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Interpretation - Restrictions are a limitation that prohibits an action.  It excludes terms for acting

Court of Appeals 12 [STATE OF WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,  THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON, DIVISION I, RANDALL KINCHELOE Appellant. vs. Respondent, BRIEF OF APPELLANT, http://www.courts.wa.gov/content/Briefs/a01/686429%20Appellant%20Randall%20Kincheloe's.pdf]
3. The ordinary definition of the term "restrictions" also does not include the reporting and monitoring or supervising terms and conditions that are included in the 2001 Stipulation.  Black's Law Dictionary, 'fifth edition,(1979) defines "restriction" as; A limitation often imposed in a deed or lease respecting the use to which the property may be put.
The term "restrict' is also cross referenced with the term "restrain." Restrain is defined as;

To limit, confine, abridge, narrow down, restrict, obstruct, impede, hinder, stay, destroy. To prohibit from action; to put compulsion on; to restrict; to hold or press back. To keep in check; to hold back from acting, proceeding, or advancing, either by physical or moral force, or by interposing obstacle, to repress or suppress, to curb.

and “On” means directly targeted at and focused on production

Oxford Dictionary online, 12 [The World’s most trusted Dictionary, http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/american_english/on]

5.  having (the thing mentioned) as a target, aim, or focus: five air raids on the city, thousands marching on Washington ,her eyes were fixed on his dark profile
Violation -  Exon Florio doesn’t guarantee restriction or preclusion from energy production. It only puts companies up for review. 

Jackson 12 [James K. Jackson, Specialist in International Trade and Finance, “The Exon-Florio National Security Test for Foreign Investment, Congressional Research Service, 10/1/12]

According to the amended Exon-Florio provision, the President or any member of CFIUS can¶ initiate a review of an investment transaction in addition to a review that is initiated by the parties¶ to a transaction providing a formal notification. As amended, CFIUS has 30 days to review a¶ transaction to decide after it receives the initial formal notification by the parties to a merger,¶ acquisition, or a takeover, whether to investigate a case as a result of its determination that the¶ investment “threatens to impair the national security of the United States.” National security also¶ includes “those issues relating to ‘homeland security,’ including its application to critical¶ infrastructure.” In addition, CFIUS is required to conduct an investigation of a transaction if the¶ committee determines that the transaction would result in foreign control of any person engaged¶ in interstate commerce in the United States. During such a review, the members of CFIUS are¶ also required to consider the 12 factors that Congress has authored as a basis for assessing the¶ impact of the investment. If during this 30-day period all of the members of CFIUS conclude that¶ the investment does not threaten to impair the national security, the review is terminated. If,¶ however, at least one member of the committee determines that the investment does threaten to¶ impair the national security, CFIUS can proceed to a 45-day investigation
Vote Neg-

1.) Limits - Number of supervising terms are limitless, thousands of review agencies and beurocratic redtape makes being neg impossible.

2.) Aff Ground - The aff is solved by minor repair - having the presient merely use his DISRETION is sufficent.

Jackson 12

[James K. Jackson. Specialist in International Trade and Finance. The Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States (CFIUS). Congressional Research Service. Sep 26, 2012. http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33388.pdf]
Furthermore, Congress did not intend to have the Exon-Florio provision alter the generally open ¶ foreign investment climate of the country or to have it inhibit foreign direct investments in ¶ industries that could not be considered to be of national security interest. At the time, some ¶ analysts believed the provision could potentially widen the scope of industries that fell under the ¶ national security rubric. CFIUS, however, is not free to establish an independent approach to ¶ reviewing foreign investment transactions, but operates under the authority of the President and ¶ reflects his attitudes and policies. As a result, the discretion CFIUS uses to review and to ¶ investigate foreign investment cases reflects policy guidance from the President. Foreign ¶ investors also are constrained by legislation that bars foreign direct investment in such industries ¶ as maritime, aircraft, banking, resources and power.¶ 21¶ Generally, these sectors were closed to ¶ foreign investors prior to passage of the Exon-Florio provision in order to prevent public services ¶ and public interest activities from falling under foreign control, primarily for national defense purposes.
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The aff's sacrifice of oil ignores how every being has intrinsic value.

Merchant 92 (Carol, Ecofeminist and Historian of Science, Radical Ecology “Genesis of Eden” 1992)

Each individual thing, whether a living organism or an atom, has intrinsic value and there is a continuity between human and nonhuman experience. One's attitude toward a dog, which is a compound individual, differs from that toward a plant, which is also a compound individual but has no center of enjoyment, and toward a rock, which, as a mere aggregate, has no intrinsic value. All three, however, have instrumental value in supporting each other in the ecosystem." Process thought is consistent with an ecological attitude in two senses: (1) its proponents recognize the "interconnections among things, specifically between organisms and their total environments," and (2) it implies "respect or even reverence for, and perhaps a feeling of kinship with, the other creatures." Cobb and Griffin argue that process philosophy implies an ecological ethic and a policy of social justice and ecological sustainability: The whole of nature participates in us and we in it. We are diminished not only by the misery of the Indian peasant but also by the slaughter of whales and porpoises, and . . . the 'harvesting' of the giant redwoods. We are diminished still more when the imposition of temperate-zone technology onto tropical agriculture turns grasslands into deserts that will support neither human nor animal life." For Cobb's former student jay McDaniel, intrinsic value includes the entire physical world. Atoms as individual things have intrinsic value. Rocks express the energy inherent within their atoms. They too have intensity and intrinsic value, albeit less than that of living organisms. Outer form is an expression of inner energy. The assumption that rocks have intrinsic value, however, does not mean that rocks and sentient beings would necessarily have equal ethical value, but rather that they would all be treated with reverence. This could result in a new attitude by Christians toward the natural world, one that involves both objectivity and empathy." Philosopher Susan Armstrong-Buck also sees Whitchead's philosophy as providing an adequate foundation for an environmental ethic because intrinsic value is assigned to nonhuman nature. Process is the continuity of occasions or events that are internally related-each present occasion is an integration of all past occasions. Occasions, Whitehead wrote, are "drops of experience, complex, and interdependent." The world is itself a process of fluent energy; actual entities are self-organizing wholes. Differences exist in the actual occasions that constitute each entity. Intrinsic value is not based on an extension of self-interest to the rest of nature, but on the significance of each occasion and its entire interdependent past history. Assigning preferences to biosystems is based on the degree of diversity, stability, freedom of adaptation, and integration of actual occasions inherent in each 30 system. 

This descion to privilege the economic development of humans over the life of the Other is the epitome of Epitome of Symbolic Violence. Prior question: Can the 1AC justify the value of the living human over that of its cousin the corpse? A flat-plane ontology of community should be the impact frame for this round.

Introna 10 (LUCAS, PROFESSOR OF ORGANIZATION, TECHNOLOGY, AND ETHICS @ LANCASTER UNIVERSITY, AI & SOC, 2010, VOL. 25, “THE ‘MEASURE OF A MAN’ AND THE ETHOS OF HOSPITALITY: TOWARDS AN ETHICAL DWELLING WITH TECHNOLOGY,” PG. 93-102)

Instead of creating value systems in our own self-image, the absolute otherness of every Other should be the only moral imperative, so argues Levinas and Derrida. We need an ethics of the artificial that is beyond the self-identical of human beings. Such an ethics beyond anthropocentric metaphysics need as its ‘ground’, not a system for comparison, but rather a recognition of the impossibility of any comparison—every comparison is already violent in its attempt to render equal what could never be equal (Levinas 1991[1974]). How might we encounter the other, ethically, in its otherness? This is what I will no turn to. 3 Hospitality as the ethics of a community that have nothing in common ‘‘Hospitality is culture itself and not simply one ethic amongst others. Insofar as it has to do with the ethos... ethics is hospitality; ethics is entirely coextensive with the experience of hospitality, whichever way one expands or limits that.’’—Jacques Derrida, On Cosmopolitanism and Forgiveness, p. 16–17. The fundamental problem for the android Data is that the question of the ethical, its imperative, is already colonised by humans. In this ethical landscape, it becomes impossible for Data to state his case unless it is made in human terms—terms such as ‘machine’, ‘property’, ‘sentience’, etc. It is us humans who are making the decisions about the validity, or not, of any criteria or category for establishing the ethical significance of a being. It is Data— and by extension all non-humans—that is on trial, not we humans. Our moral worth is taken for granted. As such we are the measure. For example we often take ‘sentience’ as criteria for considering moral significance or worth because we argue that it is a necessary condition for the feeling of pain (Singer 1977). Why should pain be a criterion for moral significance? Is it because we can feel pain? Are not all our often-suggested criteria such as originality, sentience, rationality, autonomy, and so forth, not somehow always already based on that which we humans by necessity comply with? Is not the essential criterion for moral worthiness (in most ethical thought) a being in our image, like us? Is our ethics not always an ethics of those with whom we have something in common? Obviously one can legitimately ask whether it is at all possible for us humans to escape our own moral prejudices—especially if we realise the intimate link between ethics and politics. Furthermore, it seems that every attempt one might have to define common inclusive ethical categories or criteria for all things will fail, as it already violates every entity by exactly denying that which is most significant—its radical otherness. Indeed, as was suggested, most attempts (even some radical environmental ethics) are mostly informed by the assumption that at some level we can indeed compare the incomparable—and, ultimately that the only legitimate reference point for such comparison is that which is in the image of the human Other. But what about the non-human Other, the inanimate, the artificial? What about the community of those with whom we have nothing in common? 2 There has been many attempts to define more inclusive ethical categories and values such as a biocentric ethics (Goodpaster 1978; Singer 1977), an ecocentric ethics (Leopold 1966; Naess 1995) or even an infocentric ethics by Floridi (2003). The non-human (inanimate) other One might suggest that, for us human beings, a wholly Other, that is indeed wholly Other, is the inanimate Other. In many respects, the destitute face of the human Other, in the ethics of Emmanuel Levinas for example, is already in some sense a reflection of the human face opposite it. We can indeed substitute ourselves for the Other (become her hostage) because we can imagine—at least in some vague sense—what it must be like for the human Other to suffer violence because we suffer violence. It is possible for us to substitute ‘us for them’ because it could have been my friend, my child, my partner, etc.). As Husserl (1970/1929) argues, in his Cartesian Mediations, through empathy, ‘‘we project ourselves into the alien cultural community and its culture’’ (p. 135) in which the ‘‘the Other’’ exists ‘‘phenomenologically [as] a ‘modification’ of myself’’ (p. 115). Through empathy, our egos constitutes a ‘‘single universal community’’ of human intersubjectivity (p. 140)—a community with a common unity. As human beings, that also encounter ourselves as Other, we know that we always exceed and overflow the caricatures that the intentionality of consciousness endeavours to impose on us, that we are always infinitely more (or radically other) than any and all such caricatures. It is this infinity that Levinas points to when he claims ethics as ‘first philosophy.’ What about the inanimate Other? In his book Technology and Lifeworld Ihde (1990) argues for an extension of Levinas’ notion of alterity (or quasi-otherness) to inanimate things.3 He argues that the ‘religious object’ ‘‘does not simply ‘represent’ some absent power but is endowed with the sacred. Its aura of sacredness is spatially and temporally present within the range of its efficacy’’ (98). Ihde argues, however, that this quasi-otherness always remains in the domain of human invention. In other words, it is still within the realm of that which we humans bring to it—even if it is unintentional or not for instrumental purposes, hence his designation of the object as quasi-other. One might say it is plausible to see the religious object as an Other in some way (even if it is quasi-other) but what about everyday objects such as the table? I want to suggest with Harman (2002, 2005) that the table (and all other inanimate objects) are also infinitely other, always more than that which human intentionality brings to it. In Tool-Being Harman (2002) argues that even the table, in the fullness of its being, is infinite. Although the intentional acts of consciousness transform it by necessity into a caricature (into some form of present-at-hand being), such acts do not, and never can, exhaust it. As Harman (2002) suggests: ‘‘However, deeply we meditate on the table’s act of supporting solid weights, however, tenaciously we monitor its presence, any insight that is yielded will always be something quite distinct from this act [of being] itself’’ (22)—what he calls its tool-being. The table, here before me, is always more than all the perspectives, levels or layers that we can enumerate, more than all the uses we can put it to, more than all possible perspectives, levels, layers or uses. Harman (2002, 2005) argues that any and all possible relations between humans and things will inevitably fail to grasp them as they are; they are, in the fullness of their being, irreducible to any and all of these relations.4 In short: they are, in the fullness of their being, infinite and wholly Other. Indeed, as was suggested above, one might claim that they are in a sense more Other (if one can say this at all) than the human Other since we can never in any sense put ourselves ‘in their shoes,’ as it were. Thus, if the infinitely otherness of the Other is what compels us—puts our own right to existence into question, as Levinas argues—then we have no basis for excluding the inanimate Other from the kingdom of Others—even if Levinas did not arrive at this conclusion. His Other is always the humanistic, or ultimately, the theistic Other. This paper endeavours to go beyond this boundary, to forsake all boundaries, to enter into a community that have nothing in common (Lingis 1994). Is such a community possible?
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Immigration reform now
Ferraro 3-14 Thomas.  “Senators aim to reach bipartisan immigration deal next week” [http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/03/14/us-usa-congress-immigration-idUSBRE92D1B120130314]

Eight senators aim to cap months of talks next week with a comprehensive deal to overhaul the U.S. immigration system, a member of the bipartisan group said on Thursday.¶ Democratic Senator Robert Menendez of New Jersey, a longtime reform advocate, said once the agreement is done, aides will draw up legislation that could be considered by the Senate Judiciary Committee in April.¶ "That's our goal," Menendez told Reuters. "We hope to agree on all of the major issues, hopefully, by the end of next week. But it could slip a bit," he said, perhaps by a couple of days or so.¶ "I'm not rigid about anything other than getting it right," Menendez said.¶ The timetable Menendez spelled out mirrored one that the group suggested earlier this year. It said it aimed to have a bill in March and a vote by the full Democratic-led Senate in June or July.¶ The eight senators - four Democrats and four Republicans - announced a "framework for comprehensive immigration reform" in January and have been working to flesh it out.¶ There are an estimated 11 million undocumented immigrants in the United States, many of them living in the shadows while seeking work and trying to avoid detection.¶ The eight senators have tried to draft a plan that would include a pathway toward U.S. citizenship for undocumented immigrants while strengthening border security.¶ They also want to create a more effective system to guard against U.S. employers hiring undocumented immigrants, and develop a program to better forecast and meet future U.S. workforce needs in a bid to curb illegal immigration.¶ The eight senators came together shortly after the November 2012 election results reflected the growing power of Hispanic voters and their pleas for immigration reform.¶ "There have been hard and tough negotiations, but it has been done all in the spirit of achieving the goal, in which compromise has been made on both sides," Menendez said.¶ The senators have worked with the encouragement of the White House and reached out to members of the Republican-led House of Representatives.¶ This week Obama met separately with Republican and Democratic lawmakers, mainly to talk about budget deficit concerns. But immigration reform also was discussed.¶ On Wednesday, Obama told a closed-door meeting of Senate Democrats that immigration was "'something that we can get done,'" Democratic Senator Benjamin Cardin of Maryland said.¶ On Thursday, Republican Senator Jeff Flake of Arizona, a member of the group of eight, said he thanked Obama for "playing a role that's behind the scenes."¶ Flake said the issue of future immigration to the United States is a sticking point for Democrats, and that Obama could build support for that part of the pending immigration bill.
Aff costs political capital.

