engineer, published a detailed analysis on the frequency with which gas-fired generators must be cycled on and off in order to back up wind power. Hawkins findings: the frequent switching on and off results in more gas consumption than if there were no wind turbines at all. His analysis suggests that it would be more efficient in terms of carbon dioxide emissions to simply run combined-cycle gas turbines on a continuous basis rather than use wind turbines backed up by gas-fired generators that are constantly being turned on and off. Hawkins concludes that wind power is not an “effective CO2 mitigation” strategy “because of inefficiencies introduced by fast-ramping (inefficient) operation of gas turbines.” If wind energy doesn’t effectively cut carbon dioxide, then the wind sector has few reasons to exist. The Global Wind Energy Council claims that reducing the amount of carbon dioxide into atmosphere “is the most important environmental benefit from wind power generation.” For its part, the American Wind Energy Association insists that the wind business “could avoid 825 million tons of carbon dioxide annually by 2030.” That 825 million tons sounds like a lot. It’s not. In 2010, global carbon dioxide emissions totaled 33.1 billion tons. Thus, if the US went on a wind energy binge, and installed thousands of turbines in every available location, doing so might reduce global carbon dioxide emissions by about 2.5%.And that calculation assumes that global carbon dioxide emissions will stay flat over the next two decades. They won’t.>

Defense: Warming—Ext 1--Adaptation 2NC (:40

Tech advances faster than feedbacks

Indur Goklany, PhD., “Misled on Climate change: How the UN IPCC (and others) Exaggerate the Impacts of Global Warming,” POLICY STUDY n. 399, Reason Foundation, 12—11, 12.

The second major reason why future adaptive capacity has been underestimated (and the impacts of global warming systematically overestimated) is that few impact studies consider secular technological change.25 Most assume that no new technologies will come on line, although some do assume greater adoption of existing technologies with higher GDP per capita and, much less frequently, a modest generic improvement in productivity. Such an assumption may have been appropriate during the Medieval Warm Period, when the pace of technological change was slow, but nowadays technological change is fast (as indicated in Figures 1 through 5) and, arguably, accelerating. It is unlikely that we will see a halt to technological change unless so-called precautionary policies are instituted that count the costs of technology but ignore its benefits, as some governments have already done for genetically modified crops and various pesticides. 

Geoengineering solves

Kenny Hodgart, “Chop and Change,” SOUTH CHINA MORNING POST, 5—13—12, p. 28+.

Research is already being carried out on the viability of geoengineering - a catch-all term for technologies that sequester CO2 or other greenhouse gases from the atmosphere or cool the planet through solar radiation management - while more resources can and, for reasons quite apart from rising sea levels, probably should be invested in sea and flood defences around the world
. After all, the Dutch mastered this aspect of hydraulics in the 16th century. Former British chancellor  Nigel Lawson, who chairs the London-based sceptic think tank The Global Warming Policy Foundation, has written that, "adaptation will enable us, if and when it is necessary, greatly to reduce the adverse consequences of global warming, at far less cost than mitigation [emissions reduction], to the point where for the world as a whole, these are unlikely greatly to outweigh (if indeed they outweigh at all) the customarily overlooked benefits of global warming". 

Defense: Warming—Ext 4--China

No modeling--even if it happens it won’t be big enough or fast enough because an international agreement is key

Pielke, Professor Enviro Studies U of Colorado, 8-6-’12 (Roger, “Climate of Failure” Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/08/06/climate_of_failure)

The heady days of early 2009, when advocates for global action on climate change anticipated world leaders gathering later that year around a conference table in Copenhagen to reach a global agreement, are but a distant memory. Today, with many of these same leaders focusing their attention on jumpstarting economic growth, environmental issues have taken a back seat. For environmentalists, it may seem that climate policy has dropped from the political agenda altogether. They're right. The world's biggest emitters have reached a consensus of sorts, but not the one hoped for in Copenhagen. In the United States, President Barack Obama has borrowed his energy policy -- "all of the above" -- from the Republicans. Europe has dithered on any further commitments to emissions reductions as governments have been completely consumed by the euro crisis. China and India have used the follow-on conferences to Copenhagen, held in Durban and Cancun, to decisively push international climate negotiations into the long weeds. Leaders' attention to climate policy is not coming back -- at least not in any form comparable to the plans being discussed just a few years ago. 
Copenhagen will likely be remembered as the moment when advocates for action lost their innocence. For more than a decade, expectations had been raised for a grand global bargain to put a price on carbon that would compel a major reduction in greenhouse-gas emissions -- notably carbon dioxide -- over the coming decades. To understand why this bargain failed requires a basic understanding of where carbon dioxide comes from and how it is reduced. A very simple but powerful framework for such an understanding was proposed in the 1980s by Japanese scientist Yoichi Kaya. Kaya explained that future carbon dioxide emissions would be the product of four factors: population, economic activity, how we obtain our energy, and how we use that energy. We can simplify these four factors even further. Population and income together are simply GDP, or aggregate economic activity, and the production and consumption of energy reflect the technologies of energy supply and demand. The resulting Kaya Identity -- as his equation has come to be called -- simply says: Emissions = GDP x Technology With this simple equation before us, we can see the fundamental challenge to reducing emissions: A rising GDP, all else equal, leads to more emissions. But if there is one ideological commitment that unites nations and people around the world in the early 21st century, it is that GDP growth is non-negotiable. Right now, leaders on six different continents are focused on efforts to grow GDP, and with it jobs and wealth. They're not as worried about emissions. If you spend any time in the midst of the climate debate, it won't be long before you will be assailed by those who would like to argue that economic growth is unnecessary or even wrong, and stopping it is a key to reducing emissions. I hear these arguments mostly from wealthy liberal academics in posh university towns across the richer parts of the world. Noted environmental activist Bill McKibben, for example, frequently makes the case that "growth may be the one big habit we finally must break," and he is far from a lone voice. But of course, no candidate has ever secured political office on an anti-growth platform. One has to live in a thickly insulated bubble to think that stopping or reversing growth could ever be a feasible way to reduce emissions. So what's the solution, then? The Kaya Identity tells us that instead of GDP, the focus must be on technology, and here the math is surprisingly simple. Stabilizing the level of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere would require more than 90 percent of the energy we consume to come from carbon-free sources like nuclear, wind, or solar. Policymakers often discuss reducing annual emissions by 80 percent from 1990 levels. But emissions today are already more than 45 percent higher than in 1990, so that higher level implies a need to cut by more than 90 percent from today's levels. Put another way, in round numbers, we could keep at most 10 percent of our current energy supply, and 90 percent or more would have to be replaced with a carbon-free alternative. Today, about 10 percent of the energy that we consume globally comes from carbon-free sources -- leaving a long way to go. Frustratingly, this 90 percent threshold for carbon-free energy supply is largely independent of how much energy the world consumes. Every major projection of future energy consumption foresees growth in energy demand around the world, which makes sense when you consider that today 2 billion people or more lack basic access to energy. Energy demand is skyrocketing in China and India, and eventually will in Africa. But even letting your imagination go wild and envisioning a future world that consumes half of the energy we do today would still require that more than 80 percent of our energy supply be carbon-free. This isn't a statement about the feasibility or desirability of improved energy efficiency; it's just math. Consider this: If the goal is to stabilize the amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere at a low level by 2050 (in precise terms, at 450 parts per million or less), then the world would need to deploy a nuclear power plant worth of carbon free energy every day between now and 2050. For wind or solar, the figures are even more daunting. For several decades, the dominant view among climate specialists was that imposing a high price on carbon emissions -- whether through a tax or a traded permit system -- would create the economic incentive necessary to stimulate the green energy innovation needed. Unfortunately, the track record of such schemes is not encouraging. Any policy that depends for its success on creating economic stress on consumers (or voters) to motivate massive change is a policy doomed to fail. Voters typically respond to higher energy prices by voting out of office any politician or party who is perceived to be working against their economic interests. Supporters of carbon pricing have no good answer for the politics. Australia has tried to get around this problem by subsidizing its relatively low carbon tax with broader income-tax reform -- that is, the government is returning to consumers more money than is collected by the tax. But the policy still remains wildly unpopular, with 38 percent of the public feeling worse off under the tax and only 5 percent feeling better off one month after its introduction, despite consistent strong support for non-specific action on climate. Or consider Germany, where the government, having expressed a desire to shut down nuclear and fossil-fuel power altogether, is quickly waking up to reality. German politicians have begun to realize that their present choices are more carbon-intensive fossil fuel, more nuclear, or letting the lights go out. The impotence of the European Emissions Trading Scheme, due to an excess of tradable permits resulting from the economic downturn, actually creates incentives for more coal -- in 2012, black coal consumption is expected to increase by 13.5 percent. The Economist recently concluded that for Germany, "Greenhouse-gas emissions are likely to be higher than they would have been [without the nuclear shutdown] for quite a while to come." Efforts to secure a high carbon price to create incentives for change still have staunch advocates in the environmental community, despite the little evidence that it can work. Advocates for carbon pricing typically argue that the costs are low or even nonexistent. The typical basis for such claims is an economic model that projects net costs over the better part of a century, with claims of low costs based on that aggregated, hypothetical sum. Such models, often laden with dodgy assumptions -- such as predictions of the magnitude and pace of future technological innovation in energy -- offer little solace to the politician who runs for election every two years and whose political fortunes hinge on the actual short-term costs. The evidence that a high carbon tax is politically infeasible seems irrefutable, based on experience and common sense. Yet, even so, to try to push the debate forward, advocates constantly seek to demonstrate that climate change is taking place with high tangible costs, as if to try to rebalance the cost-benefit math. Such efforts to stoke alarm have no apparent limit, no matter how tenuous the science. For instance, even though scientists, including the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), have observed that the magnitude of drought in the central United States has actually decreased over the past century, there has been a rush to attribute the 2012 drought solely to human causes. Thomas Homer-Dixon, a Canadian economist, cheered on the drought and its devastation, writing "It sounds harsh, but in light of these realities, this year's U.S. drought is good news ... fears about imperiled food security may be our best hope for breaking through widespread climate-change denial and generating the political pressure to do something."