Dlouhy 10-7 (Jennifer, “Obama’s Energy Agenda has its Limits,” http://www.mysanantonio.com/business/article/Obama-s-energy-agenda-has-its-limits-4017352.php)

WASHINGTON — President Barack Obama enters a second term in the White House free to toughen regulations on domestic drilling despite industry objections — and to approve natural gas exports and the controversial Keystone XL pipeline without fear of alienating environmentalists he needed at the ballot box. But the newly unfettered president still will be navigating many of the same political obstacles he confronted during the first term, when his administration balanced new air pollution regulations by delaying mercury rules for power plants and giving the oil industry big concessions as part of other environmental mandates. Obama also will be facing a sharply divided Congress, with Republicans eager to use their House control to undercut new environmental requirements and Democrats in charge of the Senate pushing back against efforts to weaken them. “The president faces checks and balances from Congress,” noted Benjamin Salisbury, an analyst with FBR Capital Markets. “He also faces checks and balances from litigation, from industry and negotiations and environmental groups.” And Obama is not completely immune from political calculations, with preparations already under way for the Senate and House elections two years from now and potentially new concerns about the economic legacy he would leave after eight years in the White House. Energy experts said Obama's re-election could translate into more certainty for the oil and gas industry, which is bracing for a handful of looming drilling regulations to be proposed and finalized. For instance, the Interior Department's Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement already has foreshadowed its plans for new requirements on blowout preventers and other equipment safeguarding offshore wells. Obama's re-election also is likely to breathe new life into a stalled plan to slash the amount of sulfur emissions allowed from gasoline. Federal regulators also could resume advancing air emission and greenhouse gas rules for coal-fired power plants. “All of this stuff was put on hold until after the election,” Salisbury said. Obama soon will face a decision on whether to approve the Keystone XL pipeline that would deliver oil sands crude from Alberta to Gulf Coast refineries, after rejecting an initial proposal from TransCanada Corp. during his first term. Environmentalists say the pipeline would expand the market for a type of oil that is harvested using energy-intensive extraction methods that generate more greenhouse gas emissions than alternative crudes. Oil industry leaders accused Obama of kowtowing to environmentalists by rejecting a permit for the Keystone XL pipeline late last year. In his second term, Obama may be unshackled from pressure to please his environmental base. But environmental activists aren't going to back down; they are planning a White House demonstration on Nov. 18 to keep pressure on Obama.

Political capital key to passage
Foley 1-15 Elise is a writer @ Huff Post Politics. “Obama Gears Up For Immigration Reform Push In Second Term,” 2013, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/01/15/obama-immigration-reform_n_2463388.html

Obama has repeatedly said he will push hard for immigration reform in his second term, and administration officials have said that other contentious legislative initiatives -- including gun control and the debt ceiling -- won't be allowed to get in the way. At least at first glance, he seems to have politics on his side. GOP lawmakers are entering -- or, in some cases, re-entering -- the immigration debate in the wake of disastrous results for their party's presidential nominee with Latino voters, who support reform by large measures. Based on those new political realities, "it would be a suicidal impulse for Republicans in Congress to continue to block [reform]," David Axelrod, a longtime adviser to the president, told The Huffington Post.¶ Now there's the question of how Obama gets there. While confrontation might work with Republicans on other issues -- the debt ceiling, for example -- the consensus is that the GOP is serious enough about reform that the president can, and must, play the role of broker and statesman to get a deal.¶ It starts with a lesson from his first term. Republicans have demanded that the border be secured first, before other elements of immigration reform. Yet the administration has been by many measures the strictest ever on immigration enforcement, and devotes massive sums to policing the borders. The White House has met many of the desired metrics for border security, although there is always more to be done, but Republicans are still calling for more before they will consider reform. Enforcing the border, but not sufficiently touting its record of doing so, the White House has learned, won't be enough to win over Republicans.¶ In a briefing with The Huffington Post, a senior administration official said the White House believes it has met enforcement goals and must now move to a comprehensive solution. The administration is highly skeptical of claims from Republicans that immigration reform can or should be done in a piecemeal fashion. Going down that road, the White House worries, could result in passage of the less politically complicated pieces, such as an enforcement mechanism and high-skilled worker visas, while leaving out more contentious items such as a pathway to citizenship for undocumented immigrants.¶ "Enforcement is certainly part of the picture," the official said. "But if you go back and look at the 2006 and 2007 bills, if you go back and look at John McCain's 10-point 'This is what I've got to get done before I'm prepared to talk about immigration,' and then you look at what we're actually doing, it's like 'check, check, check.' We're there. The border is as secure as it's been in a generation or two, so it's really time."¶ One key in the second term, advocates say, will be convincing skeptics such as Republican Sen. John Cornyn of Texas that the Obama administration held up its end of the bargain by proving a commitment to enforcement. The White House also needs to convince GOP lawmakers that there's support from their constituents for immigration reform, which could be aided by conservative evangelical leaders and members of the business community who are pushing for a bill.¶ Immigrant advocates want more targeted deportations that focus on criminals, while opponents of comprehensive immigration reform say there's too little enforcement and not enough assurances that reform wouldn't be followed by another wave of unauthorized immigration. The Obama administration has made some progress on both fronts, but some advocates worry that the president hasn't done enough to emphasize it. The latest deportation figures were released in the ultimate Friday news dump: mid-afternoon Friday on Dec. 21, a prime travel time four days before Christmas.¶ Last week, the enforcement-is-working argument was bolstered by a report from the nonpartisan Migration Policy Institute, which found that the government is pouring more money into its immigration agencies than the other federal law-enforcement efforts combined. There are some clear metrics to point to on the border in particular, and Doris Meissner, an author of the report and a former commissioner of the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, said she hopes putting out more information can add to the immigration debate.¶ "I've been surprised, frankly, that the administration hasn't done more to lay out its record," she said, adding the administration has kept many of its metrics under wraps.¶ There are already lawmakers working on a broad agreement. Eight senators, coined the gang of eight, are working on a bipartisan immigration bill. It's still in its early stages, but nonmembers of the "gang," such as Sen. Marco Rubio (R-Fla.) are also talking about reform.¶ It's still unclear what exact role the president will play, but sources say he does plan to lead on the issue. Rep. Zoe Lofgren (D-Calif.), the top Democrat on the House immigration subcommittee, said the White House seems sensitive to the fact that Republicans and Democrats need to work out the issue in Congress -- no one is expecting a fiscal cliff-style arrangement jammed by leadership -- while keeping the president heavily involved.

CIR is key to food security and ag competitiveness

ACIR 07 THE AGRICULTURE COALITION FOR IMMIGRATION REFORM, December 4, 2007, http://www.aila.org/content/fileviewer.aspx?docid=24034&linkid=169473
Dear Member of Congress: The Agriculture Coalition for Immigration Reform (ACIR) is deeply concerned with pending immigration enforcement legislation known as the ‘Secure America Through Verification and Enforcement Act of 2007' or ‘SAVE Act’ (H.R.4088 and S.2368). While these bills seek to address the worthy goal of stricter immigration law enforcement, they fail to take a comprehensive approach to solving the immigration problem. History shows that a one dimensional approach to the nation’s immigration problem is doomed to fail. Enforcement alone, without providing a viable means to obtain a legal workforce to sustain economic growth is a formula for disaster. Agriculture best illustrates this point. Agricultural industries that need considerable labor in order to function include the fruit and vegetable, dairy and livestock, nursery, greenhouse, and Christmas tree sectors. Localized labor shortages have resulted in actual crop loss in various parts of the country. More broadly, producers are making decisions to scale back production, limit expansion, and leave many critical tasks unfulfilled. Continued labor shortages could force more producers to shift production out of the U.S., thus stressing already taxed food and import safety systems. Farm lenders are becoming increasingly concerned about the stability of affected industries. This problem is aggravated by the nearly universal acknowledgement that the current H-2A agricultural guest worker program does not work. Based on government statistics and other evidence, roughly 80 percent of the farm labor force in the United States is foreign born, and a significant majority of that labor force is believed to be improperly authorized. The bills’ imposition of mandatory electronic employment eligibility verification will screen out the farm labor force without providing access to legal workers. Careful study of farm labor force demographics and trends indicates that there is not a replacement domestic workforce available to fill these jobs. This feature alone will result in chaos unless combined with labor-stabilizing reforms. Continued failure by Congress to act to address this situation in a comprehensive fashion is placing in jeopardy U.S. food security and global competitiveness. Furthermore, congressional inaction threatens the livelihoods of millions of Americans whose jobs exist because laborintensive agricultural production is occurring in America. If production is forced to move, most of the upstream and downstream jobs will disappear as well. The Coalition cannot defend of the broken status quo. We support well-managed borders and a rational legal system. We have worked for years to develop popular bipartisan legislation that would stabilize the existing experienced farm workforce and provide an orderly transition to wider reliance on a legal agricultural worker program that provides a fair balance of employer and employee rights and protections. We respectfully urge you to oppose S.2368, H.R.4088, or any other bills that would impose employment-based immigration enforcement in isolation from equally important reforms that would provide for a stable and legal farm labor force. 

That solves extinction

Lugar 04 (Richard G., former U.S. Senator – Indiana and Former Chair – Senate Foreign Relations Committee, “Plant Power”, Our Planet, 14(3), http://www.unep.org/ourplanet/imgversn/143/lugar.html)
In a world confronted by global terrorism, turmoil in the Middle East, burgeoning nuclear threats and other crises, it is easy to lose sight of the long-range challenges. But we do so at our peril. One of the most daunting of them is meeting the world’s need for food and energy in this century. At stake is not only preventing starvation and saving the environment, but also world peace and security. History tells us that states may go to war over access to resources, and that poverty and famine have often bred fanaticism and terrorism. Working to feed the world will minimize factors that contribute to global instability and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. With the world population expected to grow from 6 billion people today to 9 billion by mid-century, the demand for affordable food will increase well beyond current international production levels. People in rapidly developing nations will have the means greatly to improve their standard of living and caloric intake. Inevitably, that means eating more meat. This will raise demand for feed grain at the same time that the growing world population will need vastly more basic food to eat. Complicating a solution to this problem is a dynamic that must be better understood in the West: developing countries often use limited arable land to expand cities to house their growing populations. As good land disappears, people destroy timber resources and even rainforests as they try to create more arable land to feed themselves. The long-term environmental consequences could be disastrous for the entire globe. Productivity revolution To meet the expected demand for food over the next 50 years, we in the United States will have to grow roughly three times more food on the land we have. That’s a tall order. My farm in Marion County, Indiana, for example, yields on average 8.3 to 8.6 tonnes of corn per hectare – typical for a farm in central Indiana. To triple our production by 2050, we will have to produce an annual average of 25 tonnes per hectare. Can we possibly boost output that much? Well, it’s been done before. Advances in the use of fertilizer and water, improved machinery and better tilling techniques combined to generate a threefold increase in yields since 1935 – on our farm back then, my dad produced 2.8 to 3 tonnes per hectare. Much US agriculture has seen similar increases. But of course there is no guarantee that we can achieve those results again. Given the urgency of expanding food production to meet world demand, we must invest much more in scientific research and target that money toward projects that promise to have significant national and global impact. For the United States, that will mean a major shift in the way we conduct and fund agricultural science. Fundamental research will generate the innovations that will be necessary to feed the world. The United States can take a leading position in a productivity revolution. And our success at increasing food production may play a decisive humanitarian role in the survival of billions of people and the health of our planet. 
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The United States federal government should end Exon-Florio reviews for wind power and natural gas production.

Solves the case – China wants to invest in wind but Exon-Florio authority has blocked them

Jackson 10/1

[James K. Jackson Specialist in International Trade and Finance. The Exon-Florio National Security Test for Foreign Investment. Congressional Research Service. October 1, 2012 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33312.pdf]
On September 29, 2012, President Obama used authority granted to him under the Exon-Florio ¶ provision and P.L. 110-49 to direct the Chinese-owned Ralls Corporation, to divest itself of four ¶ wind turbine project companies in Boardman, Oregon, that were in or within the vicinity of ¶ restricted air space at a Naval Weapons Systems Training Facility. Ralls Corporation had failed to ¶ notify CFIUS of the acquisition in early 2012 and subsequent negotiations with CFIUS had failed ¶ to devise a mitigation agreement that was satisfactory to both CFIUS and Ralls. Under the ¶ investment, the Chinese firm planned to install wind turbines manufactured by Sany Corporation ¶ in China. Ralls had filed a suit against CFIUS claiming that CFIUS had been arbitrary and ¶ capricious in its treatment of Ralls. That suit, however, was made moot by President Obama’s ¶ decision.

Exon-Florio blocks wind investment

Voss and Mertens 9/24

[CJ Voss C.J. Voss is a partner in the Corporate practice group. His practice focuses on providing advice and counsel to senior management and boards of directors of public and private companies on mergers, acquisitions, financings, and other strategic transactions. C.J. also advises entrepreneurs and emerging growth companies on business formation and founders' issues, and early stage and venture capital financings. He has worked with clients in the forest products, life sciences, software and information technology, consumer products, retail, and financial services industries, among others.¶ Previously, C.J. was an attorney/advisor with the Office of the Chief Counsel for International Commerce at the U.S. Department of Commerce in Washington, D.C. (1992-1995), and an associate with Linklaters De Bandt in Brussels, Belgium (1989-1991). Alexandra Mertens is an associate in the Corporate group. She is experienced in counseling emerging and established clients on a variety of business transactions, including mergers and acquisitions, capital raising, governance and commercial contract negotiation.¶ Alex is also experienced in renewable energy corporate and project finance matters and advises developers on issues concerning the acquisition, development and financing of renewable energy projects.¶ Before joining Stoel Rives, Alex was a senior associate at Fredrikson & Byron, P.A. in Minneapolis (2006-2011). Energy law alert: CFIUS intervenes in Chinese-owned wind project. Stoel Rivers LLP. http://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=e7724889-852d-4f3b-8cbb-286459bf3ee8]
The implications of the CFIUS order regarding Ralls's investment in the Oregon Projects are potentially significant. According to the Wilson Center, an independent think-tank based in Washington, D.C., China has invested approximately $6 billion in clean energy projects in the United States since 2006, and the numbers are growing fast. In 2011, Chinese investment in the U.S. clean energy sector reached $264 million, a 130% increase over the prior year.¶ Although the CFIUS mitigation order and the court filings do not specifically address national security risks, the proximity of the Oregon Projects to a U.S. Naval Weapons System Training Facility likely was a significant factor in the CFIUS assessment. CFIUS reportedly expressed concerns regarding a recent proposed acquisition of a U.S. mining business by a Chinese government-owned company due to the proximity of the target company's facilities to a military installation. Otherwise, CFIUS has not clarified what, if anything, differentiates the Ralls acquisition of the Oregon Projects from any prior or pending foreign investment in renewable energy projects.¶ In light of the CFIUS order, it appears that "national security" may be a greater risk to renewable energy transactions than previously understood. Non-U.S. investors should be prepared for national security reviews and should carefully consider whether CFIUS clearance should be a condition to closing renewable energy
Off

Chinese oil is trying to acquire Canadian oil investments, but they face review from CFIUS.

Spegele 12/27

[Brian Spegele. Cnooc's New Tack Shows in Oil Deal. The Wall Street Journal. Dec 27, 2012. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887324731304578192883140076040.html]

One of China's largest oil companies is learning to tread softly when breaking down barriers in the U.S. energy patch.¶ As U.S. regulators scrutinize Cnooc Ltd.'s $15.1 billion bid to acquire Canada's Nexen Inc., NXY.T +0.49% which includes more than 200 blocks in the U.S. Gulf of Mexico, the oil giant has taken a subtler approach to securing control over U.S. assets than in its 2005 bid for Unocal Corp.¶ In addition to being the largest overseas acquisition by a Chinese company, the deal would put a Chinese oil-and-gas producer in the driver's seat to control exploration and development of U.S. energy fields for the first time. The deal, which won approval in Ottawa this month, now faces scrutiny from the interagency Committee on Foreign Investment in the U.S.¶ The lessons of the Unocal debacle loom large for the Chinese oil industry. People close to Cnooc and Nexen are pinning hopes for a smooth regulatory review on the fact that Cnooc doesn't face competing bids to acquire Nexen and that Nexen's potentially controversial U.S. assets are a small part of the overall deal.

Chinese oil investments boosts deepwater drilling expertise

Spegele 12/27

[Brian Spegele. Cnooc's New Tack Shows in Oil Deal. The Wall Street Journal. Dec 27, 2012. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887324731304578192883140076040.html]

A successful acquisition of Nexen's assets would deepen Cnooc's toehold in the Gulf of Mexico and provide a platform for future exploration and production. Cnooc listed "access to deep water expertise" in the Gulf as among the deal's key benefits during a July 23 presentation.

That destroys marine ecosystems

NRDC 9

[Protecting Our Ocean ¶ and Coastal Economies: ¶ Avoid Unnecessary Risks from ¶ Offshore Drilling. National Resources Defense Council. September 2009. http://www.nrdc.org/oceans/offshore/files/offshore.pdf]

Oil Spills Have Lasting ¶ Ecological Impacts ¶ According to the National Academy of Sciences, ¶ current cleanup methods can only remove a small ¶ fraction of the oil spilled into the ocean, leaving ¶ the remaining oil to continue affecting ocean ¶ ecosystems over time.¶ 9¶ Scientists investigating ¶ the long-term impacts of the Exxon Valdez spill ¶ estimate that nearly 20,000 gallons of oil from that ¶ spill remain in Prince William Sound, continuing ¶ to harm threatened and endangered species and ¶ undermine their recovery.¶ 10¶ Marine mammals, sea ¶ birds, fish, shellfish, and other sea life are extremely ¶ vulnerable to oil pollution and the long-term ¶ toxic effects can impair reproductive success for ¶ generations. Studies have shown that tiny amounts ¶ of oil—as little as one part per billion—can harm ¶ pink salmon and cause their eggs to fail.¶ 11¶ Spills Aside, Drilling Operations ¶ are a Major Source of Pollution¶ In addition to environmental damage from oil ¶ spills, the routine operations associated with ¶ offshore drilling produce many toxic wastes ¶ and other forms of pollution. For example, ¶ each drill well generates tens of thousands of ¶ gallons of waste drilling muds (materials used ¶ to lubricate drill bits and maintain pressure) ¶ and cuttings.¶ 12¶ Drilling muds contain toxic ¶ metals such as mercury, lead, and cadmium that ¶ may bioaccumulate and biomagnify in marine ¶ organisms, including in our seafood supply.¶ 13¶ The water that is brought up from a ¶ given well along with oil and gas, referred to ¶ as “produced water,” contains its own toxic ¶ brew of benzene, arsenic, lead, toluene, and ¶ varying amounts of radioactive pollutants. ¶ Each oil platform can discharge hundreds of ¶ thousands of gallons of this produced water daily, ¶ contaminating both local waters and those down ¶ current from the discharge.¶ 14¶ An average oil and ¶ gas exploration well spews roughly 50 tons of ¶ nitrogen oxides, 13 tons of carbon monoxide, ¶ 6 tons of sulfur oxides, and 5 tons of volatile ¶ organic chemicals.¶ 15¶ Drilling Exploration Activities ¶ Harm Marine Life¶ Seismic surveys designed to estimate the size ¶ of an oil and gas reserve generate their own ¶ environmental problems. To carry out such ¶ surveys, ships tow multiple airgun arrays that ¶ emit thousands of high-decibel explosive impulses ¶ to map the seafloor.¶ 16¶ The auditory assault from ¶ seismic surveys has been found to damage or kill ¶ fish eggs and larvae and to impair the hearing ¶ and health of fish, making them vulnerable to ¶ predators and leaving them unable to locate prey ¶ or mates or communicate with each other. These ¶ disturbances disrupt and displace important ¶ migratory patterns, pushing marine life away ¶ from suitable habitats like nurseries and foraging, ¶ mating, spawning, and migratory corridors.¶ 17¶ In ¶ addition, seismic surveys have been implicated in ¶ whale beaching and stranding incidents.¶ 18

Extinction

Craig, Associate Prof Law, Indiana U School Law, 2003
(McGeorge Law Review, 34 McGeorge L. Rev. 155 Lexis)

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

China is moving away from fossil fuel use now, the plan gets them back to using dirty fossil fuels.

Gambhir et. al. 12  - Research Fellow for the Grantham Institute on Climate Change Mitigation Policy, worked for the Prime Minister and holds a masters in Chemical Engineering and Economics (Ajay, The core Grantham team consisted of Dr Tamaryn Brown, Mitigation Research Associate, and a team of postgraduate (PhD) students investigating a range of low-carbon technologies – Mark Faist, Sam Foster, Mark Jennings, Luis Munuera, Danlu Tong, and Lawrence K C Tse, https://workspace.imperial.ac.uk/climatechange/Public/pdfs/Grantham%20Report/China%20to%202050_GR2.pdf, January, CHINA’S ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES TO 2050)
China is aware of the need to improve its energy efficiency (its energy intensity is about 50% higher than the world average. 11) and reduce its reliance on fossil fuels, which brings not only 4 Report GR2 potential economic benefits such as security of energy supplies and a reduced oil import bill, but local and global environmental benefits as well. Its 11 th Five Year Plan (2006-2010) set an ambitious target to reduce energy intensity (energy consumption per unit of GDP) by 20% on 2005 levels - in the event it achieved a 19.1% reduction, but not without a degree of social and economic disruption including black-outs, the shutting down of residential heating and forced factory closures12 In announcing the new 12. th Five Year Plan (2011-2015) the Chinese Government has signalled even more clearly a focus on sustainability and the environment. Prime Minister Wen Jiabao said, “We must not any longer sacrifice the environment for the sake of rapid growth and reckless rollouts, as that would result in unsustainable growth featuring industrial overcapacity and intensive resource consumption”13. The Plan contains an overall economic growth projection of 7% per year, significantly lower than actual growth in recent years. It also contains a number of energy and emissions targets including an energy intensity reduction of 16% and carbon intensity reduction of 17%, on 2010 levels. At the same time, the Plan sets out seven strategic emerging industries critical to China’s economic development, including electric vehicles, energy efficient products and renewable energy. Investment in these industries will total approximately RMB 10 trillion ($1.5 trillion) over the course of the Plan (to put this figure in context, in 2010 China’s GDP was about RMB 38 trillion)14. The Plan also includes major increases in non-fossil energy, including a four-fold growth in nuclear power to 40 GW, 63 GW of new hydroelectric capacity, 48 GW of new wind capacity and 5 GW of solar capacity by 201512
Air pollution causes cancer , damage to the immune system and the reproductive system

EPA 7 (Latest Findings on NationalAir Quality STATUS AND TRENDS THROUGH 2006,U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Office of Air Quality Planning and StandardsAir Quality Assessment DivisionResearch Triangle Park, North Carolina

EPA-454/R-07-007 January 2008, http://www.epa.gov/air/airtrends/2007/report/toxic.pdf)
People exposed to toxic air pollutants at sufficient concentrations may experience various harmful health effects, including cancer and damage to the immune system, as well as neurological, reproductive (e.g., reduced fertility), developmental, respiratory, and other health problems. In addition to exposure from breathing air toxics, risks are also associated with the deposition of certain toxic pollutants onto soils or surface waters, where they are taken up by plants and ingested by animals and eventually magnified up through the food chain. Like humans, animals and plants may be harmed by air toxics exposure. Air toxics also may cause adverse environmental and ecological effects.

Backlash is only aimed at wind and telecom investments—not oil

Downs 12 (Erica, Fellow at the John L. Thornton China Center at the Brookings Institution, 10/10, “China’s Oil Investment Is Not a Threat”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/10/10/China_Nexen_CNOOC_CFIUS, Aly M)

This July, China National Offshore Oil Corp. (CNOOC), the state-owned giant that dominates exploration and production off China's coast, announced the $15.1 billion acquisition of Nexen, a Canadian oil company with assets in the United States and around the world.

The announcement made surprisingly few waves in the United States, given that, if successful, this transaction would be the largest foreign acquisition by a Chinese company anywhere in the world. But that may be changing as American lawmakers eager to prove their nationalist bona fides get a closer look.

Chinese investments in North America often come under intense scrutiny. After a roughly 18-month investigation, the U.S. House Intelligence Committee warned in a report this week that the Chinese companies Huawei and ZTE, the world's second- and fourth-largest telecommunications-equipment suppliers, respectively, "could undermine core U.S. national-security interests" and recommended that the Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States (CFIUS) block mergers or acquisitions involving Huawei and ZTE. In late September, based on CFIUS's recommendation, President Barack Obama blocked the sale of four Oregon wind farms to Chinese-owned Ralls Corp. in only the second time a sitting U.S. president has prohibited a foreign transaction. Given that CFIUS is currently assessing the national security risks of CNOOC's proposed acquisition -- a process that should take six weeks -- company executives in Beijing are likely paying rapt attention.

Although Nexen accounts for less than 0.5 percent of oil production in the United States, its announced takeover by CNOOC has sparked some congressional opposition. New York Sen. Charles Schumer has asked CFIUS to withhold approval of the transaction until China provides better access to the Chinese market for American companies. Massachusetts Rep. Edward Markey has requested that CFIUS block the deal unless CNOOC agrees to pay royalties on production from two of Nexen's leases in the Gulf of Mexico. And Oklahoma Sen. James Inhofe said in a statement that he has "serious national security concerns with the Chinese government, acting through one of its corporations, purchasing a company that will give it control over significant U.S. oil and gas resources."

The Nexen acquisition is a friendly one; there are no rival bids, and Nexen's board of directors and the company's shareholders have already approved the deal. Mistrust of Chinese companies is prevalent in Washington, however, and the specter of CNOOC's failed 2005 hostile takeover bid for the U.S. oil firm Unocal (now part of Chevron) still haunts the company and its domestic peers. That's too bad, because a larger Chinese presence in the U.S. oil patch could actually be good for U.S. economic and geopolitical interests. Here are four reasons to welcome CNOOC's proposed takeover of Nexen.

No Tech Transfer

a.) Billions of dollars of chinese investment in the Status Quo - Companies structure deals so China can’t get the tech

Platts 10/26

[FEATURE: US drillers take China's money, but deny access to technology. Platts. Oct. 26, 2012. http://www.platts.com/RSSFeedDetailedNews/RSSFeed/Oil/8859078]

Chinese oil and natural gas companies are pouring billions of dollars into US shale-drilling projects in an effort to acquire American technology about hydraulic fracturing and other cutting-edge drilling practices, according to experts interviewed by Platts.¶ These state-owned companies want to obtain this specialized knowledge from US oil and gas companies so China can better develop its own shale plays, these experts say. ¶ But the Chinese companies are largely failing in their quest, the experts say, because their US partners have structured the business dealings so that China cannot appropriate America's most important drilling-related technologies. ¶ "Chinese companies certainly intended to acquire technologies in the US through equity investment, but the problem is that these arrangements have embedded firewalls installed," said Bo Kong, an energy expert at Johns Hopkins University's School of Advanced International Studies in Washington. ¶ Kong, who wrote a book about Beijing's efforts to acquire equity in foreign oil and gas projects, said US drillers are typically happy to take China's money. But Kong said US oil and gas companies take great care to structure these business dealings to prevent the Chinese investors from obtaining proprietary information about fracking or other key aspects of the drilling process. This includes prohibiting employees of Chinese companies from setting foot on American drilling sites and entering US corporate boardrooms, Kong said.

b.) This is a massive alternate causality to the case – China will stop investing when they realize they can’t get the tech. 

Platts 10/26

[FEATURE: US drillers take China's money, but deny access to technology. Platts. Oct. 26, 2012. http://www.platts.com/RSSFeedDetailedNews/RSSFeed/Oil/8859078]
But Kong expects the surge in Chinese investment to drop off in the coming years as Beijing realizes that US oil and gas companies are not going to give up their technology for developing shale plays. China may also decide pull back if US gas prices do not rise soon, reasoning that investing in US shale plays is not a good business decision, Kong said. "If this continues and it becomes clear to Chinese energy companies that they can't get the technologies, and shale gas prices don't improve in the US, I think those factors will really dampen their enthusiasm for investment in the US [oil and gas] sector," Kong said.
US support for Taiwan undermines cooperation with China
Holslag, 2009 (Jonathan, Research Fund Flanders fellow at the Brussels Institute of Contemporary China Studies, “Embracing Chinese Global Security Ambitions,” The Washington Quarterly, 32:3)
Beijing, however, has been reluctant to accept such invitations by the United States. While it sent a top-ranked general for the first time to the U.S.—China Strategic Dialogue in January 2008, and agreed to step up exchanges at various levels, it minimized interaction almost immediately after the Pentagon announced its new arms deal with Taiwan in October 2008. A call to Beijing by Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for East Asia David Sedney in December 2008 failed to immediately bring the top Chinese military generals to the negotiating table. When they did arrive, they did so with many reservations. The expected interaction between both navies in eastern Africa also ended in disappointment for the Pentagon. China obviously blames Washington’s ambivalence. ‘‘America is reaching out one hand to us, while supporting our arch-enemy with the other,’’ an expert at the Chinese Defense University asserted.33 Even the most moderate voices in China’s security community decry the recent $6.5 billion package to Taiwan. ‘‘It was less than the Taiwanese government asked for, but as the decision came at a moment when cross-strait relations were steadily improving, we cannot but conclude that America wants to contain China in spite of its amicable statements,’’ an influential security expert stated.34 The Chinese military is not willing to reach out to the United States as long as it backs the Taiwanese armed forces, whereas the United States will stick to its unsinkable aircraft carrier if China’s military does not open up. As long as this security dilemma over Taiwan persists, Washington should not expect that Beijing is going to turn its global military strategy into a cooperative one. To mitigate this security dilemma, the United States needs to show restraint in providing military support to Taiwan, as long as relations with the mainland continue to improve. It can afford to do so because it does not need Taiwan as a military balancer. As posited earlier, it can prevent peaceful development turning into an aggressive rise by maintaining a supreme position along China’s economic lifelines. This does not imply that the Taiwanese people are left to the mercy of Beijing. This just implies that deterrence becomes symbolically less sensitive, though just as effective. 

Other areas of interdependence checks conflict w/ china.