Even if the plan is modeled it won’t occur quickly enough – China would have to change course within 5 years

Tu, Senior Associate Energy and Climate at Carnegie, 2-16-’12 (Kevin, “China Holds Key to Climate Change” Diplomat, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2012/02/16/china-holds-key-to-climate-change/9p96)

For the past two decades, international climate change negotiations have been marred by a North-South split. With the conclusion of the U.N. Climate Change Conference in Durban at the end of last year, the first cornerstone was laid for increased global cooperation. The actual architecture of meaningful long-term action remains elusive, however, as global governance finds itself preoccupied with other geopolitical and economic trials. Indeed, it will be China and the world’s largest carbon emitters – not U.N. summits – that determine the nature of the climate challenge in the immediate years ahead. To be sure, a number of symbolic successes were achieved in Durban. The Kyoto Protocol was extended into a second phase that will begin in 2013, the Green Climate Fund was endorsed as the primary vehicle to support low-carbon investment in the developing world, and the “Durban Platform” was created to guide negotiations over a new climate regime that will cover both developed and developing countries by 2020. Yet while Durban delegates worked diligently to save the process, it’s still uncertain whether the environment will be an equal beneficiary. The parties that will participate in the second Kyoto Protocol commitment period account for only around 15 percent of global emissions. Additionally, the $100 billion Green Climate Fund is still a mostly empty vessel, with the United States insisting on a large role for private sector funding while least developed countries and small island states argue that their vulnerability demands robust funding from developed country governments. The Durban Platform promises an apparent denouement to years of disagreement over the nature of differentiated responsibilities, but the language is too ambiguous and the timeline too remote for the Platform to make any immediate dent in cumulative emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases. Multilateralism is a time-intensive affair, but the world’s coal mines, cars, and consumption are unlikely to slow down as the diplomats deliberate. The International Energy Agency estimates that existing energy-related infrastructure is likely to lock the world in on a dangerous climate path unless there’s a serious course correction by 2017. As a new climate governance structure waits to be born, it’s an unlikely candidate to provide such immediate change. Instead, the international community will be watching China – the world’s largest carbon emitter since 2006 – to see how it manages its own domestic energy, economic, and environmental dynamics. China’s twelfth Five Year Plan, for 2011 to 2015, includes a 17 percent carbon-intensity reduction target to support China’s broader international pledge to reduce emissions intensity by 40 percent to45 percent by 2020 relative to 2005. This goal is hardly ambitious – projections supplied by both the Paris-based International Energy Agency and the Beijing-based Energy Research Institute suggest that this is already the business-as-usual emissions trajectory. The growth of market-based emissions reduction mechanisms in China will be more significant. The Durban outcomes can encourage central and local governments to innovate with cap-and-trade pilot programs, such as those already underway in seven Chinese cities and provinces. From Beijing to Shanghai to Guangdong, officials and market participants will need to lay the groundwork for credible emissions data collection and verification, activities that will also benefit China’s capacity to participate in whatever global mechanism is brought to fruition by the Durban Platform. More progress has been made on cap-and-trade systems than a straightforward carbon tax, and these systems are likely to maintain their privileged position in the next couple of years due to the socio-economic and administrative obstacles that a carbon tax would encounter. Many questions remain regarding the future path of China’s energy sector. The 2011 Fukushima Daiichi disaster in Japan cast doubt on how big a role nuclear energy may play in placing the Chinese economy on a less carbon-intensive trajectory. As the country scales back its overly ambitious nuclear plans, it is increasing support for renewable development and will import more gas to substitute carbon-intensive coal. Chinese clean technology enterprises are beginning to assume powerful positions in the global marketplace, particularly in wind, solar and new energy vehicles. The Chinese government may also grow more serious about capping national energy consumption and national coal production. However, these command and control style policy initiatives may have a detrimental impact on the country’s coal statistical reporting if they aren’t appropriately designed to ensure cooperation from local governments. A major effort will be needed by climate envoys, chiefly those from the world’s largest carbon emitters, to steer the Durban Platform toward a meaningful and robust new climate agreement by 2015. And their leaders back home must be both globally focused and domestically bold – two qualities likely to be in short supply amidst the economic and political upheavals that continue to unfold. If the climate crisis is at its core a crisis of global governance, then the cumulative efficacy of actions undertaken by major carbon emitters, such as those in China’s Twelfth Five Year Plan, is what really matters for the world in the years ahead 

No Biod

ecosystems are resilient

NIPCC 11. Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change. Surviving the unprecedented climate change of the IPCC. 8 March 2011. http://www.nipccreport.org/articles/2011/mar/8mar2011a5.html

In a paper published in Systematics and Biodiversity, Willis et al. (2010) consider the IPCC (2007) "predicted climatic changes for the next century" -- i.e., their contentions that "global temperatures will increase by 2-4°C and possibly beyond, sea levels will rise (~1 m ± 0.5 m), and atmospheric CO2will increase by up to 1000 ppm" -- noting that it is "widely suggested that the magnitude and rate of these changes will result in many plants and animals going extinct," citing studies that suggest that "within the next century, over 35% of some biota will have gone extinct (Thomas et al., 2004; Solomon et al., 2007) and there will be extensive die-back of the tropical rainforest due to climate change (e.g. Huntingford et al., 2008)." On the other hand, they indicate that some biologists and climatologists have pointed out that "many of the predicted increases in climate have happened before, in terms of both magnitude and rate of change (e.g. Royer, 2008; Zachos et al., 2008), and yet biotic communities have remained remarkably resilient (Mayle and Power, 2008) and in some cases thrived (Svenning and Condit, 2008)." But they report that those who mention these things are often "placed in the 'climate-change denier' category," although the purpose for pointing out these facts is simply to present "a sound scientific basis for understanding biotic responses to the magnitudes and rates of climate change predicted for the future through using the vast data resource that we can exploit in fossil records." Going on to do just that, Willis et al. focus on "intervals in time in the fossil record when atmospheric CO2 concentrations increased up to 1200 ppm, temperatures in mid- to high-latitudes increased by greater than 4°C within 60 years, and sea levels rose by up to 3 m higher than present," describing studies of past biotic responses that indicate "the scale and impact of the magnitude and rate of such climate changes on biodiversity." And what emerges from those studies, as they describe it, "is evidence for rapid community turnover, migrations, development of novel ecosystems and thresholds from one stable ecosystem state to another." And, most importantly in this regard, they report "there is very little evidence for broad-scale extinctions due to a warming world." In concluding, the Norwegian, Swedish and UK researchers say that "based on such evidence we urge some caution in assuming broad-scale extinctions of species will occur due solely to climate changes of the magnitude and rate predicted for the next century," reiterating that "the fossil record indicates remarkable biotic resilience to wide amplitude fluctuations in climate."
Federalism: 2NC (No Terror Retaliation)

No retaliation—no targets, public opposition and international outcry make it impossible—that’s bremmer

Democracy checks

Joseph F. Pilat, Research Assoc. – Int’l Inst. For Strat. Studies, ’99 (Survival 40.4, “WMD Terrorism: An Exchange”) 
The belief that NBC terrorist acts will have an impact disproportionate to their real physical damage because of public health hysteria about WMD is not groundless, but it is exaggerated. Falkenrath himself recognises that NBC attacks are unlikely to be apocalyptic, but he does not follow his own logic to its conclusion. The belief that widespread panic or perhaps the collapse of public order would result from such attacks is speculative and ill-founded. The societal responses to accidents or natural disasters that produce massive destruction or disruption have been on the whole measured and reasonable: public order in Japan did not collapse in the wake of the Kobe earthquake of 1995 or the subway gassing in Tokyo. The strength and resilience of liberal-democratic societies in the face of such threats tends to be underestimated.
especially true of Obama

Ruwe ‘08 [Daniel, “Barack Obama: Gaffe Machine,” The Next Right, May 28, http://www.thenextright.com/daniel-ruwe/barack-obama-gaffe-machine]

Another revealing Obama quote is his answer to a debate question regarding a hypothetical terrorist attack on an American city. (Remember when there was a presidential debate about every two weeks? That seems so long ago). Obama’s answer: “the first thing we’d have to do is make sure we’ve got an effective emergency response, something that this administration failed to do when we had a hurricane in New Orleans. And I think we have to review how we operate in the event of not only a natural disaster but also a terrorist attack. The second thing is to make sure that we’ve got good intelligence. . . . But what we can’t do is then alienate the world community based on faulty intelligence, based on bluster and bombast.” If that answer still is Obama’s position (Obama’s views are maddeningly hard to pin down), then he clearly has not the vaguest idea of how to respond to a terrorist attack. The emergency response required for a terrorist attack is completely different than that required for a natural disaster—for example, natural disasters are handled first by state and local governments, while terrorist attacks fall squarely into the federal government’s bailiwick. In addition, terrorist attacks are preventable. Also, Obama might want to consider retaliating against those who attacked us, a concept missing from his reply. Lack of retaliation against America’s enemies seems to be a premise of his foreign policy—if we talk to them, they won’t attack us. He seems to base his opposition to the Iraq War not so much on the strategic reasons behind it, but because he seems to think that war in general is almost always unacceptable. This quote is revealing because he rarely enunciates this idea so openly.