Tung 3 – PhD, Center for IR @ National Chengchi University, Chen-Yuan, The Impact of Bilateral Economic Interdependence on US-China Relations, 

U.S.-China economic interdependence has significantly changed Beijing’s perception of  national interests, and thus, has shaped U.S.-China relations. A commentary in the Renmin  Ribao in May 2001 pointed out, “The fast-developing Sino-U.S. economic cooperation and  trade has become the main stabilizing factor and driving force in bilateral relations.”54 An  international relations scholar in Beijing expounded, “Some criticized Beijing was too weak  in dealing with the U.S. and Japan. But those critics did not see a historical change. China  is heavily interdependent with the U.S. and West. The interdependence has significantly  constrained Chinese foreign relations. China can not comprehensively antagonize the At a joint meeting with members of the Chinese People’s Political Consultative  Conference on March 6, 2001, Vice Premier Qian Qichen said that it was impossible to  change the U.S. basic standpoint on the Taiwan and human rights issues, but China and the  United States had common economic interests. He emphasized that China should bring the  contradictions between China and the United States “under control and not have an outburst.  We should reason things out and, if we fail, we should put aside minor differences so as to  seek common ground [economic interests].”56  An international relations senior scholar in Beijing stressed, “Sino-U.S. relations reflect  the importance of economic development to China. China makes every effort to maintain  stable Sino-U.S. relations. It is impossible for China to face off with the United States. The  Sino-U.S. relationship is not an issue of face, but of economic development.”57 An American  studies senior scholar in Beijing elaborated, “The Sino-U.S. economic relationship is very  important for China. Trade accounts for 40 percent of China’s GDP, and 40 percent of  China’s trade goes to the United States. As a result, China must maintain a good relationship  with the United States. The importance of the U.S. to China is much greater than China’s  importance to the United States. If Sino-U.S. relations worsen, it will bring severe damage to  China.”58  In the two case studies, Beijing tried to minimize the impact of surging nationalism and  public overreaction on its overall economic development and U.S.-China relations. In the  case of the embassy bombing, Beijing only allowed “controlled” demonstrations and protests  for two days, and then strictly prohibited any follow-up demonstrations. Afterward, Beijing  tried to control the damage by reassuring the foreign investors and diverting the people’s  focus back to economic development. Moreover, Beijing pragmatically and gradually  normalized relations with the United States, despite its tough gesture of rejecting U.S.  explanation of the bombing incident and demanding the U.S. severely punish the perpetrators.  In the case of the reconnaissance plane incident, the U.S. government obviously did not  meet China’s three demands: apologizing, taking responsibility, and stopping reconnaissance  flights in airspace off China’s coastal areas. However, China strictly prohibited protests against the United States for fear of damaging its economic development. Furthermore, China  frequently publicly expressed that China took a calm, restrained, and responsible attitude in  handling the incident. In order to minimize a possible backlash from the Chinese public,  Beijing twisted the language of a U.S. letter of regret into a fully-fledged apology, and thus,  declared it a victory for Chinese dignity.  Regarding the sharp contrast between Beijing’s rhetoric assertiveness and actual  prudence, a Taiwan studies senior scholar in Beijing frankly stated, “The most important  priority for China is economics. This is a prevailing consensus among the public and elite.  Beijing should have acted stronger against the United States, Japan, and Taiwan, but Beijing  had economic interests in mind.”59 Since Beijing was not willing to sternly respond to  Washington because of economic interest concerns, Beijing had to at least rhetorically  assure the Chinese people of its firm position, and then prudently minimize the impact of the  incidents on U.S.-China relations. In the reconnaissance plane incident, because Washington  did not meet any of three initial demands Beijing raised, Beijing finally twisted the language  and declared a moral victory in order to bolster its domestic position, as well as to normalize  U.S.-China relations.  Many other Chinese scholars had the same perspective. For instance, an American  studies senior scholar in Beijing emphasized, “Regarding the issue of the U.S. bombing of  the Chinese embassy and the airplane collision, China does not want conflict. All China  wants is to develop its economy!”60 Four international relations senior scholars in Beijing  and an international relations senior scholar in Shanghai all agreed that economic interest is  the essential consideration for China to deal with the issues of the U.S. bombing of both the  Chinese embassy and the airplane collision.61  An U.S. senior official explained, “Since the mid-1990s, Taiwanese President Lee Teng-  hui’s visit to the States, the U.S. mistaken bombing incident of Chinese embassy in Belgrade,  and the collision incident between an U.S. reconnaissance plane and a Chinese fighter jet, all  stirred strong reaction from Chinese officials and scholars. Nevertheless, with the  prerequisite of maintaining U.S.-China economic interests, President Jiang Zemin finally  intervened and emphasized that China had to do its best to maintain friendly relations with  the United States. Beijing clearly recognized that Chinese economy heavily depended on U.S. economy. Sometimes, Washington reminded Beijing of this fact.”62  Looking into the future, Chinese U.S. policy would continue to be moderate and  cooperative, in order to preserve the interests of bilateral economic interdependence. In the  16th National Congress of the Chinese Communist Party held in November 2002, Chinese  leaders announced that, for the next twenty years, China would continue to focus on  economic development. Beijing believes that a peaceful and stable international environment,  particularly a stable U.S.-China relationship, is essential to China’s economic development.  As a result, it is a consensus within China that Beijing will continue adopting cooperative  attitudes and policies toward the United States in the future.63

US-Sino relations are resilient and bashing never escalates 

Xijin, editor in chief of the Global Times, a Chinese newspaper, 3-21-2012 (Hu, Isaac Stone Fish, an associate editor at Foreign Policy, translated this article from the Chinese, “Hollow Threats,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/03/21/hollow_threats?page=full)
Mitt Romney has said a lot of tough things about China. But his words haven't troubled the Chinese people. This is because, over the last 20 years, the China policies of U.S. presidents have always been milder than the threats the same men made on the campaign trail. In other words, no one seriously thinks that a candidate will actually implement these tough policies. The Chinese people have already mentally prepared for the possibility of Sino-U.S. relations growing tenser, but this is the result of Sino-U.S. competition rapidly growing fiercer, not the possibility of Romney becoming president. ¶ Romney's tough words toward China sound very empty, as if he's just communicating to the electorate his determination to be faithful to America's national interests. Attacking China on human rights and its political system and describing China as an "opponent" in military and economic areas makes the loyalty he has pledged to the United States seem more real. Barack Obama, as president, cannot directly attack China; Romney, as a candidate, will attack us every chance he gets -- if merely to make the point that Obama is constrained and weak. ¶ Romney's most striking attack line toward China is his stated desire to call China a currency-manipulating country on his first day in the White House. Will he really do this? I don't know. But what's certain is that if he does end up in the White House, he wouldn't dare provoke an all-out trade war between China and the United States. Even if he does call China a currency manipulator, the label will be meaningless because of the hugeness of Sino-U.S. trade. ¶ Sino-U.S. relations and those between the Soviet Union and the United States are completely different. The societies of the United States and the Soviet Union never came in contact with each other; their two countries' top officials decided everything about the relationship. But Sino-U.S. relations revolve around the two countries' robust societal and economic contacts. Their scale and prospects are big enough to trump the values and security interests that usually frame these two countries' relations. ¶ The leaders of the United States and China admittedly can personally affect Sino-U.S. relations, but only in a limited way. They can influence the atmosphere of the relationship and other surface matters, but the two countries' core interests guide Sino-U.S. relations. ¶ These relations could grow tenser in the future because the two countries' respective interests in the relationship have quietly changed since China's rise. If Romney gets elected, even if he doesn't continue to encourage anti-Chinese sentiment, there will be more friction between the two countries than there is today. The next U.S. president must work to limit the mistrust between the two countries and prevent them from exploding with suspicion. ¶ The possibility that the United States will be able to contain China is very small because China's rise is a natural process with many forces behind it. Containing China would be difficult. At best, the United States can dedicate itself to lessening the damage China's rise will have on America's interests and enjoying the opportunities created by China's development. ¶ I can understand America's vigilant attitude toward China. But I believe Americans will not be reckless in trying to contain China. In other words, as long as China doesn't provoke the United States, containing China won't become U.S. policy. ¶ As for the U.S.-China row over things like rare earths, the exchange rate, and even human rights, all these conflicts have been very specific, and they haven't capsized the whole relationship. We believe the person whom the Americans elect to enter the White House will, at the very least, have rational thoughts. Romney won't make the mistake of turning a specific conflict into a showdown with 1.3 billion Chinese people. 
Focus on epystmology makes war more likely.

Houghton, Professor of Political Science at the University of Central Florida, 2008 (David, “Positivism 'vs' Postmodernism: Does Epistemology Make a Difference?” International Politics, Vol 45, p 115-128  
Writing in 1989, Thomas Biersteker noted that 'the vast majority of scholarship in international relations (and the social sciences for that matter) proceeds without conscious reflection on its philosophical bases or premises. In professional meetings, lectures, seminars and the design of curricula, we do not often engage in serious reflection on the philosophical bases or implications of our activity. Too often, consideration of these core issues is reserved for (and largely forgotten after) the introductory weeks of required concepts and methods courses, as we socialize students into the profession' (Biersteker, 1989). This observation -- while accurate at the time -- would surely be deemed incorrect were it to be made today. Even some scholars who profess regret at the philosophically self-regarding nature of contemporary of IR theory, nevertheless feel compelled to devote huge chunks of their work to epistemological issues before getting to more substantive matters (see for instance Wendt, 1999). The recent emphasis on epistemology has helped to push IR as a discipline further and further away from the concerns of those who actually practice IR. The consequent decline in the policy relevance of what we do, and our retreat into philosophical self-doubt, is ironic given the roots of the field in very practical political concerns (most notably, how to avoid war). What I am suggesting is not that IR scholars should ignore philosophical questions, or that such 'navel gazing' is always unproductive, for questions of epistemology surely undergird every vision of IR that ever existed. Rather, I would suggest that the existing debate is sterile and unproductive in the sense that the various schools of thought have much more in common than they suppose; stated more specifically, postpositivists have much more in common than they would like to think with the positivists they seek to condemn. Consequently, to the extent that there is ameaningful dialogue going on with regard to epistemological questions, it has no real impact on what we do as scholars when we look at the world 'out there'. Rather than focusing on epistemology, it is inevitably going to be more fruitful to subject the substantive claims made by positivists (of all metatheoretical stripes) and postpositivists to the cold light of day. My own view, as the reader may have gathered already, is that the empirical claims of scholars like Der Derian and Campbell will not often stand up to such harsh scrutiny given the inattention to careful evidence gathering betrayed by both, but this is a side issue here; the point is that substantive theoretical and empirical claims, rather than metatheoretical or epistemological ones, ought to be what divides the international relations scene today.
No risk of naval confrontation - US Naval power too far in the lead

Matthew Schofield [writing for McClatchy Newspapers]¶ October 23, 2012¶ To tally the Navy’s strength requires more than math¶ http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2012/10/23/172369/to-tally-the-navys-strength-requires.html

America’s Navy is stronger, smaller, more dominant, more vulnerable and more lethal than at any time since World War I. So, for those confused by dueling candidates on the topic during Monday night’s presidential debate, hope that’s cleared up things. ¶ If not, it’s because determining naval strength, while never simple, is exceedingly complicated in these complicated times. All-of-the-above answers can be easily found among those who study the U.S. Navy. Sometimes, a single expert will voice many of the contradictions in the same statement.¶ For what they’re worth, the raw numbers: The U.S. Navy today has 286 ships. In 1916 it had 245, and by 1917, 342. By the end of World War II, it had 6,768 ships. At the height of the Cold War in 1987, the Navy boasted 594 ships. The recent low point came in 2007 when it had 278 ships. ¶ For what it’s worth, in 1886, the Navy had only 38 ships, the most common of which were “screw sloops.” The modern Navy doesn’t list any screw sloops.¶ But when looking at the numbers, Jacob Stokes, a researcher at the Center for a New American Security, notes that it’s important to remember that when the U.S. force reached its peaks, there was always a similarly armed foe: Germany, Japan, the Soviet Union.¶ “Today, we don’t have a peer competitor,” he notes. U.S. naval superiority today is unquestioned. No other nation has more than two operational aircraft carriers. The United States has 11, and the other nations with two are Italy and Spain. China, the frequent foil in this discussion, just launched its first carrier but does not yet have planes capable of landing on it, and it does not yet have a single “carrier battle group.”¶ “China won’t be showing up on the California coast anytime soon,” Stokes said.
China arsenal is laughably bad – modernization is a lie, its submarine force never worked
Lieber and Press, 2006
Keir A., Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame. Daryl G., Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Pennsylvania. “The End of MAD? The Nuclear Dimension of U.S. Primacy”, International Security, Vol. 30, No. 4 (Spring 2006), pp. 7–44

China’s ability to redress the nuclear imbalance is even more suspect. Much has been made of China’s ongoing defense modernization, but the country’s strategic arsenal is growing at a glacial pace. China has only 18 ICBMs, a number that has remained essentially unchanged for more than a decade. In addition, these missiles are kept unfueled, and their warheads are stored separately. U.S. intelligence predicts that China will eventually deploy a new generation of ICBMs—modern mobile missiles—and field as many as 100 by 2020. This is certainly possible, but analysts have been expecting this deployment since the mid-1980s. According to unclassified reports, U.S. intelligence analyses repeatedly forecast the imminent deployment of advanced Chinese mobile ICBMs because they based their estimates on calculations of what China could conceivably do, rather than on concrete evidence of missile production. 50 Beyond its small ICBM force, China deployed 1 SSBN in 1983, but it had such poor capabilities that it never left Chinese waters and is no longer operational. China is designing a new class of SSBNs, but progress has been slow; even the U.S. Defense Department estimates that operational deployment is many years away.51
War won't go nuclear - No first use

Zhenqiang 2005 (Pan; China Security (World Security Institute China Program); http://www.irchina.org/en/news/view.asp?id=403)

First, NFU highlights China’s philosophical belief that nuclear weapons can only be used to serve one purpose, that of retaliation against a nuclear attack, pending complete nuclear disarmament. Indeed, their extremely large destructive capabilities render nuclear weapons the only truly inhumane weapon of mass destruction and are of little other use to China. Faced with U.S. nuclear blackmail in the 1950s, China had no alternative to developing its own nuclear capability so as to address the real danger of being a target of a nuclear strike. But even so, Beijing vowed that having a nuclear capability would only serve this single purpose. From the very beginning of acquiring a nuclear capability, Beijing announced that it would never be the first to use nuclear weapons under any conditions; it also pledged unconditionally not to use nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear weapon states. This claim is not merely rhetoric that cannot be verified, as some Western pundits accused. On the contrary, China’s nuclear rationale has determined the defensive nature of its nuclear force, its posture, size and operational doctrine, which have been highly visible and have stood the test of time. It is in this sense that China is NOT a nuclear weapon state in the Western sense. Unlike all the other nuclear weapon states, for example, China has never intended to use its nuclear capability to make up for the in efficiency of conventional capabilities vis-à-vis other world powers nor has China an interest in joining a nuclear arms race with other nuclear states. And thanks to the insistence of this policy based on NFU, China succeeds in reducing the nuclear element to the minimum in its relations with other nuclear nations, avoiding a possible nuclear arms race, and contributing to the global strategic stability at large. If this policy serves well its core security interests, why should Beijing change it?
Predictions are good – even if we can’t predict the future with certainty, it means we must be even more wary of future crises

Kurasawa, Assistant Professor of Sociology at York University, Toronto, and a Faculty Associate of the Center for Cultural Sociology at Yale, 2004
(Fuyuki, “Cautionary Tales,” Constellations Volume 4 No. 11, December)
When engaging in the labor of preventive foresight, the first obstacle that one is likely to encounter from some intellectual circles is a deep-seated skepticism about the very value of the exercise. A radically postmodern line of thinking, for instance, would lead us to believe that it is pointless, perhaps even harmful, to strive for farsightedness in light of the aforementioned crisis of conventional paradigms of historical analysis. If, contra teleological models, history has no intrinsic meaning, direction, or endpoint to be discovered through human reason, and if, contra scientistic futurism, prospective trends cannot be predicted without error, then the abyss of chronological inscrutability supposedly opens up at our feet. The future appears to be unknowable, an outcome of chance. Therefore, rather than embarking upon grandiose speculation about what may occur, we should adopt a pragmatism that abandons itself to the twists and turns of history; let us be content to formulate ad hoc responses to emergencies as they arise. While this argument has the merit of underscoring the fallibilistic nature of all predictive schemes, it conflates the necessary recognition of the contingency of history with unwarranted assertions about the latter’s total opacity and indeterminacy. Acknowledging the fact that the future cannot be known with absolute certainty does not imply abandoning the task of trying to understand what is brewing on the horizon and to prepare for crises already coming into their own. In fact, the incorporation of the principle of fallibility into the work of prevention means that we must be ever more vigilant for warning signs of disaster and for responses that provoke unintended or unexpected consequences (a point to which I will return in the final section of this paper). In addition, from a normative point of view, the acceptance of historical contingency and of the self-limiting character of farsightedness places the duty of preventing catastrophe squarely on the shoulders of present generations. The future no longer appears to be a metaphysical creature of destiny or of the cunning of reason, nor can it be sloughed off to pure randomness. It becomes, instead, a result of human action shaped by decisions in the present – including, of course, trying to anticipate and prepare for possible and avoidable sources of harm to our successors. 

No root cause of violence—it’s always proximately caused. The aff leaves us unable to deal with any global problems. 

Curtler 97 – PhD Philosophy, Hugh, “rediscovering values: coming to terms with postnmodernism” 44-7

The second and third concerns, though, are more serious and to a degree more legitimate. The second concern is that "reason is the product of the Enlightenment, modern science, and Western society, and as such for the postmodernists, it is guilty by association of all the errors attributed to them, [namely], violence, suffering, and alienation in the twentieth century, be it the Holocaust, world wars, Vietnam, Stalin's Gulag, or computer record-keeping . . ." (Rosenau 1992, 129). Although this is a serious concern, it is hardly grounds for the rejection of reason, for which postmodernism calls in a loud, frenetic voice. There is precious little evidence that the problems of the twentieth century are the result of too much reason! On the contrary. To be sure, it was Descartes's dream to reduce every decision to a calculation, and in ethics, this dream bore fruit in Jeremy Bentham's abortive "calculus" of utilities. But at least since the birth of the social sciences at the end of the last century, and with considerable help from logical positivism, ethics (and values in general) has been relegated to the dung heap of "poetical and metaphysical nonsense," and in the minds of the general populace, reason has no place in ethics, which is the proper domain of feeling. The postmodern concern to place feelings at the center of ethics, and judgment generally—which is the third of their three objections to modern reason—simply plays into the hands of the hardened popular prejudice that has little respect for the abilities of human beings to resolve moral differences reasonably. Can it honestly be said of any major decision made in this century that it was the result of "too much reason" and that feelings and emotions played no part? Surely not. Can this be said in the case of any of the concerns reflected in the list above: are violence, suffering, and alienation, or the Holocaust, Vietnam, Stalin's Gulag, or Auschwitz the result of a too reasonable approach to human problems? No one could possibly make this claim who has dared to peek into the dark and turbid recesses of the human psyche. In every case, it is more likely that these concerns result from such things as sadism, envy, avarice, love of power, the "death wish," or short-term self-interest, none of which is "reasonable." One must carefully distinguish between the methods of the sciences, which are thoroughly grounded in reason and logic, and the uses men and women make of science. The warnings of romantics such as Goethe (who was himself no mean scientist) and Mary Shelley were directed not against science per se but rather against the misuse of science and the human tendency to become embedded in the operations of the present moment. To the extent that postmodernism echoes these concerns, I would share them without hesitation. But the claim that our present culture suffers because of an exclusive concern with "reasonable" solutions to human problems, with a fixation on the logos, borders on the absurd. What is required here is not a mindless rejection of human reason on behalf of "intuition," "conscience," or "feelings" in the blind hope that somehow complex problems will be solved if we simply do whatever makes us feel good. Feelings and intuitions are notoriously unreliable and cannot be made the center of a workable ethic. We now have witnessed several generations of college students who are convinced that "there's no disputing taste" in the arts and that ethics is all about feelings. As a result, it is almost impossible to get them to take these issues seriously. The notion that we can trust our feelings to find solutions to complex problems is little more than a false hope. We are confronted today with problems on a scale heretofore unknown, and what is called for is patience, compassion (to be sure), and above all else, clear heads. In a word, what is called for is a balance between reason and feelings—not the rejection of one or the other. One need only recall Nietzsche's own concern for the balance between Dionysus and Apollo in his Birth of Tragedy. Nietzsche knew better than his followers, apparently, that one cannot sacrifice Apollo to Dionysus in the futile hope that we can rely on our blind instincts to get us out of the hole we have dug for ourselves.
Questioning epistemology and methodology is unproductive

Houghton, Professor of Political Science at the University of Central Florida, 2008 (David, “Positivism 'vs' Postmodernism: Does Epistemology Make a Difference?” International Politics, Vol 45, p 115-128  
Writing in 1989, Thomas Biersteker noted that 'the vast majority of scholarship in international relations (and the social sciences for that matter) proceeds without conscious reflection on its philosophical bases or premises. In professional meetings, lectures, seminars and the design of curricula, we do not often engage in serious reflection on the philosophical bases or implications of our activity. Too often, consideration of these core issues is reserved for (and largely forgotten after) the introductory weeks of required concepts and methods courses, as we socialize students into the profession' (Biersteker, 1989). This observation -- while accurate at the time -- would surely be deemed incorrect were it to be made today. Even some scholars who profess regret at the philosophically self-regarding nature of contemporary of IR theory, nevertheless feel compelled to devote huge chunks of their work to epistemological issues before getting to more substantive matters (see for instance Wendt, 1999). The recent emphasis on epistemology has helped to push IR as a discipline further and further away from the concerns of those who actually practice IR. The consequent decline in the policy relevance of what we do, and our retreat into philosophical self-doubt, is ironic given the roots of the field in very practical political concerns (most notably, how to avoid war). What I am suggesting is not that IR scholars should ignore philosophical questions, or that such 'navel gazing' is always unproductive, for questions of epistemology surely undergird every vision of IR that ever existed. Rather, I would suggest that the existing debate is sterile and unproductive in the sense that the various schools of thought have much more in common than they suppose; stated more specifically, postpositivists have much more in common than they would like to think with the positivists they seek to condemn. Consequently, to the extent that there is ameaningful dialogue going on with regard to epistemological questions, it has no real impact on what we do as scholars when we look at the world 'out there'. Rather than focusing on epistemology, it is inevitably going to be more fruitful to subject the substantive claims made by positivists (of all metatheoretical stripes) and postpositivists to the cold light of day. My own view, as the reader may have gathered already, is that the empirical claims of scholars like Der Derian and Campbell will not often stand up to such harsh scrutiny given the inattention to careful evidence gathering betrayed by both, but this is a side issue here; the point is that substantive theoretical and empirical claims, rather than metatheoretical or epistemological ones, ought to be what divides the international relations scene today. 
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Offshore drilling spills are inevitable
Mufson 4/19/2012 (Steven Mufson, Washington Post.“Two years after BP oil spill, offshore drilling still poses risks” http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/two-years-after-bp-oil-spill-offshore-drilling-still-poses-risks/2012/04/19/gIQAHOkDUT_story_1.html, 19 April 2012, JGR)

But three recent incidents in other parts of the world show just how risky and sensitive offshore drilling remains. In the North Sea, French oil giant Total is still battling to regain control of a natural gas well that has been leaking for nearly four weeks. Meanwhile, Brazil has confiscated the passports of 11 Chevron employees and five employees of drilling contractor Transocean as they await trial on criminal charges related to an offshore oil spill there. And in December, about 40,000 barrels of crude oil leaked out of a five-year-old loading line between a floating storage vessel and an oil tanker in a Royal Dutch Shell field off the coast of Nigeria. Many experts say that even with tougher regulations here in the United States, such incidents are inevitable. “I’m not saying we shouldn’t do it [offshore drilling], but we ought to go at it with our eyes open,” said Roger Rufe, a retired Coast Guard vice admiral. “We can’t do it with a human-designed system and not expect that there will be occasional problems with it.” Shell is one company particularly anxious to avoid the slightest whiff of trouble. It is on the verge of getting the final two permits needed to drill this summer in the Chukchi Sea, off Alaska’s Arctic Coast, a plan that has aroused opposition from a broad array of environmental groups. So on April 10 when federal regulators told Shell that they had spotted a 1-by-10-mile oil sheen in the eight miles of water between two Shell production platforms in the Gulf of Mexico, executives acted quickly. They promptly mobilized an oil cleanup vessel and sent two remotely operated underwater vehicles to scour the sea floor. It turned out that the oil — only six barrels — came from a natural seep common in the gulf. “Post-Macondo, there’s no such thing as a small spill,” said an executive from another big oil company, who asked for anonymity because he was not authorized to comment. With the anniversary of the BP spill, many experts are reassessing U.S. progress since the accident. And environmentalists are assessing damages. A National Wildlife Federation report said, for example, that the shrimp catch increased last year but that since the spill 523 dolphins have been stranded onshore, four times the historic average; 95 percent of them were dead. A team of scientists led by Peter Roopnarine of the California Academy of Sciences said oysters collected post-spill contain higher concentrations of heavy metals in their shells, gills and muscle tissue than those collected before the spill. The members of the presidential Oil Spill Commission that investigated the BP spill said in a report that they were “encouraged” by reforms at the Interior Department, which oversees drilling in U.S. waters. But they said they are dismayed by the failure of Congress to enact some reforms into law, worried about the prospect of Arctic drilling, and concerned that the United States had not altered the embargo of Cuba to allow U.S. vessels to respond if there was a spill from a rig drilling in Cuban waters. Environmental groups are more adamant. Oceana, a group opposed to offshore drilling, said “offshore drilling safety has not improved.” That assertion was disputed by Michael R. Bromwich, who oversaw the overhaul of the Interior Department agency now divided into the Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement and the Bureau of Ocean Enforcement and Management. “Sometimes it takes a crisis to get changes,” Bromwich said at a recent conference. He said better regulation was built on three legs: prevention, containment and spill response. He hailed advances in the first two areas but conceded that the ability to scoop up spilled oil “has developed painfully little since the Exxon Valdez,” the infamous 1989 incident in which a drunken tanker captain ran his ship aground close to the Alaskan shore. “Once oil is in the water, it’s a mess,” Rufe said, “and we have not demonstrated an ability to get up more than 3 to 5 percent of the oil spilled.”
This particular deal will be blocked – multiple politicians pressing for it.
Reuters 12/14

[CNOOC seeks deepwater drilling expertise through Nexen. Reuters. Cited through the South China Morning Post. Dec 14, 2012. http://www.scmp.com/business/commodities/article/1104814/cnooc-seeks-deepwater-drilling-expertise-through-nexen]

As the Committee on Foreign Investment in the US examines whether the deal presents any threat to national security, several US politicians have voiced concerns. One issue the committee will examine, experts say, is whether Nexen's assets are too close to sensitive US military areas.¶ Under the law, the investment committee operates in complete secrecy and it is not known when it may make a decision or which way it is leaning.

Republicans will force them to divest assets

Reuters 12/14

[Nexen’s US Gulf oil fields key to CNOOC’s deepwater ambitions. Reuters. Cited Through Arab News. Dec 14, 2012. http://www.arabnews.com/nexen%E2%80%99s-us-gulf-oil-fields-key-cnooc%E2%80%99s-deepwater-ambitions]

As the Committee on Foreign Investment in the US, or CFIUS, examines whether the deal presents any threats to national security, a handful of US politicians have voiced concerns. One issue the committee will examine, CFIUS experts say, is whether Nexen’s assets are too close to sensitive US military areas. ¶ Senator James Inhofe, soon to be the top Republican on the Senate Armed Services Committee, said this week he hopes CFIUS forces CNOOC to divest the assets. ¶ “It’s the same as it would be when I object to their presence in our borders in California, or the Panama canal — they’re not our reliable ally,” Inhofe said. ¶ Under US law, CFIUS operates in complete secrecy and it is not known when it may make a decision or which way it is leaning. CNOOC has declined comment on the review and Nexen had no immediate comment.

Aff would result
Link Ext.

Drilling in the gulf is key to gaining expertise – that causes drilling in the South China seas
Reuters 12/14

[CNOOC seeks deepwater drilling expertise through Nexen. Reuters. Dec 14, 2012. http://www.scmp.com/business/commodities/article/1104814/cnooc-seeks-deepwater-drilling-expertise-through-nexen]

CNOOC's purchase of Canadian energy producer Nexen may prove to be bittersweet if United States regulators block the Chinese state-run oil company from taking over Nexen's oilfields in the Gulf of Mexico.¶ CNOOC won a major coup last week by securing Ottawa's consent for the US$15.1 billion deal - China's largest ever overseas acquisition - but the company is still waiting for approval from the US government.¶ While the gulf assets are just a fraction of Nexen's reserve base and production, they would give CNOOC a foothold in the world's premier deepwater oil province from which to acquire the technical know-how to drill in the contested South China Sea.

Acquisition is key to technical expertise

Reuters 12/14

[Nexen’s US Gulf oil fields key to CNOOC’s deepwater ambitions. Reuters. Cited Through Arab News. Dec 14, 2012. http://www.arabnews.com/nexen%E2%80%99s-us-gulf-oil-fields-key-cnooc%E2%80%99s-deepwater-ambitions]

That leaves an acquisition as the other route to acquiring new technical expertise. ¶ “What they could learn in the Gulf of Mexico could be deployed back into the domestic, South China Sea exploration in terms of best practices in the longer term,” said Gordon Kwan, head of energy research at Mirae Asset Securities in Hong Kong. ¶ CNOOC launched its first ultra-deepwater rig earlier this year and it is drilling south of Hong Kong in an area within Beijing’s ambit.
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Solves the case – China wants to invest in wind but Exon-Florio authority has blocked them

Jackson 10/1

[James K. Jackson Specialist in International Trade and Finance. The Exon-Florio National Security Test for Foreign Investment. Congressional Research Service. October 1, 2012 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33312.pdf]
On September 29, 2012, President Obama used authority granted to him under the Exon-Florio ¶ provision and P.L. 110-49 to direct the Chinese-owned Ralls Corporation, to divest itself of four ¶ wind turbine project companies in Boardman, Oregon, that were in or within the vicinity of ¶ restricted air space at a Naval Weapons Systems Training Facility. Ralls Corporation had failed to ¶ notify CFIUS of the acquisition in early 2012 and subsequent negotiations with CFIUS had failed ¶ to devise a mitigation agreement that was satisfactory to both CFIUS and Ralls. Under the ¶ investment, the Chinese firm planned to install wind turbines manufactured by Sany Corporation ¶ in China. Ralls had filed a suit against CFIUS claiming that CFIUS had been arbitrary and ¶ capricious in its treatment of Ralls. That suit, however, was made moot by President Obama’s ¶ decision.