Defense: Terror--Bio—2NC

Threat exaggerated—empirical record proves

Gregory D. Koblentz, Assistant Professor, Department of Public and International Affairs and Deputy Director, Biodefense Program, George Mason University, "Biosecurity Reconsidered," INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, Spring 2010, p. 96+, ASP.

The threat of bioterrorism, however, may not be as severe as some have portrayed it to be. Few terrorist groups have attempted to develop a biological weapons capability, and even fewer have succeeded. Prior to the anthrax letter attacks in 2001, only one group, the disciples of guru Bhagwan Shree Rajneesh in Oregon, managed to cause any casualties with a biological agent. 86 The U.S. intelligence community estimates that of the fifteen terrorist groups that have expressed an interest in acquiring biological weapons, only three have demonstrated a commitment to acquiring the capability to cause mass casualties with these weapons. 87 Groups such as Japan's Aum Shinrikyo and al-Qaida have demonstrated the desire to cause mass casualties and an interest in using disease as a weapon. Despite concerted efforts by both groups to produce deadly pathogens and toxins, however, neither has caused any casualties with such weapons, let alone developed a weapon capable of causing mass casualties. The failures experienced by these groups illustrate the significant hurdles that terrorists face in progressing beyond crude weapons suitable for assassination and the contamination of food supplies to biological weapons based on aerosol dissemination technology that are capable of causing mass casualties. 88

Defense: Terror--Bio—A2 “Escalation”

No CBW escalation.

Roberts, Research Fellow in International Security Studies at CSIS, 04 (Brad, “The Prospects for Biological War in the Middle East,” www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cpc-pubs/biostorm/roberts.doc)

 The logic that would lead to the use of biological weapons seems clearly to be missing in a couple of the conflict potentialities described above.  In anti-regime, low-intensity conflicts, the use of biological weapons seems quite unlikely.  The violent Islamic and other oppositionist movements of concern here are seeking to mobilize public support, to cast existing governments as illegitimate, and generally to create the political conditions that enable them to emerge as successors to the regimes they are attacking.  The use of biological weapons could run counter to these interests.1  The use of a banned weapon—especially its use to generate broad suffering among civilians—could de-legitimize these movements in the eyes of their intended domestic supporters, and perhaps internationally as well. Some groups depend substantially on international support, such as the groups supporting Palestinian and Kurdish statehood.  This may be less true of those Islamic groups that have claimed a holy writ for their chosen tactics.  Moreover, in many if not all of the countries where such movements are a concern, there is a significant measure of external, usually covert, meddling; the meddling states have interests that could be damaged if BW use were to result in international condemnation, sanctions, and even military action.  A disturbing footnote to this analysis relates to the potential utility of biological weapons for attacks not on humans but on plants and animals; anti-regime actors could potentially find such attacks useful for destabilizing a country without unduly risking a punishing reply and perhaps without alienating excessively the target state’s human population.2  Again, this may be less true of some of the Islamic groups, who perceive a strong base of support among those who are politically and economically disenfranchised. 

Defense: Rels Don’t Matter—Topshelf 1NC
Cooperation inevitable--shared values, economic ties, and issue specific coop
McCormick 6 The War on Terror and Contemporary U.S.-European Relations James M. McCormick 1 1 Iowa State University ABSTRACT 
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Even if the conceptual gap were to narrow only slightly over U.S. foreign policy generally and terrorism particularly, powerful international and domestic constraints remain, which may motivate both the United States and Europe to close the action gap. In other words, certain existing constraints may actually serve as incentives to close the action gap between these two global actors in the near term. Some of these constraints result from the common ties that already exist, but others are unique to the United States and Europe.First, of course, the United States and Europe are still bound together by a set of underlying common values and beliefs that brought them together during the Cold War after World War II, albeit no longer with the Soviet Union acting as a lone star guiding policy formulation. Those common values and beliefs are hardly empty notions to the vast majority of Europeans and Americans, particularly not to the new European states that have escaped communist rule since the fall of the Berlin Wall. How those values should be advanced will surely remain as a source of disagreement both within and between Europe and America, but those values will undoubtedly continue to serve as incentives for all parties to seek some policy accommodations. Second, Europe and America are fundamentally tied by the significant economic links that serve as the "sticky power" (Mead 2004, 46-53; Mead 2005, 29-36) between them. Indeed, economic ties remain very strong, despite recent political differences and lingering disputes over access to both participants' markets (Drozdiak 2005). Third, the often unspoken levels of cooperation on terrorism—for example, in the areas of law enforcement, intelligence matters, or the tracking of financial matters—remain in place, even in the face of more visible political differences over Iraq and the wider war on terrorism. Moreover, the events of 3/11/04 in Madrid and 7/7/05 in London continue to provide very powerful incentives for this kind of transatlantic cooperation. In this sense, these different kinds of "ties that bind"—and continue to bind—should not be forgotten as important sources of momentum to seek common ground between America and Europe. 

Turkey/Greece

Turkey’s attempt to join the EU will prevent war with Greece.
Scott Keefer 03, recent graduate of Georgetown’s LLM Program in Int’l and Comparative Law, Spring 2003, Cardozo Journal of International and Comparative Law, 11 Cardozo J. Int’l & Comp. L. 55, p. Lexis
There will be risks in splitting the decision-making process. The implicit threat of force by Turkey could impact direct negotiations. But the use of force to resolve this dispute grows less likely as Turkey attempts to enter the European Union.
 Greece holds a significant bargaining tool in its ability to either hamper or aid a Turkish bid to join the European Union that may prove a greater weight than military force. During the Kardak Crisis, the European Union solidly supported Greece, holding that Greek borders were part of the external borders of the Union and that Turkey’s claims challenged the status quo in violation of international law.

No hot war between Turkey and Greece

Stephen F. Mann 01, US Navy Lieutenant, Masters in National Security Affairs from the Naval Postgraduate School, March 2001, “The Greek-Turkish Dispute in the Aegean Sea,” http://theses.nps.navy.mil/Thesis_01mar_Mann.pdf
It is generally accepted that the dispute will not boil into hot war 119; though they.ve been at the brink of war many times, for example in 1987 over the oil reserves (see Chapter IV, section B) and 1996 over Imia/Kardak (see Chapter II, section E), at least until now both countries always stop short. Among the reasons for Greece is that she is a much weaker power militarily. Among those for Turkey is that she would be fighting against the UN if she aligned herself with the TRNC versus Greece and the Republic of Cyprus, a damaging move both militarily and diplomatically. War would benefit neither and hurt both. But both also claim that they are ready to fight, and it seems that if absolutely necessary they indeed would. Incidents still occur every few months in the Aegean that hold the potential to escalate the dispute into conflict: both countries still openly accuse the other of not doing enough to help solve the dispute120, harassments in the air still occur frequently121, and infrequent events such as the Abdullah Öcalan case (where Turkey accused Greece of harboring the Kurdistan Workers. Party (PKK) leader and terrorist who had been Turkey.s greatest domestic enemy122) do nothing but hurt. Hopefully these kinds of incidents will not cause the two countries to do anything rash militarily, but the simple fact that the word .hopefully. must be used in a sentence such as this is further proof that the dispute must be settled.
Greece and Turkey won’t go to war- 5 reasons

Epaminondas Marias 01, fellow @ weatherhead center for int’l affairs, Harvard university, Winter 2001, Fletcher Forum of World Affairs Journal, p. Lexis
In other words, a Greek-Turkish partnership must for a long time be concentrated in specific fields of cooperation. Furthermore, other fields of low politics in which agreements have already been signed, such as tourism, must be implemented so as to produce positive economic results for the public and the private sectors of the two countries. [*172]  Second, many analysts believe that even if they do not lead to straightforward 
positive results, confidence building measures or limiting the arms race could enhance the social learning process that is essential to the building up of mutual cooperation in various fields of the economy. [MARIAS CONTINUES – 2 PARAGRAPHS LATER] Third, another observation concerns the process of spillover effects from some low politics issues to others, and then possibly to issues of high politics. Haas has stated that functional contexts tend to be autonomous. [MARIAS CONTINUES – 1 PARAGRAPH LATER] Fourth, a further observation concerns the establishment of a real civil society in Turkey, with active voluntary groups and interest groups that constitute a valuable precondition for the activation of any form of functionalism. Pluralism of demands and interests is the key for making functionalism effective. [MARIAS CONTINUES – 1 PARAGRAPH LATER] Fifth, the establishment of a real civil society in Turkey will facilitate civic diplomacy, while contributing to the building of the foundations of a political community in the Aegean area. "Where politicians cannot fathom crossing frontiers, citizens must."  48 To this extent, cross-frontier initiatives already taken by schools, universities, teachers, students, hospitals and doctors, local authorities, and trade unions from both countries since the earthquakes of August 1999 have facilitated the entire process of common understanding and common learning. The differences between the two sides of the Aegean have become the strength and source of learning in the area. Civic activism and involvement on both sides has brought a new dimension to the concept of diplomacy in the area and proved that civic responsibility is the essence of a civilized society in the Aegean area.
**
**1NR**

C. Leadership is the controlling impact – it makes major war obsolete.

Donald Kagan, Senior Associate @ Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Summer 1999 [“Is Major War obsolete? An Exchange," Survival]

Consider, finally, the major threats to peace that still exist, as Mandelbaum concedes, because China and Russia cannot truly be said to be debellicised. They are instead deterred. But if that is true, then the present condition of unfashionable obsolescence did not just happen. Something made it happen. That central something is the United States of America. And the questions before us as we try to confront this serious issue are: will it continue to do so? will it be able to do so? will it have the will to do so? So  the assertion that the unfashionability of war just happened is not only undemonstrated, but it goes against any reasonable interpretation of the evidence. A truer statement would be: if war is, indeed, unfashionable, it has been made so by the power and will of the US and the like-minded nations that the US has led. But there is no guarantee that the US will be willing to persist in that activity, and considerable reason to doubt it. Should it cease to do so, the entire system that has made such optimism possible would disintegrate.