Exon-Florio blocks wind investment

Voss and Mertens 9/24

[CJ Voss C.J. Voss is a partner in the Corporate practice group. His practice focuses on providing advice and counsel to senior management and boards of directors of public and private companies on mergers, acquisitions, financings, and other strategic transactions. C.J. also advises entrepreneurs and emerging growth companies on business formation and founders' issues, and early stage and venture capital financings. He has worked with clients in the forest products, life sciences, software and information technology, consumer products, retail, and financial services industries, among others.¶ Previously, C.J. was an attorney/advisor with the Office of the Chief Counsel for International Commerce at the U.S. Department of Commerce in Washington, D.C. (1992-1995), and an associate with Linklaters De Bandt in Brussels, Belgium (1989-1991). Alexandra Mertens is an associate in the Corporate group. She is experienced in counseling emerging and established clients on a variety of business transactions, including mergers and acquisitions, capital raising, governance and commercial contract negotiation.¶ Alex is also experienced in renewable energy corporate and project finance matters and advises developers on issues concerning the acquisition, development and financing of renewable energy projects.¶ Before joining Stoel Rives, Alex was a senior associate at Fredrikson & Byron, P.A. in Minneapolis (2006-2011). Energy law alert: CFIUS intervenes in Chinese-owned wind project. Stoel Rivers LLP. http://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=e7724889-852d-4f3b-8cbb-286459bf3ee8]
The implications of the CFIUS order regarding Ralls's investment in the Oregon Projects are potentially significant. According to the Wilson Center, an independent think-tank based in Washington, D.C., China has invested approximately $6 billion in clean energy projects in the United States since 2006, and the numbers are growing fast. In 2011, Chinese investment in the U.S. clean energy sector reached $264 million, a 130% increase over the prior year.¶ Although the CFIUS mitigation order and the court filings do not specifically address national security risks, the proximity of the Oregon Projects to a U.S. Naval Weapons System Training Facility likely was a significant factor in the CFIUS assessment. CFIUS reportedly expressed concerns regarding a recent proposed acquisition of a U.S. mining business by a Chinese government-owned company due to the proximity of the target company's facilities to a military installation. Otherwise, CFIUS has not clarified what, if anything, differentiates the Ralls acquisition of the Oregon Projects from any prior or pending foreign investment in renewable energy projects.¶ In light of the CFIUS order, it appears that "national security" may be a greater risk to renewable energy transactions than previously understood. Non-U.S. investors should be prepared for national security reviews and should carefully consider whether CFIUS clearance should be a condition to closing renewable energy
We need to be resistant against oil

Drilling will result in an oil shock and destroys the environment

Reuters 2012 (8/9, “The Coming Oil Boom”, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/08/10/us/10iht-letter10.html?_r=2, Aly M)

NEW YORK — Forget America’s fiscal cliff, Europe’s currency troubles or the emerging-markets slowdown. The most important story in the global economy today may well be some good news that isn’t yet making as many headlines — the coming surge in oil production around the world. Until very recently, our collective assumption was that oil was running out. That was partly a matter of what seemed like geological common sense. It took millions of years for the earth to crush plankton into fossil fuels; it is logical to think that it would take millions of years to create more. The rise of the emerging markets, with their energy-hungry billions, was a further reason it seemed obvious we would have less oil and gas in 2020 than we do today. Obvious — but wrong. Thanks in part to technologies like horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracking, we are entering a new age of abundant oil. As the energy expert Leonardo Maugeri contends in a recent report published by the Belfer Center at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, “contrary to what most people believe, oil supply capacity is growing worldwide at such an unprecedented level that it might outpace consumption.” Mr. Maugeri, a research fellow at the Belfer Center and a former oil industry executive, bases that assertion on a field-by-field analysis of most of the major oil exploration and development projects in the world. He concludes that “by 2020, the world’s oil production capacity could be more than 110 million barrels per day, an increase of almost 20 percent.” Four countries will lead the coming oil boom: Iraq, the United States, Canada and Brazil. Much of the “new” oil is coming on-stream thanks to a technology revolution that has put hard-to-extract deposits within reach: Canada’s oil sands, the United States’ shale oil, Brazil’s presalt oil. “The extraction technologies are not new,” Mr. Maugeri explains in the report, “but the combination of technologies used to exploit shale and tight oils has evolved. The technology can also be used to reopen and recover more oil from conventional, established oilfields.” Mr. Maugeri thinks the tipping point will be 2015. Until then, the oil market will be “highly volatile” and “prone to extreme movements in opposite directions.” But after 2015, Mr. Maugeri predicts a “glut of oil,” which could lead to a fall, or even a “collapse,” in prices. At a time when the global meme is of America’s inevitable economic decline, the surge in oil supply capacity is an important contrarian indicator. Mr. Maugeri calculates that the United States “could conceivably produce up to 65 percent of its oil consumption needs domestically.” That national energy boom is already providing a powerful economic stimulus in some parts of the country — just look at North Dakota. Crucially, at a time when one of the biggest social and political problems in the United States is the disappearance of well-paid blue-collar work, particularly for men, oil patch jobs fill that void. What Mr. Maugeri dubs the next oil revolution also has tremendous geopolitical implications. One way to understand the battlegrounds of our young century is through the pipelines that flow beneath them. The coming surge in oil production, particularly from North America, will transform that geopolitical equation. Equally significant is the impact of oil on the most important human problem of our times: protecting the environment. The sources of oil that will fuel the coming boom are harder to reach than the supplies of the 20th century, and the technologies required to extract them are more invasive. That will be one fault line in what is sure to be the escalating battle between environmentalists and the oil industry.
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The decision to block wind signals protectionism and is perceived as china-bashing
Xinhau 10/3

[Chinese-owned Ralls Corp. sues Obama over wind farm project. Xinhau. Oct 3, 2012. http://www.china.org.cn/world/Off_the_Wire/2012-10/03/content_26692691.htm]

A Chinese-owned company has sued U.S. President Barack Obama for blocking its wind farm project purchase deal, claiming that the president's order exceeded its constitutional rights and failed to provide detailed evidence.¶ In an amended complaint filed on Monday in the U.S. District Court in Washington, Ralls Corp., a company owned by Chinese nationals, said Obama acted in "an unlawful and unauthorized manner" in issuing the order without providing "any evidence or reasoned explanation" for his decision to use a national defense law in prohibiting the acquisition and ordering the company to divest the four wind farms.¶ Ralls also contended that Obama and the Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States (CFIUS) failed to give the firm " sufficient notice and opportunity to be heard prior to prohibiting its acquisition of the wind farms and imposing extraordinary restrictions on the use and enjoyment of its property interests."¶ By filing the complaint, "Ralls continues to show its profound faith in transparency and due process, and seeks only fair treatment under the law and the Constitution," said Tim Xia, counsel for Ralls Corp., in a statement.¶ U.S. President Barack Obama on Friday issued a presidential order to prevent Ralls Corp., from owning four wind farms in Boardman, Oregon, citing national security risks for their locations near the Naval Weapons Systems Training Facility.¶ Ralls Corp. is owned by two executives of Sany Group, China's largest machinery manufacturer.¶ It was the first time in 22 years that a U.S. president has blocked such a foreign business deal. During this election year when the U.S. economy is mired in tepid growth and high unemployment rate, both Democrats and Republicans are using China- bashing tactic to woo some blue-collar voters.¶ As the campaigns intensify, Obama has been facing mounting pressure from his Republican rival Mitt Romney who blamed him for not being tough enough on China.¶ The Chinese government has repeatedly urged the United States to abide by its commitment against protectionism and maintain a free, open and just international trade environment. 

Blocking wind erodes our trade leadership

Xinhau 9/30

[The alarm bell of US protectionism rings loud. Xinhau. Sep 30, 2012. http://www.china.org.cn/business/2012-09/30/content_26681566.htm]

A recent decision by U.S. President Barack Obama to block a Chinese-led corporation from owning American wind farms exposes the weakness of the U.S. claim that it is the most open market in the world.¶ Obama on Friday issued a rare presidential order to bar the Ralls Corp., a company owned by Chinese nationals, from purchasing four wind farm projects, fearing that Ralls "might take action that threatens to impair national security."¶ Obama's decision was based on a report by the Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States (CFIUS) that claimed that the purchased wind farm sites are all within or near restricted airspace at an naval training base.¶ Ralls offered another side of the picture, saying that only one of the four sites was in restricted airspace and there were other foreign wind farms in the same area.

This is a massive signal – everyone’s watching
Vigdor et al 12

[Billy Vigdor and John Elwood are partners, and Jeremy Marwell is an associate at Vinson & Elkins'  Washington, D.C., office. Blocking Ore. Wind Farms: Overstepping Authority? Law 360. Oct 22, 2012. http://www.velaw.com/uploadedFiles/VEsite/Resources/BlockingOreWindFarmsOversteppingAuthority.pdf]
CFIUS practitioners and the business community should watch this case closely. The plaintiffs will face ¶ significant threshold arguments from the government that the actions are nonreviewable and that the ¶ case should be dismissed. But if even one of Ralls’ claims survives dismissal, it could have significant ¶ economic and legal effects for U.S. national security review of foreign investment.¶ Remarkably, this important development arises in the context of a CFIUS challenge to the acquisition of ¶ a nascent alternative energy project. CFIUS is charged with reviewing and investigating foreign ¶ acquisitions of critical infrastructure, including major energy assets. Small wind turbines are unlikely to ¶ fall into that category, but it is clear that CFIUS believes that foreign ownership of wind turbines could ¶ threaten national security, particularly where the assets are located near U.S. military or other sensitive ¶ installations.We believe that the case has momentous import to the U.S. business community seeking to attract ¶ capital for investment and foreign persons seeking to invest in the United States. We expect there to be ¶ opportunities for interested parties to express their views through amicus filings with the court.

Blocking wind chills all Chinese investment.
Mahn 10/1

[Claudia Mahn. President Obama blocks Chinese wind farm ambitions. Global Insight October 1, 2012. Lexis]

However, in a statement on Friday, the Department of Treasury said the president's order should not be viewed as a precedent for barring investment in the United States by China or any other country. "The president's action demonstrates the administration's commitment to protecting national security, while maintaining the United States' longstanding policy on open investment... The president exercises his authority...with a focus on national security concerns and is committed to ensuring the fair and equitable treatment of all foreign investors," the statement said. In practice though, the presidential order is making an example of Ralls, sending a 'subtle' back-off signal to Chinese investors elsewhere in the US energy sphere that the scope for participation will have limits where the government sees potential impacts on national security, from a military or energy perspective. Especially in the wake of the proposed CNOOC-Nexen deal, the underlying message to Chinese investors is to stay clear of deepening involvement in major US energy developments, such as the GOM or even potential liquefied natural gas export terminals currently under regulatory review (seeUnited States: 22 August 2012:) .
Cards

Independently, boosting Chinese deepwater drilling expertise causes conflict in the South China Seas

Spegele 12/27

[Brian Spegele. Cnooc's New Tack Shows in Oil Deal. The Wall Street Journal. Dec 27, 2012. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887324731304578192883140076040.html]
While Nexen's production in the Gulf is small, its deep water experience appeals to Cnooc, according to industry executives and analysts. Closer to home, the company is eager to develop potentially vast deep water assets in the hotly disputed—but potentially energy rich—South China Sea.¶ It remains unclear whether Nexen possesses similar technologies seen as having potential military applications, but reaction from Washington, D.C., thus far has been more muted.¶ While touting itself as a competitive enterprise overseas, back home Cnooc under Chairman Wang Yilin continues to promote itself as a strategic asset. The company is at the front lines of pushing disputed South China Sea territorial claims against its neighbors, including U.S. regional partners Vietnam and the Philippines. When Cnooc launched China's first domestically developed deep-water rig in May, Mr. Wang described such rigs to employees as "our mobile national territory and a strategic weapon." Cnooc has declined to make Mr. Wang available for comment.

Alt cause to aff solvency - we labeled china a spy threat. Aff only resolves energy issues with CFIUS.

Reuters 10-8 (October 8th 2012, http://www.cnbc.com/id/49324353/Chinese_Tech_Firms_Pose_Spy_Threat_House_Report, Chinese Tech Firms Pose Spy Threat: House Report)
U.S. telecommunications operators should not do business with China's top network equipment makers because potential Chinese state influence on the companies poses a security threat, the House Intelligence Committee said in a report Monday. STR | AFP | Getty Images The report follows an 11-month investigation by the committee into Huawei Technologies and its smaller rival, ZTE. The companies have been fighting an uphill battle to overcome U.S. lawmakers' suspicions and expand in the United States after becoming key players in the worldwide market. The committee's bipartisan concerns are bound to set back the companies' U.S. prospects and may lead to new strains in trade ties between the United States and China, the world's two biggest economies. Committee Chairman Mike Rogers, at a press conference to release the report, said companies that had used Huawei equipment had reported "numerous allegations" of unexpected behavior, including routers supposedly sending large data packs to China late at night. The panel cited what it called long-term security risks supposedly linked with the companies' equipment and services. It did not provide any hard evidence to back up its concerns, at least not in the unclassified version of the report. Rogers, a Michigan Republican who is a former FBI agent, said lawmakers' concerns had been heightened by what he and the panel's top Democrat, C.A. Ruppersberger of Maryland, described as the companies' lack of full cooperation with the investigation. If the committee's warnings about doing business with Huawei and ZTE prompt the Chinese government to get out of the business of cyberespionage, a growing U.S. concern, "then that's great," he added. The committee recommended that the Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States, an interagency group that evaluates the national security risks of foreign investments, should block any deals involving Huawei or ZTE. Government contractors and private-sector companies should seek other vendors for their network equipment, the panel said. Rogers, responding to a question at the press conference, stopped short of urging a U.S. boycott of mobile phones and other handheld devices made by Huawei and ZTE. The panel's warning pertains only to devices that involve processing of data on a large scale, he said, not Huawei- and ZTE-made mobile phones. Employee-owned Huawei is the world's second-biggest maker of routers, switches and other telecommunications equipment after Sweden's Ericsson. ZTE ranks fifth. The panel said it had received credible allegations suggesting Huawei may be guilty of bribery and corruption, discriminatory behavior and copyright infringement. Such allegations will be referred to the Justice Department and Department of Homeland Security for investigation, the panel said. A spokesman for the Justice Department, Dean Boyd, declined to comment.
Tons of alt causes - Aff only resolves oil and natural gas - we just blocked Chinese access to Wind Power. We are filing trade complaints.
WSJ 9-28 (September 28th 2012, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10000872396390444712904578024590739979984.html, 

Obama Blocks Chinese Firm From Wind-Farm Projects)
President Barack Obama on Friday took the rare step of blocking foreign investment in a U.S. company, invoking national-security concerns to prevent a firm owned by two Chinese nationals from acquiring four wind-farm projects in Oregon. It marked the first time in 22 years that a U.S. president blocked a foreign acquisition in such a manner. The firm, Ralls Corp., had sued the U.S. government to try to allow the acquisition to proceed. But the White House said Friday the wind-farm sites are all within or near restricted air space at the Naval Weapons Systems Training Facility Boardman in Oregon. The U.S. government trains low-level attack squadrons at the range, which also is a test site for drones. The U.S. Navy raised concerns several months ago and a governmental panel recommended the deal be blocked. The announcement comes as Mr. Obama and his Republican rival, Mitt Romney, are battling for working-class voters in the November election by trying to show which candidate would be tougher on China. Both candidates are trying to win over voters in the industrial Midwest, including Ohio and other battleground states that have lost millions of manufacturing jobs over the past decade. The Obama administration has filed a series of trade complaints against China ahead of the November election, including one earlier this month, and the president has trumpeted the decisions on the campaign trail. Mr. Romney, in turn, has accused Mr. Obama of being soft on China and says he would press Beijing harder to let its currency appreciate. The administration says it is pushing China privately and achieving results. In blocking the investment, Mr. Obama followed the recommendations of the Committee on Foreign Investment in the U.S., which is chaired by Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner and includes top officials at the Pentagon and State Department, among others. Friday was the deadline for action.  Enlarge Image Reuters Wind turbines on the Heil Family Farm, a wind farm, in Haverhill, Iowa. . Companies usually abandon their plans on their own after getting a thumbs down from the committee. The last time a president blocked an acquisition was on Feb. 1, 1990. That was when President George H.W. Bush prevented the acquisition of Mamco Manufacturing by China National Aero-Technology Import & Export Corp., citing national-security concerns. Ralls is owned by executives of China's Sany Group, a construction-machinery firm. It pledged to fight the ruling. "The project poses no national security threat whatsoever, and the President's order offers no explanation otherwise. The president's order is without justification, as scores of other wind turbines already operate in the area where Ralls's project is located," Tim Xia, Ralls's counsel, said in a statement. In March, Ralls acquired the four wind-farm projects, but the Navy objected to where the wind turbines would be built. In June, CFIUS contacted Ralls and asked the firm to file a voluntary petition to have its acquisition retroactively reviewed. "It's not the wind farm that's the issue," said Farhad Jalinous, a law partner on the national-security team at Kaye Scholer LLP who works on similar cases. "It's the proximity to the test range…There's a concern when companies from China are setting up shop next to test ranges." In separate orders in July and August, CFIUS notified Ralls officials that they couldn't proceed with their plans to build the wind farms. The government also prohibited the firm from selling its assets to another buyer, and earlier this month CFIUS forwarded its recommendations to Mr. Obama. CFIUS cases run the risk of creating an international backlash. The U.S. solicits foreign investment to create jobs. Blocking any investment could stoke restrictions on U.S. companies elsewhere in the world. "What concerns me is that other countries and other people either don't know or won't believe this is circumscribed to national-security issues," said Edward Gerwin, senior fellow for trade and global economic policy at Third Way, a Washington think tank. "They might use it as an excuse to make it more difficult for Americans to invest abroad." But Mr. Gerwin, who represented foreign companies in CFIUS cases when he was a private-sector lawyer, said China has little ground to stand on. "It's a little difficult for the Chinese to yell too much about this when you look at all their restrictions," he said. CFIUS, formed by the U.S. government in 1975, draws top officials from 16 agencies or offices to review mergers and acquisitions by foreign entities. It tends to focus on defense, technology and natural resources such as oil and gas reserves. The most prominent recent CFIUS case came in 2006, when Dubai Ports World, a state-owned company in the United Arab Emirates, bought a British firm that operates U.S. port facilities. CFIUS approved the deal, and the Bush administration supported it, but a sharp congressional backlash led the company to sell the operation. But China appears to draw some of the most intense scrutiny, partly due to tight ties between the Chinese government and companies. In 2005, the China National Offshore Oil Corp. tried to buy Unocal, a major U.S. oil producer. It withdrew the deal after controversy ensued, but before the CFIUS review. Another long-running case involving Huawei Technologies Co., which bought U.S. tech assets, has also drawn objections. 
China already investing in U.S. natural gas now.

Sender 12 - S (Henry, August 21st 2012, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/6dbe3abc-eb18-11e1-afbb-00144feab49a.html, China fund invests in US gas export plant)
China’s sovereign wealth fund China Investment Corp has invested in Cheniere Energy Partners’ planned plant exporting liquefied natural gas from the US, in the latest sign of Asian companies’ interest in North American energy assets. A Chinese investment in this groundbreaking and politically sensitive project, which will be the first LNG export terminal in the US outside Alaska, risks stirring up objections from politicians who have queried whether gas exports from Cheniere’s plant at Sabine Pass on the Texas-Louisiana border would be in the interests of US businesses and consumers. However, by being a passive investor in the $1.5bn equity investment in Cheniere led by Blackstone, alongside Government of Singapore Investment Corp, and the state of Louisiana, CIC hopes to avoid the sort of political backlash that has doomed other energy deals, notably the failed bid by Chinese National Offshore Oil Company for Unocal in 2005. Although Blackstone will have board seats at Cheniere, CIC itself will have no direct influence on the Houston-based energy firm. Such co-investments are generally treated as confidential, and a spokesman for Blackstone declined to comment on the deal. Blackstone has acted for CIC in sensitive situations in the past, as it did when it bought real estate in Japan for the Chinese fund. The money that Blackstone is investing in Cheniere will be used for the $5.6bn project to construct facilities for supercooling natural gas so that it can be loaded on to tankers for export to world markets. That is a mirror image from what the planned facilities were originally designed to do: an indication of just how rapidly the US is transforming itself from an importer to an exporter of gas. However, some in the US would argue that it should not export gas that could otherwise be sold cheaply in the domestic market. Fears of a political backlash could mean that Chinese groups, whether financial firms or strategic operators, will not take part directly in the bidding for any US energy resources that are high profile, people familiar with the matter say. Several weeks ago, Cnooc offered $15.1bn for Canadian oil company Nexen. While the perception is that Canada is more receptive to Chinese investment, the deal has unleashed a torrent of protectionist sentiment. That may preclude China’s oil and gas group Sinopec from bidding at upcoming auctions for up to $14bn of the assets of ailing Chesapeake Energy. Although Chesapeake’s market value is now only $12bn, the Oklahoma company controls 7 per cent of all natural gas in the US, making it politically sensitive. “It would be nuts for them to sign up to any strategic deal involving energy or finance or aerospace before this presidential election,” says one energy investor who is close to the Chinese. “Everything has become too partisan.” Mitt Romney, the Republican candidate has repeatedly said that one of the first things he would do as president is brand China an unfair trader. The co-head of Romney’s fundraising campaign in Asia is from Blackstone, while the other is from Morgan Stanley. Both firms are large recipients of CIC money.
China is investing in ALL SECTORS of the U.S. economy now - either that solves your aff or your impacts are empyrically denied.

LA Times 8-25 (August 25th 2012, http://articles.latimes.com/2012/aug/25/business/la-fi-china-us-investing-20120825, China eagerly buying up U.S. assets)
BEIJING — Facing a sharp economic slowdown at home, Chinese companies are plowing money into U.S. assets at a record pace, making huge bids for American energy, aviation, entertainment and other businesses. The increase in investment, already at least $8 billion this year, comes despite lingering American anxieties about potential breaches of national security and loss of technology to the powerful Asian competitor. For The Record Los Angeles Times Wednesday, August 29, 2012 Home Edition Main News Part A Page 4 News Desk 1 inches; 65 words Type of Material: Correction Chinese investment: An article in the Aug. 25 Section A about Chinese firms investing in U.S. assets said that China Petrochemical Corp, also known as Sinopec, closed a $2.5-billion deal to buy a one-third stake in Devon Energy Corp. of Oklahoma City. Sinopec does not own an interest in Devon. It bought a one-third interest in five of Devon's oil and natural gas production ventures. Thus far, economic relations with China have received little attention in the political campaigns of either major U.S. party. But analysts said the country's stepped-up investments, although welcomed by many budget-strapped state and local governments, could revive what has long been a contentious issue. With U.S. real estate prices depressed and many firms in the West starved for cash, the Chinese see a prime opportunity to rummage through the bargain bins of rich countries to gain technological know-how and international reach. They're also hedging against rising costs and uncertainties inside China. The world's second-largest economy is struggling with its slowest growth rate since the financial crisis in 2008. "The Chinese growth model is changing fundamentally," said Thilo Hanemann, research director for the New York-based Rhodium Group, which tracks Chinese direct investment. "Chinese companies need to escape the profit squeeze in low-end manufacturing and move up and down the value chain. Expanding investment in developed economies is an essential part of that," Hanemann said. Natural resources remain a major target for the Chinese, who have scoured the globe for oil and minerals to fuel the nation's rapid industrial development. In April, China Petrochemical Corp, also known as Sinopec, closed a $2.5-billion deal to buy a one-third stake in Devon Energy Corp. of Oklahoma City. Across other industries, Chinese corporations are buying into American companies for their prowess in branding, marketing and research capabilities. Conglomerate Dalian Wanda Group paid $2.6 billion this year for the heavily indebted AMC Entertainment, one of the largest movie theater chains in North America. The deal gives Wanda a foothold in the U.S. entertainment industry and a chance to gain expertise in the day-to-day operations of movie theaters. Just this month, Chinese auto parts giant Wanxiang Group Corp. announced plans to provide a $465-million rescue package for struggling battery maker A123 Systems Inc., based in Waltham, Mass. The agreement gives Wanxiang, one of China's biggest private companies, a chance to buy a majority stake in a world-class battery developer for electric cars. Chinese investments in U.S. companies hit a record of nearly $9 billion in 2007, according to separate data compiled by Dealogic, a research firm, and Derek Scissors, a Heritage Foundation analyst who follows Chinese investments. Their figures don't include Chinese purchases of American bonds, private real estate purchases and many smaller acquisitions. Nor do the data capture direct investments such as that announced this year by Uniscite Inc. in China's Shanxi province. The maker of plastic films said it would build a new plant in Laurens County, S.C., to manufacture packaging products for the food industry. Companies like Uniscite are being aggressively recruited by state and local governments, many of which have offices or representatives in China. "We have a concerted effort to punch above our weight in China," said Dan Hasler, commerce secretary of Indiana. He said the state has sent 14 different delegations to China in the last year to woo businesses. Although China has tight capital controls, that nation's government officials want companies to go after new technologies and diversify their markets. "The Chinese government has given an implicit green light to reach overseas to secure assets that will help Chinese businesses thrive in the long term," said David Wolf, the Beijing-based head of the Wolf Group Asia consulting firm. That's worrying some Washington officials, who fear that the United States is selling off valuable assets to the Chinese, ultimately at the expense of American jobs. Rep. Cliff Stearns (R-Florida) has warned that Wanxiang's investment in A123 could end up as a transfer of taxpayer-funded intellectual property to a "foreign adversary." The battery maker was the beneficiary of a $249-million clean-energy grant from the Department of Energy. Meanwhile, both Democrats and Republicans have raised concerns about a massive $15.1-billion bid by the state-owned China National Offshore Oil Corp., or CNOOC, to buy Nexen Inc., a Canadian oil company with operations in U.S. waters in the Gulf of Mexico. As such, the agreement is subject to review by the Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States. In 2005, CNOOC withdrew an $18.5-billion offer for American oil giant Unocal because of fierce political opposition in Washington. The deal's collapse had a chilling effect on Chinese companies aiming to invest in the U.S. One of the leading impediments then -- and now -- is the suspicion that Chinese companies act on behalf of China's Communist Party rulers, rather than shareholders. State-run firms represent about 90% of Chinese outbound investment, according to the Heritage Foundation. For The Record Los Angeles Times Wednesday, August 29, 2012 Home Edition Main News Part A Page 4 News Desk 1 inches; 65 words Type of Material: Correction Chinese investment: An article in the Aug. 25 Section A about Chinese firms investing in U.S. assets said that China Petrochemical Corp, also known as Sinopec, closed a $2.5-billion deal to buy a one-third stake in Devon Energy Corp. of Oklahoma City. Sinopec does not own an interest in Devon. It bought a one-third interest in five of Devon's oil and natural gas production ventures. China contends that this investment has kept American companies alive and created thousands of U.S. jobs. Chinese President Hu Jintao said as much during a visit to the U.S. last year when he toured Wanxiang's existing Illinois facility and met with other Chinese companies that had U.S. operations. Compared with Japan and other economic powers, China's foreign investment is still relatively modest. With global holdings estimated at $364 billion, China is on par with Ireland or Sweden, according to the research firm Rhodium Group. Although China tops the list of nations holding U.S. Treasury bonds and other so-called liquid assets, it accounts for only about 3% of all foreign investment into the U.S., the world's No. 1 recipient of such investments, according to Commerce Department figures. In 2010, foreign direct investment into the U.S. totaled $194 billion -- 84% of which came from six European countries, Japan and Canada. Still, the Asia Society estimates Chinese overseas investment will climb to $1 trillion by 2020, presenting a major opportunity for foreign markets. One Chinese company looking to increase its American presence is Xinjiang Goldwind Science and Technology Co., China's second-largest wind turbine maker. The company has invested more than $200 million in U.S. wind farms in Illinois and Montana. "This is a strategy of globalization for Goldwind," said Tim Rosenzweig, chief executive of Goldwind USA. "If you can enter the U.S. and compete ... that means you're a global player."
1NR

Hirsch has No intent to define: Their ev comes from a website looking for donations to the Post Carbon Institute. It includes a “donate here” button. The article is intended to sell their book. Here is the conclusion: 

Hirsch-former senior energy program adviser for Science Applications International Corporation-11  [Commentary: Restrictions on world oil production]

Restrictions on world oil production can be divided into four categories:¶ 1. Geology¶ 2. Legitimate National Interests¶ 3. Mismanagement¶ 4. Political Upheaval¶ Consider each in reverse order: Political upheaval is currently rampant across the Middle East, resulting in a major spike in world oil prices. No one knows how far the impacts will go or how long it will take to reach some kind of stability and what that stability will mean to oil production in the Middle Eastern countries that produce oil. We are thus relegated to best guesses, which span weeks, months, or years before there are clear resolutions. One pre-Middle East chaos country limited by political upheaval is Iraq, which is believed to have the oil reserves to produce at a much higher level, but Iraqi government chaos has severely limited oil production expansion. In another long-standing case, Nigeria has been plagued by internal political strife, which has negatively impacted its oil production. Mismanagement of oil production within a country can be due to a variety of factors, all of which mean lower oil production than would otherwise be the case. Venezuela is the poster child of national mismanagement. The country has huge resources of heavy oil that could be produced at much higher rates. Underproduction is due to the government syphoning off so much cash flow that oil production operations are starved for needed funds. In addition, Venezuela has made it extremely difficult, if not impossible for foreign oil companies to operate in the country. Another example of mismanagement is Mexico, where government confiscation of oil revenues, substandard technology, and restrictions on foreign investment has led to significant Mexican oil production decline. Legitimate national interests include decisions by governments to husband their oil reserves for the long-term benefit of their people. This occurs in various ways, some of them subtle. Not so subtle is the Saudi King's decree that any new oil fields discovered in the near future will not be developed in order that new discoveries can benefit Saudis in future years. Then there is geology, which is the ultimate restriction. Oil is a finite resource. We will never produce more oil than nature provided over millions of years. All that's there is called the oil resource, but we can only produce what is called the "reserves," which is a fraction of the resource. Why? Because the geology associated with each oil deposit sets a practical limit on ultimate production. In a few cases, reserves can total up to half of a local resource. In others, reserves can amount to no more than a few percent of the resource. Typically, reserves are around 30% of the resource. If you think we should be able to do better than 30% on average, take some time to look at some oil reservoirs rock cores. The complexity is often mind boggling. What's this all boil down to? Based on geology, many analysts have forecast the onset of the decline of world oil production in the next 2-5 years. Legitimate national interests, mismanagement, and political upheaval can only hasten that onset. To explain these and other energy issues we wrote the book entitled "The Impending World Energy Mess." Oil production is a very complicated activity. What happens in oil will impact all of us, so it's worth some study.
Restrictions are a limitation that prohibits an action. For energy this means that energy production needs to be forbidden

MISES no date - The Ludwig von Mises Institute was founded in 1982 as the research and educational center of classical liberalism (http://mises.org/Error/Http404/?aspxerrorpath=/humanaction/chap29sec1.asp)
 Restriction of production means that the government either forbids or makes more difficult or more expensive the production, transportation, or distribution of definite articles, or the application of definite modes of production, transportation, or distribution. The authority thus eliminates some of the means available for the satisfaction of human wants. The effect of its interference is that people are prevented from using their knowledge and abilities, their labor and their material means of production in the way in which they would earn the highest returns and satisfy their needs as much as possible. Such interference makes people poorer and less satisfied.
This is distinct from regulations which are to control economic entities through rulemaking

Energy Information Administration ’12 

(Glossary of Terms, http://www.eia.gov/tools/glossary/index.cfm)

Regulation:  The governmental function of controlling or directing economic entities through the process of rulemaking and adjudication.