[
CIR Impact: Leadership 2NC

Key to hegemony – outweighs the aff on timeframe 

Kliman 10 – visiting fellow at the Center for a New American Security [Daniel, “Immigration and American Power”, May 28, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/05/28/opinion/main6525992.shtml]
President Obama’s National Security Strategy released on Thursday has launched the opening salvo in a battle to recast what immigration means to the United States. The new strategy observes that American prosperity and leadership depends on “attracting the premier human capital for our workforce.” That is, immigration equals national power. This recasting comes at a critical moment. The United States can no longer take for granted its capacity to attract and retain foreign talent. Successfully competing for the world’s best and brightest requires urgent immigration reform.  American power and immigration are closely interlinked. The most dynamic sectors of the U.S. economy are heavily dependent on foreign talent. Immigrants have founded 25percent of public, venture-backed U.S. companies, including eBay, Yahoo, and Google. Between 1995 and 2005, foreigners from just two countries - China and India - accounted for almost 30 percent of all Silicon Valley startups.  American leadership in science and technology also rests on the inflow of talent from abroad. As fewer and fewer U.S. citizens have chosen careers in science, foreigners have stepped in to fill the gap. One-fourth of America’s science and engineering workforce is foreign-born. In 2007, foreigners accounted for almost 50 percent of all science and engineering doctorates awarded in the United States.  Immigration is not inevitably destined to remain a wellspring of American power. Historically, greater economic opportunity, superior universities, a relatively open immigration system, and a tolerant society rendered the United States an irresistible magnet for immigrants. But the world is rapidly changing, and the most talented immigrants may no longer stay.  Home to the fastest growing major economies, Asia has become a region of opportunity for returnees who are highly educated or have overseas work experience. Asian governments have begun to actively court their expatriates. China, for example, uses world-class facilities, plentiful grant money, and prestigious titles to woo researchers living abroad.  Whether America’s ability to cream off the best and brightest has already declined remains uncertain. Prior to the financial crisis, the “stay rates” for foreigners receiving PhDs in science and engineering increased slightly. But a 2008 survey of foreign students enrolled in U.S. higher education found that 55 percent of Indian respondents and 40 percent of Chinese respondents wanted to return home within five years. If this snapshot is predictive, then “stay rates” for these groups are set to substantially decline.  The United States cannot rest on its laurels. Sustaining American power will require stepping up efforts to attract and retain foreign talent. A number of worthy proposals already exist.  One would be to increase the number of H-1B visas for foreigners with critical skills.  Another would be the creation of a new visa for immigrant entrepreneurs, as outlined in a Senate bill recently introduced by John Kerry and Richard Lugar. The bill would establish a visa for immigrants who raise startup funds from U.S. investors and grant them legal residence if the venture generates at least five jobs.  A third would focus on foreigners in science and engineering graduate programs. Any number of measures could make the United States a more attractive long-term home for them. Hand out Green Cards with their diplomas. Automatically grant them work visas upon graduation. Or introduce a flexible visa allowing them to move between the United States and their home country for a ten-year period with an ultimate option of settling in the United States and expedited citizenship.  A fourth would recognize that immigrants often return home to be closer to family. The United States could facilitate visas for family members of foreigners who work in science and technology-related industries.  The overarching objective of President Obama’s National Security Strategy is to renew American power. Promoting immigration is the most immediate way to do so. Other wellsprings of American power, such as infrastructure and education, can only be moved in a positive direction over the long term. Major projects to upgrade America’s infrastructure will take years, while the returns from improving education will require a generation to realize. Although these goals should be pursued as well, renewing American power starts with welcoming foreign talent to America’s shore. 

CIR Turns Aff: Bioterror

A shortage in STEM workers cripples US biotech leadership- thas necessary to develop countermeasures to bioterrorism

Goldberg et al 04 (Joseph E., Dorsey, Harry, Bartone, Paul, Ortman, Bill, Ashcraft, Paul, Burlingame, Stan, Carter, Anna L., Cofer, Robin D., Elwood, John, Guerts, Jim, Industry Studies 2004: Biotechnology, The Industrial College of the Armed Forces National Defense University)

Biotechnology has the potential to revolutionize all aspects of our daily of life over the next two decades, in much the same way information technology did during the previous two decades. Biotechnologyis still an immature industry that has yet to reach its full potential, but it is already an important driver for the U.S. economy overall. It presents the U.S. with a tremendous opportunity to address many of the country’s most pressing defense, health, and economic issues. It also holds promise for improvement in global health and welfare but only to the degree that other nations are willing to utilize the technology and are successful in their respective biotechnology initiatives. Biotechnology is greatly affected by government investment in basic science, government regulation, and the government product approval processes. These factors drive a unique business model. The synergy between U.S. government policies and funding, academia, and the industrial base provides the U.S. with a unique competitive advantage and is a primary reason the U.S. has been able to quickly become the global leader in biotechnology. While the recent recession temporarily cooled the rapid growth of biotech industry, it did not stifle long-term growth in revenues or sales, nor prevent sustained long-term growth. Demographics and a geometric expansion of biotech applications will fuel the biotech market well into the coming century. The U.S. is the world leader in the biotechnology industry in all aspects – the number of companies, size of the research base, number of products and patents, and level of revenue. While the U.S. is the dominant player in today’s biotechnology market, other countries in general, and Asia in particular, are actively investing in government sponsored programs to increase their market share and reduce the US dominance overall. The U.S.’ future lead in biotechnology is threatened by a potential shortage of U.S. scientists and engineers, an increasing global demand for scientists, fewer U.S. college graduates in math and science, and tighter U.S. visa restrictions on foreign students and scientists.Unfortunately, biotechnology’s potential for improving the quality of life in the U.S. and the rest of the world is tempered by the risk of enemy or terrorist use of bioagents and/or bioweapons against the US or its allies. The potential dual use of biotechnology complicates the effort to craft effective non-proliferation policies and mitigate bio-weapons threats. As biotechnology continues to mature as a technology and industrial sector, policy makers at the U.S. and global level must continue to refine global non-proliferation and counter-proliferation regimes to ensure biotechnology’s potential for mis-use does not outweigh its ability to address the world’s most pressing needs. 

CIR Turns Aff: Warming

Turns Warming

Herman and Smith, 10(Richard T. Herman is the founder of Richard T. Herman & Associates, an immigration and business law firm in Cleveland, Ohio which serves a global clientele in over 10 languages. He is the co-founder of a chapter of TiE, a global network of entrepreneurs started in 1992 in Silicon Valley. He has appeared on National Public Radio, FOX News, and various affiliates of NBC, CBS, and ABC. He has also been quoted in such publications as USA Today,InformationWeek, PCWorld, ComputerWorld, CIO, Site Selection and National Lawyers Weekly, Robert L. Smith is a veteran journalist who covers international cultures and immigration issues for the Cleveland Plain Dealer, Ohio’s largest newspaper. Bob grew up in Cleveland, where he lives with his wife, Cleveland Orchestra violinist Chul-In Park, and their two children, Jae, 5, and Sun-Hee, 3. He has written extensively about immigration issues and has interviewed people at all points of the immigrant experience, from undocumented field workers to hugely successful entrepreneurs, Parts of this paper were excerpted from the book “Immigrant Inc.: Why Immigrant Entrepreneurs are Driving the New Economy (and how they will save the American worker)” (John Wiley & Sons, 2009) by Richard T. Herman & Robert L. Smith.  Available wherever books are sold, “Why Immigrants Can Drive the Green Economy,” Immigation Policy Center, http://immigrationpolicy.org/perspectives/why-immigrants-can-drive-green-economy)
Raymond Spencer, an Australian-born entrepreneur based in Chicago, has a window on the future—and a gusto for investing after founding a high-technology consulting company that sold for more than $1 billion in 2006. “I have investments in maybe 10 start-ups, all of which fall within a broad umbrella of a ‘green’ theme,” he said. “And it’s interesting, the vast majority are either led by immigrants or have key technical people who are immigrants.” It should come as no surprise thatimmigrants will help drive the green revolution. America’s young scientists and engineers, especially the ones drawn to emerging industries like alternative energy, tend to speak with an accent. The 2000 Census found that immigrants, while accounting for 12 percent of the population, made up nearly half of the all scientists and engineers with doctorate degrees. Their importance will only grow. Nearly 70 percent of the men and women who entered the fields of science and engineering from 1995 to 2006 were immigrants. Yet, the connection between immigration and the development and commercialization of alternative energy technology is rarely discussed. Policymakers envision millions of new jobs as the nation pursues renewable energy sources, like wind and solar power, and builds a smart grid to tap it. But Dan Arvizu, the leading expert on solar power and the director of the National Renewable Energy Laboratory of the U.S. Department of Energy in Golden, Colorado, warns that much of the clean-technologytalent lies overseas, in nations that began pursuing alternative energy sources decades ago. Expanding our own clean-tech industry will require working closely with foreign nations and foreign-born scientists, he said. Immigration restrictions are making collaboration difficult. His lab’s efforts to work with a Chinese energy lab, for example, were stalled due to U.S. immigration barriers. “We can’t get researchers over here,” Arvizu, the son of a once-undocumented immigrant from Mexico, said in an interview in March 2009, his voice tinged with dismay. “It makes no sense to me. We need a much more enlightened approach.” Dr. Zhao Gang, the Vice Director of the Renewable Energy and New Energy International Cooperation Planning Office of the Ministry of Science and Technology in China, says that America needs that enlightenment fast. “The Chinese government continues to impress upon the Obama administration that immigration restrictions are creating major impediments to U.S.-China collaboration on clean energy development,” he said during a recent speech in Cleveland. So what’s the problem? Some of it can be attributed to national security restrictions that impede international collaboration on clean energy. But Arvizu places greater weight on immigration barriers, suggesting that national secrecy is less important in the fast-paced world of green-tech development. “We are innovating so fast here, what we do today is often outdated tomorrow. Finding solutions to alternative energy is a complex, global problem that requires global teamwork,” he said. We need an immigration system that prioritizes the attraction and retention of scarce, high-end talent nee
ded to invent and commercialize alternative energy technology and other emerging technologies. One idea we floated by Arvizu was a new immigrant “Energy Scientist Visa,” providing fast-track green cards for Ph.D.s with the most promising energy research, as reviewed by a panel of top U.S. scientists. Arvizu enthusiastically responded, “Wow, that’s a brilliant idea.” As the recent submission of the Startup Visa Act bill suggests, there’s really no shortage of good ideas of leveraging immigration to jumpstart the economy. The challenge is getting the American people to understand that high-skill immigration creates jobs, that the current system is broken, and that action is required now. Suffering an Antiquated System▲ While unlimited H1-B visas are available to foreign workers at U.S. government and university research labs, the antiquated green-card system creates a disincentive for immigrant researchers who seek a more permanent stay and status in the U.S. Anyone coming to America from a foreign land experiences the U.S. immigration system. They seldom forget the experience. This vast bureaucracy, with tentacles reaching into myriad federal agencies, wields enormous power over the lives of people trying to follow its directives. Federal immigration authorities decide if a persecuted family can escape Congo, if a prospective college student from Germany will start the school year on time in Cleveland, or if a Honduran family separated for years will be reunited in Miami. U.S. immigration law dictates who can enter America and how long they can stay. Congress can enact new immigration policies as it deems fit—and it did so in 1986 and in 1990. But the foundation of the system remains the Federal Immigration and Nationality Acts of 1965 and 1952. The 1965 act diversified America by opening immigration to new parts of the world, but it also levied restrictions that soon become dated and counterproductive. In a manufacturing era, the act made family reunification an overarching goal, while paying relatively little attention to the migration of highly skilled workers. In fact, it imposed rigid nationality quotas on skilled immigrants. The result, critics say, is a dinosaur of a system ill-equipped to deal with the demands of a fast-changing, global economy. [CONTINUED] “Our immigration laws discriminate pretty heavily against highly talented scientists and engineers who want to come to this country and be part of our technological establishment,” Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke told a Congressional panel in May 2009. Of particular concern to employers and economists are two sets of quotas: one that limits the number of visas available to skilled workers, and another that limits the visas available to a nationality. The U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Service (USCIS) issues about 1 million green cards per year. Also known as immigrant visas, green cards bestow permanent residency, or the right to live and work permanently in America. A green card puts one on the path to citizenship. In a typical year, the vast majority of green cards go to people sponsored by a family member already here. There is no limit to the numbers of green cards that can be issued to the spouses, parents, and unmarried children of naturalized U.S. citizens. America accepts far fewer people whose main reason for coming is to practice a profession, to pursue science, or to start a company—even if that person possesses extraordinary ability. The government is restricted by law to issuing 140,000 employment or skill-based green cards each year to applicants and their immediate family members. That’s about 15 percent of the immigrant visa pool. A chunk of green cards are set aside for religious workers and wealthy investors, so the United States actually offers 120,000 employment-based green cards each year. Within the employment visa categories, known as EB visas, are several subcategories that acknowledge skill levels. For example, 40,000 visas are designated for persons of extraordinary ability—outstanding professors, researchers, and multinational executives. Another 40,000 visas are designated for professionals with advanced academic degrees whose work will serve U.S. national interests. And another 10,000 visas are available for wealthy people who commit to investing in a U.S. enterprise and creating jobs. So, out of 1 million green cards issued in an average year, 90,000, or about 9 percent, are reserved for persons with advanced degrees, exceptional skills, or capital to create jobs. Put another way, about 9 percent of immigrant visas are reserved for high-skill immigrants—the people driving the New Economy. It’s a scant amount in the context of a U.S. labor force of 154 million people. Should those exceptional immigrants hail from a nation whose workers are in high demand—for example, India and China—they face delays imposed by a nationality quota system. The 1965 immigration law sets per-country limits on employment visas. People from any one nation cannot use more than 7 percent of the visas available that year. This means that workers from large sending countries are forced to wait, sometimes more than 8 years, because their visa allotment has been “oversubscribed” by their fellow citizens. The 7 percent quota applies equally to every nation on Earth, regardless of its size or the potential number of immigrants it sends to America. For example, Malawi, which has a population of 10.5 million people, is allocated the same amount of employment visas as India, which has a population of over 1 billion. In any given year, only 5,600 green cards are reserved for Indians with advanced academic degrees or extraordinary ability, the same number available to nationals of Malawi. Congress has sought to circumvent the quotas and respond to industry demands—especially in high technology—with guest worker visas like the H1-B, a source of some controversy. The H-1B is a temporary visa for a professional offered a job by a U.S. company that agrees to pay the prevailing market wage. Only 65,000 regular H-1B visas are available each year, a quota set in the early 1990s and temporarily increased to 195,000 from 2001 to 2003. Many employers say the cap is set too low to meet their needs, especially as they seek to staff engineering and software positions. Some lawmakers would like to help them with a higher quota. These skilled immigrants often come to America as students, then go to work in growing industries. A 2008 study by the National Foundation for American Policy found that for each worker hired on an H-1B visa, at least five new jobs were created. But many labor groups argue that the cap is already set too high. Only a bachelor’s degree is required to qualify for this visa, and critics charge the H-1B visas crowd skilled Americans out of the workplace, suppress wages, and make it easier for employers to outsource jobs to low-cost countries like India. Even immigrant advocates criticize the H-1B as a second-class visa that produces an anxious life. Tied to their employers, the guest workers cannot switch jobs unless their new employer is willing to sponsor their visa, and their spouses are not allowed to work. The three-year visa can be renewed once. But after six years, the visa holder must go home unless he or she is able to get a green-card sponsor. The national-origin quotas, coupled with a limit of 90,000 immigrant visas reserved for highly skilled professionals or investors, helps to explain why so many talented immigrants—many of them H-1B visa holders—wait in vain for permission to live and work in America. Many are now leaving the U.S., or simply not coming to study or work on an H1B. After revealing the high-skill visa backlog in 2007, Vivek Wadhwa and his researchers at Duke University began to examine the impact. With the support of the Kauffman Foundation, they surveyed about 1,200 Chinese and Indian professionals who had studied or worked in America and returned home. The returnees were an impressive bunch, overwhelmingly young, smart, and ambitious, as described in the March 2009 report, “America’s Loss is the World’s Gain.” Nearly 90 percent held master’s or doctorate degrees. Many said they expected to start their own companies. Homesickness was common among the immigrants who went back, and many expressed frustration with the U.S. immigration system. But even more said the home country suddenly offered good jobs and bright career prospects. That is the new reality that demands a response, Wadhwa argues. Foreign-born mathematicians, engineers, and chemists can now find world-class companies in Bangalore, Beijing, Tel Aviv, Seoul, and Singapore. With high-tech opportunities blossoming elsewhere, and anti-immigrant attitudes hardening in America, Wadhwa said his adopted homeland faces a crisis. “The United States is no longer the only place where talented people can put their skills to work,” he writes. “It can no longer expect them to endure the indignities and inefficiencies of an indifferent immigration system, and it must now actively compete to attract these people with good jobs, security and other amenities.” The competition is heating up. In an earlier study, Wadhwa pointed out that most high-skilled immigrants obtained their primary education before coming to America, meaning that the United States inherited the benefits of schooling that was paid for elsewhere. Some countries are looking to recoup that investment and attract their diasporas back home. Alberta, Canada, sensing an opportunity to snatch talent from America, is sending recruiting teams to U.S. cities to lure disgruntled foreign professional workers on temporary H-1B visas. The province is offering expedited permanent-residency cards and quicker pathways to entrepreneurship. Many researchers believe these immigrant-attraction strategies will show results. “The reality of the global economy is that employers and their capital will follow the talent—wherever that talent is permitted to work and flourish,” Stuart Anderson, executive director of the National Foundation for American Policy, wrote in 2007. “While members of Congress often talk about ‘protecting’ American jobs, those who persist in pursuing restriction on hiring skilled foreign nationals unfortunately are inhibiting creation and innovation in the United States.” In 2007, Microsoft opened up a research and development facility in Vancouver, Canada, just over the border from its Seattle headquarters. Microsoft defended its decision by citing U.S. immigration restrictions on high-skilled talent. Perhaps no country understands better the role of foreign talent in creating jobs for its people than Singapore. In July 2008, Singapore’s Prime Minister, Lee Hsien Loong, declared that Singapore must be open to foreign talent to achieve a “critical mass” for innovation and entrepreneurship. Even with the global recession in full swing, Singapore Deputy Prime Minister Wong Kan Seng announced that restricting the entry of high-skill immigrants would be “short sighted” and “could ultimately lead to more job losses for Singaporeans.” America loses more than innovation if newly minted graduates go elsewhere; it loses tax dollars. A 2009 report by the respected Technology Policy Institute found that immigration restrictions cost billions in lost opportunity, taxes, and wages. The institute concluded that legislation considered by Congress to loosen green-card and H-1B visa restrictions could reduce the federal deficit on the order of $100 billion across 10 years. In short, fantastic opportunities are being lost as high-skill immigrants are steered elsewhere. We need to polish our welcome. For starters, Wadhwa argues, the United States could reduce the huge backlog of visa requests simply by making more visas available to skilled immigrants and by accelerating the processing times. His is one voice in a growing chorus that hopes to wrest the spotlight from illegal immigration and illuminate the larger wave, its potential, and the consequences of inaction. But the academic studies, while critically important, do not seem to cut through the noise and connect with the American people. The American people are not demanding high-skill immigration reform. They don’t see it as a job-creation opportunity. The word “immigrant” almost automatically summons an angry response that immigrants “take jobs.” Something else is needed. Time for a New Narrative▲ Stories connect us to each other. Drawing from the same well of human aspiration, triumph and failure, our personal stories create an emotional bond that transforms strangers into familiar faces. As America once again struggles with the question of whether and how to welcome the immigrant stranger, the telling of new immigrant stories is needed to help heal the chasm between “us” and “them,” and between our personal immigrant past and our nation’s immigrant present and future. During this Great Recession, with unemployment near 10%, the immigration narrative also needs to offer hope for Americans—hope that tomorrow will be better. Hope today comes in the form of good old American jobs. We have been told that maybe 4 million blue and white-collar jobs may be created by advances in alternative energy technology, and that wind, solar, thermal, and other sources of energy will move us closer to energy independence, greater national security and a healthier planet. But so far, we haven’t been that interested in asking the question, “who will create and commercialize this new green technology? Much like the role that immigrants played, in partnership with American-born colleagues, in the information technology revolution and the elevation of Silicon Valley to almost mythical status, immigrants are now emerging as key drivers of America’s quest for world-class clean energy technology. A glance at recent research on the contributions of immigrants supports the expectation that immigrants are helping to lead the green economy and other emerging industries: Immigrants are nearly twice as likely as native-born Americans to start a business. Immigrants are filing patents at twice the rate of the American-born. Immigrants founded more than half of the high-tech companies in Silicon Valley. Immigrants are much more likely to earn an advanced degree than the native-born. (Continued……. (Feel Free to ask for the deleted text) Throughout Michigan and the Midwest, civic and union leaders cheered the made-in-America strategy. U.S. Senator Debbie Stabenow of Michigan told the national media that a company founded by immigrants was moving the country in the right direction. “We need a twenty-first century manufacturing strategy in this country,” she said. “Companies like A1234 are not only creating quality, good-paying jobs in Michigan, but are insuring that we do not move from a dependence on foreign oil to a dependence on foreign technology.” John Dingell, a member of Congress from Michigan, called the A123-Chrysler partnership momentous on two levels. “The future of this country is dependent upon addressing two vital challenges—stopping the spread of global warming, and creating the next generation of manufacturing jobs here in the United States,” he said. “This project gets us closer to achieving both of those goals.”
Immigration Uniq: Top of Agenda 2NC

Top priority for Obama – ensures quick passage  

Pace 3/25 (Julie, “Obama calls for April debate on immigration bill”, http://www.myfoxla.com/story/21785836/obama-calls-for-april-debate-on-immigration-bill, ) 

President Barack Obama challenged Congress Monday to "finish the job" of finalizing legislation aimed at overhauling the nation's immigration system.¶ With members of the House and Senate away on spring break, Obama made his most substantive remarks on the difficult issue in more than a month, saying he expects lawmakers to take up debate on a quickly and that he hopes to sign it into law as soon as possible.¶ "We
've known for years that our immigration system is broken," the president said at a citizenship ceremony at the White House. "After avoiding the problem for years, the time has come to fix it once and for all."¶The president spoke at a ceremony for 28 people from more than two dozen countries, including Afghanistan, China and Mexico. Thirteen of the new citizens are active duty service members in the U.S. military. The oath of allegiance was administered by Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napolitano.¶ While Obama has hosted citizenship ceremonies in previous years, Monday's event was laced with politics, given the ongoing debate over immigration reform on Capitol Hill. A bipartisan group of eight senators is close to finishing draft work on a billthat would dramatically reshape the U.S. immigration and employment landscape, putting 11 million illegal immigrants on a path to citizenship. The measure also would allow tens of thousands of new high- and low-skilled workers into the country.¶The president applauded the congressional effort so far, but pressed lawmakers to wrap up their discussions quickly.¶ "We've got a lot of white papers and studies," Obama said. "We've just got to, at this point, work up the political courage to do what's required."¶Immigration shot to the forefront of Obama's domestic agenda following the November election. Hispanics made up 10 percent of the electorate and overwhelmingly backed Obama, in part because of the tough stance on immigration that Republicans took during the campaign.¶The election results spurred Republicans to tackle immigration reform for the first time since 2007 in an effort to increase the party's appeal to Hispanics and keep the GOP competitive in national elections.¶Obama and the bipartisan Senate group are in lockstepon the key principles of a potential immigration bill, including a pathway to citizenship, strengthening the legal immigration system, and cracking down on businesses that employ illegal immigrants. The White House has largely backed the Senate process, but says it has its own immigration bill ready if the debate on Capitol Hill stalls.

Immigration Thumper Ans: Hagel

Appointments don’t drain PC---empirics

Hutchinson 12/2 Earl Ofari, "Rice Nomination Fight Won't Drain President Obama's Political Capital, 2012, www.eurweb.com/2012/12/rice-nomination-fight-wont-drain-president-obamas-political-capital/

It won’t hurt him. All presidents from time to time face some backlash from real or manufactured controversies by opponents over a potential nominee to the Supreme Court, a cabinet or diplomatic post. In 2008, Obama faced backlash when he nominated Eric Holder as Attorney General. A pack of GOP senators huffed and puffed at Holder for alleged transgressions involving presidential pardons he signed off on as Clinton’s Deputy Attorney General. In the end he was confirmed. The mild tiff over Holder didn’t dampen, diminish, or tarnish Obama in his hard pursuit of his major first term initiative, namely health care reform.¶ This was true three years earlier when then President Bush nominated Condoleezza Rice for Secretary of State. Rice was slammed hard by some Democratic senators for being up to her eyeballs in selling the phony, conniving Bush falsehood on Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction. The threat to delay Rice’s confirmation in the Senate quickly fizzled out, and she was confirmed. This did not distract or dampen Bush in his pursuit of his key initiatives. There was not the slightest inference that in nominating Rice, and standing behind her in the face of Democrats grumbles about her would threaten his push of his administration’s larger agenda items.¶ Susan Rice will continue to be a handy and cynical whipping person for the GOP to hector Obama. But the political reality is that the legislative business that Congress and the White House must do never has been shut down by any political squabble over a presidential appointee. The fiscal cliff is an issue that’s too critical to the fiscal and economic well-being of too many interest groups to think that Rice’s possible nomination will be any kind of impediment to an eventual deal brokered by the GOP and the White House.¶ The Rice flap won’t interfere in any way with other White House pursuits for another reason. By holding Rice hostage to a resolution of the fiscal cliff peril and other crucial legislative issues, the GOP would badly shoot itself in the foot. It would open the gate wide to the blatant politicizing of presidential appointments by subjecting every presidential appointment to a litmus test, not on the fitness of the nominee for the job, but on whether the appointee could be a bargaining chip to oppose a vital piece of legislation or a major White House initiative. This would hopelessly blur the legislative process and ultimately could be turned against a future GOP president. This is a slippery slope that Democrats and the GOP dare not risk going down.¶ Rice will not be Obama’s only appointment at the start of his second term. He will as all presidents see a small revolving door of some cabinet members and agency heads that will leave, and must be replaced. There almost certainly will be another Obama pick that will raise some eyebrows and draw inevitable fire from either the GOP or some interests groups. Just as other presidents, Obama will have to weigh carefully the political fall-out if any from his pick. But as is usually the case the likelihood of any lasting harm to the administration will be minimal to nonexistent.

Immigration Uniq: 2NC

Cards that indicate “fights exist” should not count as “won’t pass” arguments --- momentum will overcome concerns.

Politico, 3-29, p. www.politico.com/story/2013/03/immigration-negotiations-head-closer-to-deal-89486.html

Senate negotiators moved closer to a bipartisan deal on immigration reform as interest groups and staff awaited sign off Friday from the Gang of Eight on a program for future low-skilled workers. This progress is the most positive sign yet that the senators will reach their goal of unveiling a package when they return in early April from a two-week recess. The visa program was the biggest obstacle in the Senate talks and differences between labor and business over how to craft it put the entire package in limbo just a week ago. Several sources close to the talks told POLITICO that since the breakdown, labor, business and staff have worked to iron out some of the biggest issues, including wages and whether construction industry workers would be exempt from the program. Of course, the Gang of Eight members have said that no deal is done until they agree on everything. Sen. Charles Schumer told reporters in Nogales, Ariz., on Wednesday that the negotiators were on track and had 90 percent agreement on the entire package, which will include a pathway to citizenship and border security. “The bottom line is we are very close. I’d say we are 90 percent there,” Schumer said. “We have a few little problems to work on … but we’re very hopeful that we will meet our deadline.” One labor source said their side has become more encouraged that an agreement was within reach late this week. The source noted that the building trade issue – unions have been arguing from the start that the construction industry should receive an exemption or at least a cap in visas – is not the only item still outstanding. But the groups have made significant progress on the wage issue that jeopardized the talks last Friday, according to sources familiar with the process. The unions opposed a business-backed plan to bring in many of the temporary workers at the lowest wage rate. In the last few days, all sides have coalesced around a proposal requiring that the visas are distributed more evenly across wage levels so that the median wage of all temporary workers is closer to what the union has been demanding, according to one source. The program would allow businesses bring in up to 200,000 low-skilled workers annually, depending on economic conditions. “Ultimately the final decisions will be made by the Senators involved,” said Randy Johnson of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. Tamar Jacoby of ImmigrationWorks USA said that Republican lawmakers are feeling the pressure to get an agreement. “The urgency to get reform is driving them to move ahead even if business has concerns but there’s also the issue of who is going to stand up for this when Numbers USA and FAIR start to send the emails,” Jacoby said. “Certainly the members framing the bill will want active business backing them.”

Border Security

Border security won’t hold up the bill—it’ll be included

Foley 3-26-13 (Elise, staff writer, "Janet Napolitano: Border Trigger 'Not The Way To Go'" Huffington Post) www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/03/26/janet-napolitano-border-trigger_n_2955166.html
Sen. Rand Paul (R-Ky.), who is not a member of the group, said in a speech last week that immigration reform should allow undocumented immigrants to eventually become citizens, but also argued that changes should be coupled with strict tracking of border security improvements.  The Obama administration has not said President Barack Obama opposes the policy, although a plan he put forward does not include such a trigger. Officials have also stated that the border is more secure than ever and that significant resources are being devoted there already -- an assertion that is backed up by independent reports.  Still, Obama and Napolitano have said border security could and should be improved as any part of comprehensive immigration reform, and the secretary reiterated on Tuesday that they will do what they can to support the efforts of the bipartisan groups in Congress. Border measures should be coupled with employer enforcement, a streamlined legal immigration process and a pathway to citizenship for undocumented immigrants, she argued.  "What I try to communicate when I speak with members of Congress is, look, border security is not somehow different from looking at the overall immigration system," she said. "They go together."   Though she wouldn't get into specifics about their work with the gang of eight, Napolitano said her department has provided lawmakers some information about their upcoming border security plans, such as a sector-by-sector approach that acknowledges the different needs of different regions along the U.S.-Mexico border. "What more could be done is to make sure those plans are filled out," she said.  Napolitano also cautioned against another commonly-used phrase in immigration reform: getting to the "back of the line" behind those trying to immigrate legally. The Obama administration has used the phrase as well, and Napolitano didn't argue on Tuesday that undocumented immigrants should be given a quicker path than would-be legal immigrants. Still, she pointed out that the "line" isn't easy to define.  "There's also talk about getting in the back of the line -- that's easier said than done," Napolitano said. "Calculating what the line is at any given time, it moves. So those judgments will have to be made."  Although such issues still need to be resolved, Napolitano said she is hopeful that immigration reform can pass.  "Four years ago when I started here and I went around the hill saying, 'Let's work together on immigration reform,' I didn't really get a positive response. ... It was like, 'We can't take on another big issue,'" she said. "I think now is the time. I think the election had consequences in that regard ... Am I optimistic? I'm always optimistic.” 
Topic Hurts Obama: A2 "Shielding--Agencies" 2NC

Agency action links to politics

Thomas McGarity, Professor, Law, University of Texas, "Administrative Law as Blood Sport: Policy Erosion in a Highly Partisan Age," DUKE LAW JOURNAL v. 61, 5--12, LN.

The interchange-fee rulemaking experience illustrates how stakeholders in high-stakes rulemakings have begun going beyond the conventional responses to rulemaking initiatives by adopting a new toolbox of strategies better suited to the deeply divided political economy. If the players on one side of the policy debate perceive that they are unlikely to prevail in the administrative arena, they will move the implementation game to another arena - the White House, a congressional hearing, a political fundraising dinner, a think-tank white paper, talk-radio programs, attack advertising, telephone solicitation and "push polls," or Internet blogs. Many of these new venues were amply used in the battle that accompanied the interchange-fee rulemaking. In addition, although lawyers for the stakeholders employ the careful language of administrative law in arenas in which that language is expected, spokespersons and allies also employ the heated rhetoric of modern political discourse in arenas in which that language is more likely to succeed. This Part probes these, among other, contours of blood-sport rulemaking.

Pol Cap High: S/L

Prefer issue specific uniqueness

PC high – polling

Sink 3-27 – Justin Sink, “Poll: Obama favorability remains high, even as job approval falters,” 3-27-13. http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/290559-poll-obama-favorability-remains-high-even-as-job-approval-falters
President Obama remains personally popular with the American public, even as voters are beginning to voice more criticism of his job as president, according to a new poll released Wednesday. 
 The ABC News/Washington Post poll showed 57 percent of respondents held a favorable opinion of the president, while just 41 percent said they had an unfavorable opinion. More than half of independents — 52 percent — say they hold a favorable opinion of the president, and Obama continues to hold sizable personal popularity advantages with important demographic groups, including women (at 59 percent) and non-whites (83 percent).  The strong favorability ratings stand in contrast with the president's slipping job approval numbers. In a CNN/ORC poll released last week, 47 percent approved of the job the president was doing, but 50 percent said they did not. A McClatchy Marist poll earlier in the month showed the president's job approval rating at 45 percent, its lowest level since 2011.  Earlier this month, White House press secretary Jay Carney dismissed concerns over the slipping poll numbers by saying reporters should "be careful of making too much of any individual poll… or even a series of polls." Still, the president's favorability numbers outrank the other branches of government. The Supreme Court, which this week is hearing a pair of controversial gay marriage cases, is viewed favorably by 55 percent of Americans. Congress, meanwhile, is only seen positively by three in 10 adults. By contrast two-thirds of Americans have an unfavorable opinion of the legislative branch.

High – obama’s reaching out to GOP

REUTERS 3-27 – “Next step in Obama charm offensive: Dinner with Republican senators,” 3-27-13. http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/03/27/usa-obama-republicans-idUSL2N0CJ2BX20130327
(Reuters) - President Barack Obama will launch a new round of schmoozing with his political opponents when he sits down to dinner with a dozen Republican senators on April 10.  Obama has been trying to gain Republican cooperation on a host of items on his second-term agenda including a deficit-reduction package, an overhaul of U.S. immigration laws and a tightening of gun regulations.  Criticized in his first term for keeping his opponents at arms-length, Obama is taking a different tack in the early months of his second term.  He and a group of Republican senators had dinner at a Washington hotel earlier this month and the president then visited Capitol Hill to talk to lawmakers on both sides of the aisle.  The April 10 dinner is being organized by Republican Senator Johnny Isakson of Georgia, according to Isakson's office and a White House official.

Immigration Internal: A2 “Winners Win”

Obama believes the link

Robert Kuttner, senior fellow, Demos, “Obama Has Amassed Enormous Political Capital, But He Doesn’t Know What to Do with It,” Alternet, 4—28—09, www.alternet.org/economy/138641/obama_has_amassed_enormous_political_capital,_but_he_doesn%27t_know_what_to_do_with_it/
We got a small taste of what a more radical break might feel like when Obama briefly signaled with the release of Bush's torture memos that he might be open to further investigation of the Bush's torture policy, but then backtracked and quickly asked the Democratic leadership to shut the idea down. Evidently, Obama's political self wrestled with his constitutional conscience, and won. Civil libertarians felt a huge letdown, but protest was surprisingly muted.Thus the most important obstacle for seizing the moment to achieve enduring change: Barack Obama's conception of what it means to promote national unity. Obama repeatedly declared during the campaign that he would govern as a consensus builder. He wasn't lying. However, there are two ways of achieving consensus. One is to split the difference with your political enemies and the forces obstructing reform. The other is to use presidential leadership to transform the political center and alter the political dynamics. In his first hundred days, Obama has done a little of both, but he defaults to the politics of accommodation.

Wins only build long-term capital
Purdum 10, Columnist for Vanity Fair, (Todd, “Obama Is Suffering Because of His Achievements, Not Despite Them,” 12-20 www.vanityfair.com/online/daily/2010/12/obama-is-suffering-because-of-his-achievements-not-despite-them.html) 

 With this weekend’s decisive Senate repeal of the military’s “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy for gay service members, can anyone seriously doubt Barack Obama’s patient willingness to play the long game? Or his remarkable success in doing so? In less than two years in office—often against the odds and the smart money’s predictions at any given moment—Obama has managed to achieve a landmark overhaul of the nation’s health insurance system; the most sweeping change in the financial regulatory system since the Great Depression; the stabilization of the domestic auto industry; and the repeal of a once well-intended policy that even the military itself had come to see as unnecessary and unfair.

So why isn’t his political standing higher?

Precisely because of the raft of legislative victories he’s achieved. Obama has pushed through large and complicated new government initiatives at a time of record-low public trust in government (and in institutions of any sort, for that matter), and he has suffered not because he hasn’t “done” anything but because he’s done so much—way, way too much in the eyes of his most conservative critics. With each victory, Obama’s opponents grow more frustrated, filling the airwaves and what passes for political discourse with fulminations about some supposed sin or another. Is it any wonder the guy is bleeding a bit? For his part, Obama resists the pugilistic impulse. To him, the merit of all these programs has been self-evident, and he has been the first to acknowledge that he has not always done all he could to explain them, sensibly and simply, to the American public.

But Obama is nowhere near so politically maladroit as his frustrated liberal supporters—or implacable right-wing opponents—like to claim. He proved as much, if nothing else, with his embrace of the one policy choice he surely loathed: his agreement to extend the Bush-era income tax cuts for wealthy people who don’t need and don’t deserve them. That broke one of the president’s signature campaign promises and enraged the Democratic base and many members of his own party in Congress. But it was a cool-eyed reflection of political reality: The midterm election results guaranteed that negotiations would only get tougher next month, and a delay in resolving the issue would have forced tax increases for virtually everyone on January 1—creating nothing but uncertainty for taxpayers and accountants alike. Obama saw no point in trying to score political debating points in an argument he knew he had no chance of winning.

Moreover, as The Washington Post’s conservative columnist Charles Krauthammer bitterly noted, Obama’s agreement to the tax deal amounted to a second economic stimulus measure—one that he could never otherwise have persuaded Congressional Republicans to support. Krauthammer denounced it as the “swindle of the year,” and suggested that only Democrats could possibly be self-defeating enough to reject it. In the end, of course, they did not.

Obama knows better than most people that politics is the art of the possible (it’s no accident that he became the first black president after less than a single term in the Senate), and an endless cycle of two steps forward, one step back. So he just keeps putting one foot in front of the other, confident that he can get where he wants to go, eventually. The short-term resultsare often messy and confusing. Just months ago, gay rights advocates were distraught because Obama wasn’t pressing harder to repeal “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.” Now he is apparently paying a price for his victory because some Republican Senators who’d promised to support ratification of the START arms-reduction treaty—identified by Obama as a signal priority for this lame-duck session of Congress—are balking because Obama pressed ahead with repealing DADT against their wishes. There is a price for everything in politics, and Obama knows that, too.

Obama empirically can't win on energy

Matthew N. Eisler, research fellow, Chemical Heritage Foundation, "Science, Silver Buckshot, and 'All of the Above," Science Progress, 4--2--12, http://scienceprogress.org/2012/04/science-silver-buckshot-and-%E2%80%9Call-of-the-above%E2%80%9D/]

Conservatives take President Obama’s rhetoric at face value. Progressives see the president as disingenuous. No doubt White House planners regard delaying the trans-border section of the Keystone XL pipeline and approving the Gulf of Mexico portion as a stroke of savvy realpolitik, but one has to wonder whether Democratic-leaning voters really are as gullible as this scheme implies. And as for the president’s claims that gasoline prices are determined by forces beyond the government’s control (speculation and unrest in the Middle East), it is probably not beyond the capacity of even the mildly educated to understand that the administration has shown little appetite to reregulate Wall Street and has done its part to inflate the fear premium through confrontational policies in the Persian Gulf. Committed both to alternative energy (but not in a rational, comprehensive way) and cheap fossil fuels (but not in ways benefiting American motorists in an election year), President Obama has accrued no political capital from his energy policy from either the left or the right by the end of his first term. The president long ago lost the legislative capacity for bold action in practically every field, including energy, but because the GOP’s slate of presidential candidates is so extraordinarily weak in 2012, he may not need it to get re-elected. At least, that is the conventional wisdom in Democratic circles. Should President Obama win a second term, Congress is likely to be even more hostile than in his first term, as in the Clinton years. And as in the Clinton years, that will probably mean four more years of inaction and increased resort to cant.
Winners win is wrong--leading scholar says so

Jackie Calmes, "In Debt Talks, Obama Is Ready to Go Beyond Beltway," NEW YORK TIMES, 11--12--12, LN.

That story line, stoked by Republicans but shared by some Democrats, holds that Mr. Obama is too passive and deferential to Congress, a legislative naïf who does little to nurture personal relationships with potential allies - in short, not a particularly strong leader. Even as voters re-elected Mr. Obama, those who said in surveys afterward that strong leadership was the most important quality for a president overwhelmingly chose Mr. Romney. George C. Edwards III, a leading scholar of the presidency at Texas A & M University who is currently teaching at Oxford University, dismissed such criticisms as shallow and generally wrong. Yet Mr. Edwards, whose book on Mr. Obama's presidency is titled "Overreach," said, "He didn't understand the limits of what he could do." "They thought they could continuously create opportunities and they would succeed, and then there would be more success and more success, and we'd build this advancing-tide theory of legislation," Mr. Edwards said. "And that was very naïve, very silly. Well, they've learned a lot, I think." "Effective leaders," he added, "exploit opportunities rather than create them." The budget showdown is an opportunity. But like many, it holds risks as well as potential rewards. "This election is the second chance to be what he promised in 2008, and that is to break the gridlock in Washington," said Kenneth M. Duberstein, a Reagan White House chief of staff, who voted for Mr. Obama in 2008 and later expressed disappointment. "But it seems like this is a replay of 2009 and 2010, when he had huge majorities in the House and Senate, rather than recognizing that 'we've got to figure out ways to work together and it's not just what I want.' " For now, at least, Republican lawmakers say they may be open to raising the tax bill for some earners. "We can increase revenue without increasing the tax rates on anybody in this country," said Representative Tom Price, Republican of Georgia and a leader of House conservatives, on "Fox News Sunday." "We can lower the rates, broaden the base, close the loopholes." The challenge for Mr. Obama is to use his postelection leverage to persuade Republicans - or to help Speaker John A. Boehner persuade Republicans - that a tax compromise is in their party's political interest since most Americans favor compromise and higher taxes on the wealthy to reduce annual deficits. Some of the business leaders the president will meet with on Wednesday are members of the new Fix the Debt coalition, which has raised about $40 million to urge lawmakers and their constituents to support a plan that combines spending cuts with new revenue. That session will follow Mr. Obama's meeting with labor leaders on Tuesday. His first trip outside Washington to engage the public will come after Thanksgiving, since Mr. Obama is scheduled to leave next weekend on a diplomatic trip to Asia. Travel plans are still sketchy, partly because his December calendar is full of the traditional holiday parties. Democrats said the White House's strategy of focusing both inside and outside of Washington was smart. "You want to avoid getting sucked into the Beltway inside-baseball games," said Joel Johnson, a former adviser in the Clinton White House and the Senate. "You can still work toward solutions, but make sure you get out of Washington while you are doing that." The president must use his leverage soon, some Democrats added, because it could quickly wane as Republicans look to the 2014 midterm elections, when the opposition typically takes seats from the president's party in Congress.
Retired

Snowe retired

Taylor 12 http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/03/02/olympia-snowe-retirement-senate-gridlock_n_1315824.html
Maine Republican Olympia Snowe says the Senate spends too much time in political battle and not enough on solving problems, and more than a few of her colleagues agree.

Snowe, the Senate's most liberal Republican, found herself in a familiar spot Thursday as the only member of her party to join with Democrats on a politically freighted vote. This time, it was a vote to affirm an Obama administration directive requiring employers to provide contraception coverage to their workers regardless of religious or ethical concerns.

The vote, originally demanded by Republicans in a political battle that Democrats came to embrace, provided ample fodder for political ads but had nothing to do with an underlying highway bill. That measure continues to twist in the wind despite widespread support, trapped in a divisive, polarized Senate that rarely seems to legislate and often seems incapable of tackling politically challenging problems.

So Snowe, 65, is leaving at the end of the year, voicing frustration that the Senate is simply too polarized and that she doesn't know whether she could be "productive" in a fourth Senate term.
Immigration Internal: PC Key 2NC

Political capital is key to winning over House Republicans.

NY Times, 2-4-2013, p. www.nytimes.com/2013/02/04/opinion/keller-selling-amnesty.html?pagewanted=print

Let’s assume that President Obama and the Democrats sincerely want an immigration bill, that this is not a trick to trap Republicans into an anti-immigrant vote that will alienate Hispanic voters and secure Democratic advantage for a generation. The Senate seems to be hospitable territory. Four Republicans — including the ascendant Marco Rubio — have joined four Democrats in embracing the politically difficult principles at the heart of the matter. Some advocates of immigration reform talk confidently of mustering 70 Senate votes, which would represent an astonishing reversal of fortunes for an issue that has long been mired in demagogy. The House, where many Republicans fear getting creamed by Tea Party challengers in a primary next year, is more problematic. The fear is that the House will balk or will break immigration into little pieces, pass the parts that crack down on undocumented workers and kill any effort to legalize the 11 million already here. That pessimism is natural; the House is the place where ideas go to die. But it needn’t happen this time. If President Obama and Congressional leaders play their cards right, as they are doing so far, immigration reform — real immigration reform — can clear Congress this year. Selling the measure to the Republican House will require close attention to substance, marketing and legislative tactics.

Capital’s key

Michael Shifter, President, Inter-American Dialogue, "Will Obama Kick the Can Down the Road," REVISTE IDEELE, 12--27--12, http://www.thedialogue.org/page.cfm?pageID=32&pubID=3186

Not surprisingly, Obama has been explicit that reforming the US’s shameful and broken immigration system will be a top priority in his second term. There is every indication that he intends to use some of his precious political capital – especially in the first year – to push for serious change. The biggest lesson of the last election was that the “Latino vote” was decisive. No one doubts that it will be even more so in future elections. During the campaign, many Republicans -- inexplicably -- frightened immigrants with offensive rhetoric. But the day after the election, there was talk, in both parties, of comprehensive immigration reform. Despite the sudden optimism about immigration reform, there is, of course, no guarantee that it will happen. It will require a lot of negotiation and deal-making. Obama will haveto invest a lot of his time and political capital -- twisting some arms, even in his own party. Resistance will not disappear. There is also a chance that something unexpected could happen that would put off consideration of immigration reform. Following the horrific massacre at a Connecticut elementary school on December 14, for example, public pressure understandably mounted for gun control, at least the ban of assault weapons. But a decision to pursue that measure -- though desperately needed -- would take away energy and time from other priorities like immigration. 