, not just regulate it

Anell 89

Chairman, WTO panel
"To examine, in the light of the relevant GATT provisions, the matter referred to the

CONTRACTING PARTIES by the United States in document L/6445 and to make such findings as will assist the CONTRACTING PARTIES in making the recommendations or in giving the rulings provided for in Article XXIII:2." 3. On 3 April 1989, the Council was informed that agreement had been reached on the following composition of the Panel (C/164): Composition Chairman: Mr. Lars E.R. Anell Members: Mr. Hugh W. Bartlett Mrs. Carmen Luz Guarda   CANADA - IMPORT RESTRICTIONS ON ICE CREAM AND YOGHURT Report of the Panel adopted at the Forty-fifth Session of the CONTRACTING PARTIES on 5 December 1989 (L/6568 - 36S/68) 
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/88icecrm.pdf
The United States argued that Canada had failed to demonstrate that it effectively restricted domestic production of milk. The differentiation between "fluid" and "industrial" milk was an artificial one for administrative purposes; with regard to GATT obligations, the product at issue was raw milk from the cow, regardless of what further use was made of it. The use of the word "permitted" in Article XI:2(c)(i) required that there be a limitation on the total quantity of milk that domestic producers were authorized or allowed to produce or sell. The provincial controls on fluid milk did not restrict the quantities permitted to be produced; rather dairy farmers could produce and market as much milk as could be sold as beverage milk or table cream. There were no penalties for delivering more than a farmer's fluid milk quota, it was only if deliveries exceeded actual fluid milk usage or sales that it counted against his industrial milk quota. At least one province did not participate in this voluntary system, and another province had considered leaving it. Furthermore, Canada did not even prohibit the production or sale of milk that exceeded the Market Share Quota. The method used to calculate direct support payments on within-quota deliveries assured that most dairy farmers would completely recover all of their fixed and variable costs on their within-quota deliveries. The farmer was permitted to produce and market milk in excess of the quota, and perhaps had an economic incentive to do so. 27. The United States noted that in the past six years total industrial milk production had consistently exceeded the established Market Sharing Quota, and concluded that the Canadian system was a regulation of production but not a restriction of production. Proposals to amend Article XI:2(c)(i) to replace the word "restrict" with "regulate" had been defeated; what was required was the reduction of production. The results of the econometric analyses cited by Canada provided no indication of what would happen to milk production in the absence not only of the production quotas, but also of the accompanying high price guarantees which operated as incentives to produce. According to the official publication of the Canadian Dairy Commission, a key element of Canada's national dairy policy was to promote self-sufficiency in milk production. The effectiveness of the government supply controls had to be compared to what the situation would be in the absence of all government measures. 
Prefer our Anell evidence---it defines ‘restriction on production’---they don’t---key to predictability
Haneman 59 J.A.D. is a justice of the Superior Court of New Jersey, Appellate Division. “Russell S. Bertrand et al. v. Donald T. Jones et al.,” 58 NJ Super. 273; 156 A.2d 161; 1959 N.J. Super, Lexis

HN4 In ascertaining the meaning of the word "restrictions" as here employed, it must be considered in context with the entire clause in which it appears. It is to be noted that the exception concerns restrictions "which have been complied with." Plainly, this connotes a representation of compliance by the vendor with any restrictions upon the permitted uses of the subject property. The conclusion that "restrictions" refer solely to a limitation of the manner in which the vendor may [***14] use his own lands is strengthened by the further provision found in said clause that the conveyance is "subject to the effect, [**167] if any, of municipal zoning laws." Municipal zoning laws affect the use of property.¶ HN5 A familiar maxim to aid in the construction of contracts is noscitur a sociis. Simply stated, this means that a word is known from its associates. Words of general and specific import take color from each other when associated together, and thus the word of general significance is modified by its associates of restricted sense. 3 Corbin on Contracts, § 552, p. 110; cf. Ford Motor Co. v. New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry, 5 N.J. 494 (1950). The [*284] word "restrictions," therefore, should be construed as being used in the same limited fashion as "zoning."
A/T: FDI Ban
Critical framing issue: can you comply?? You can comply with federal regulations on exon-florio reviews. You cannot comply with restrictions. 

Mohammed 7

Kerala High Court Sri Chithira Aero And Adventure ... vs The Director General Of Civil ... on 24 January, 1997 Equivalent citations: AIR 1997 Ker 121 Author: P Mohammed Bench: P Mohammed 

 Microlight aircrafts or hang gliders shall not be flown over an assembly of persons or over congested areas or restricted areas including cantonment areas, defence installations etc. unless prior permission in writing is obtained from appropriate authorities. These provisions do not create any restrictions. There is no total prohibition of operation of microlight aircraft or hang gliders. The distinction between 'regulation' and 'restriction' must be clearly perceived. The 'regulation' is a process which aids main function within the legal precinct whereas 'restriction' is a process which prevents the function without legal sanction. Regulation is allowable but restriction is objectionable. What is contained in the impugned clauses is, only regulations and not restrictions, complete or partial. They are issued with authority conferred on the first respondent, under Rule 133A of the Aircraft Rules consistent with the provisions contained in the Aircraft Act 1934 relating to the operation, use etc. of aircrafts flying in India. 

AT Conditions
Restrictions must be a formal prohibition, not an INDUCEMENT or CONDITION

Groves 97

 GROVES 97

Sourcebook on Intellectual Property Law

 Dr Peter J Groves, LLB, MA, PhD, MITMA, Solicitor

 Then I come to the word 'restrict', A person though not prohibited is restricted from using something if he is permitted to use it to a certain extent or subject to certain conditions but otherwise obliged not to use it, but I do not think that a person is properly said to be restricted from using something by a condition the effect of which is to offer him some inducement not to use it, or in some other way to influence his choice. To my mind, the more natural meaning here is restriction of the licensee's right to use the article and I am fortified in that opinion by two considerations. If I am right in thinking that 'require' and 'prohibit' refer to legal obligations to buy or not to use, I see nothing to suggest that 'restrict' is used in quite a different sense which has nothing to do with legal obligation but which relates to financial disadvantage. And, second, to say that the effect will be to restrict seems to me much more appropriate if restriction refers to restriction of the licensee's right to use than it would be if restriction refers to an inducement not to use. The legality of the condition has to be determined at the time when the licence is granted and if the terms of the conditions are such as to restrict the licensee's right to use an article in certain circumstances then it can properly be said that its effect will be to restrict him from using it. But if, as in the present case, all that can be said is that the effect of the condition in some circumstances will be to offer a financial advantage, which may be considerable or may be small, if the licensee uses the licensor's goods, I do not see how it can be said that its effect will be to restrict the licensee from using other goods. The licensee may be influenced by this financial advantage or he may, perhaps for good reason, choose to disregard it; it is impossible to say in advance what the effect will be.
Conditions and restrictions are distinct—key to predictability

Pashman, justice – New Jersey Supreme Court, 3/25/’63
(Morris, “ISIDORE FELDMAN, PLAINTIFF AND THIRD-PARTY PLAINTIFF, v. URBAN COMMERCIAL, INC., AND OTHERS, DEFENDANT,” 78 N.J. Super. 520; 189 A.2d 467; 1963 N.J. Super. LEXIS 479)

HN3A title insurance policy "is subject to the same rules of construction as are other insurance policies." Sandler v. N.J. Realty Title Ins. Co., supra, at [***11]  p. 479. It is within these rules of construction that this policy must be construed.
Defendant contends that plaintiff's loss was occasioned by restrictions excepted from coverage in Schedule B of the title policy. The question is whether the provision in the deed to Developers that redevelopment had to be completed  [*528]  within 32 months is a "restriction." Judge HN4 Kilkenny held that this provision was a "condition" and "more than a mere covenant." 64 N.J. Super., at p. 378. The word "restriction" as used in the title policy cannot be said to be synonymous with a "condition." A "restriction" generally refers to "a limitation of the manner in which one may use his own lands, and may or may not involve a grant." Kutschinski v. Thompson, 101 N.J. Eq. 649, 656 (Ch. 1927). See also Bertrand v. Jones, 58 N.J. Super. 273 (App. Div. 1959), certification denied 31 N.J. 553 (1960); Freedman v. Lieberman, 2 N.J. Super. 537 (Ch. Div. 1949); Riverton Country Club v. Thomas, 141 N.J. Eq. 435 (Ch. 1948), affirmed per curiam, 1 N.J. 508 (1948). It would not be inappropriate to say that the word "restrictions," as used [***12]  by defendant insurers, is ambiguous. The rules of construction heretofore announced must guide us in an interpretation of this policy. I find that the word "restrictions" in Schedule B of defendant's title policy does not encompass the provision in the deed to Developers which refers to the completion  [**472]  of redevelopment work within 32 months because (1) the word is used ambiguously and must be strictly construed against defendant insurer, and (2) the provision does not refer to the use to which the land may be put. As the court stated in Riverton Country Club v. Thomas, supra, at p. 440, "HN5equity will not aid one man to restrict another in the uses to which he may put his land unless the right to such aid is clear, and that restrictive provisions in a deed are to be construed most strictly against the person or persons seeking to enforce them." (Emphasis added)

This isn't arbitrary variance - Precision outweighs if we’re going to discuss energy
Gene Whitney (Section Research Manager at the Congressional Research Service), Carl E. Behrens (Specialist in Energy Policy at the CRS) and Carol Glover (Information Research Specialist at the CRS) November 2010 “U.S. Fossil Fuel Resources:

Terminology, Reporting, and Summary” http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.view&FileStore_id=04212e22-c1b3-41f2-b0ba-0da5eaead952

Terminology A search for energy statistics in the literature quickly reveals a large number of terms used to describe amounts of fossil fuels. Most of these terms have precise and legitimate definitions, and even a careful comparison of statistics for diverse forms of fossil fuels can become quite difficult to reconcile or understand. Not only do oil, natural gas, and coal occur in many diverse geologic environments, but each commodity may occur in different modes or in different geologic settings that impose vastly different economics on their recovery and delivery to market. A vocabulary of terms has developed over the decades to capture the nature of deposits in terms of their likelihood of being developed and their stage of development.
AT Bar Too High

Our evidence is more specific to the plan - economic hindrances are NOT restrictions

SUPREME COURT OF CALIFORNIA  93  Howard v. Babcock, No. S027061. , SUPREME COURT OF CALIFORNIA, 6 Cal. 4th 409; 863 P.2d 150; 25 Cal. Rptr. 2d 80; 1993 Cal. LEXIS 6006; 28 A.L.R.5th 811; 93 Cal. Daily Op. Service 8975; 93 Daily Journal DAR 15372, December 6, 1993, Decided ,  Rehearing Denied February 3, 1994, Reported at: 1994 Cal. LEXIS 534.
 [**156]   [***86]  Rule 1-500 provides: "(A) A member shall not be a party to or participate in offering or making an agreement, whether in connection with the settlement of a lawsuit or otherwise, if the agreement restricts the right of a  [*419]  member to practice law, except that this rule shall not prohibit such an agreement which: [¶] (1) Is a part of an employment, shareholders', or partnership agreement among members provided the restrictive agreement does not survive the termination of the employment, shareholder, or partnership relationship; or [¶] (2) Requires payments to a member upon the member's retirement from the practice of law; or [¶] (3) Is authorized by Business and Professions Code sections 6092.5, subdivision (i) or 6093 [providing for authority of State Bar Court to impose conditions of probation on disciplined attorneys]. [¶] (B) A member shall not be a party to or participate in offering or making an agreement which precludes the reporting of a violation of these rules." 6

CA(4)(4) We are not persuaded that this rule was intended to or should prohibit the type of agreement that is at issue here. HN10 An agreement that assesses a reasonable cost against a partner who chooses to compete with his or her former partners does not restrict the practice of law. Rather, it attaches an economic consequence to a departing partner's unrestricted choice to pursue a particular kind of practice.

We agree with the Court of Appeal in Haight, supra, 234 Cal.App.3d 963, declaring HN11an agreement between law partners that a reasonable cost will be assessed for competition is consistent with rule 1-500. Rejecting an interpretation of rule 1-500 like that proffered by plaintiffs here, the court stated: "We do not construe rule 1-500 in such a narrow fashion. . . . The rule does not . . . prohibit a withdrawing partner from agreeing to compensate his former partners in the event he chooses to represent clients previously represented by the firm from which he has withdrawn. Such a construction represents a balance between competing interests. On the one hand, it enables a departing attorney to withdraw from a partnership and continue to practice law anywhere within the state, and to be able to accept employment should he choose to do so from any client who desires to retain him. On the other hand, the remaining partners remain able to preserve the stability of the law firm by making available the withdrawing partner's share of capital and accounts receivable to replace the loss of the stream of income from the  [*420]  clients taken by the withdrawing partner to support the partnership's debts." (Haight, supra, at pp. 969-970.) Concluding that the agreement was not invalid on its face, the court held that the validity of the agreement depended on whether it "amounts to an agreement for liquidated damages or an agreement resulting in a forfeiture." (Id. at p. 972.)
A/T: Limits
They explode the topic - they allow denials, interference, limitations, and regulatons - anything that inhibits the free flow of energy becomes a topical restriction aff.  
Broad interpretations undermine predictability

Eric Heinze (Senior Lecturer in Law, University of London, Queen Mary. He has held fellowships from the Fulbright Foundation and the French and German governments. He teaches Legal Theory, Constitutional Law, Human Rights and Public International Law. JD Harvard) 2003 “The Logic of Liberal Rights A study in the formal analysis of legal discourse” http://mey.homelinux.org/companions/Eric%20Heinze/The%20Logic%20of%20Liberal%20Rights_%20A%20Study%20in%20%20%28839%29/The%20Logic%20of%20Liberal%20Rights_%20A%20Study%20in%20%20-%20Eric%20Heinze.pdf

Variety of ‘restrictions’

The term ‘restriction’, defined so broadly, embraces any number of familiar concepts: ‘deprivation’, ‘denial’, ‘encroachment’, ‘incursion’, ‘infringement’, ‘interference’, ‘limitation’, ‘regulation’. Those terms commonly comport differences in meaning or nuance, and are not all interchangeable in standard legal usage. For example, a ‘deprivation’ may be distinguished from a ‘limitation’ or ‘regulation’ in order to denote a full denial of a right (e.g. where private property is wholly appropriated by the state 16 Agents without compensation) as opposed to a partial constraint (e.g. where discrete restrictions are imposed on the use of property which nonetheless remains profitably usable). Similarly, distinctions between acts and omissions can leave the blanket term ‘restriction’ sounding inapposite when applied to an omission: if a state is accused of not doing enough to give effect to a right, we would not colloquially refer to such inaction as a ‘restriction’. Moreover, in a case of extreme abuse, such as extrajudicial killing or torture, it might sound banal to speak merely of a ‘restriction’ on the corresponding right. However, the term ‘restriction’ will be used to include all of those circumstances, in so far as they all comport a purpose or effect of extinguishing or diminishing the right-seeker’s enjoyment of an asserted right. (The only significant distinction which will be drawn will be between that concept of ‘restriction’ and the concept of ‘breach’ or ‘violation’. The terms ‘breach’ or ‘violation’ will be used to denote a judicial determination about the legality of the restriction.6) Such an axiom may seem unwelcome, in so far as it obliterates subtleties which one would have thought to be useful in law. It must be stressed that we are seeking to eliminate that variety of terms not for all purposes, but only for the very narrow purposes of a formal model, for which any distinctions among them are irrelevant.

2. impacts:

1. the eliminate topic precision which makes the term "restriction" absolutely meaningless, underscores their limits defense 

2. They allow millions of minor repair or reform affs that deal with hundreds of different regulations 

Federal Energy regs are FIVE MILLION RESEARCH HOURS

Tugwell 88

 The Energy Crisis and the American Political Economy:

Politics and Markets in the Management of Natural Resources

 Previously, Dr. Tugwell was the executive director of the Heinz Endowments of Pittsburgh, the founder and president of the Environment Enterprises Assistance Fund, and as a senior consultant for International Projects and Programs at PG&E Enterprises. He served as a deputy assistant administrator at USAID (1980-1981) and as a senior analyst for the energy program at the U.S. Office of Technology Assessment (1979-1980). Dr. Tugwell was also a professor at Pomona College and an adjunct distinguished professor at the Heinz School of Carnegie Mellon University. Additionally, he serves on the Advisory Board and International Committee of the American Council on Renewable Energy and on the Joint Board of Councilors of the China-U.S. Center for Sustainable Development. He also serves on the Board of Eucord (European Cooperative for International Development). Dr. Tugwell received a PhD in political science from Columbia University. 

 Finally, administering energy regulations proved a costly and cumbersome endeavor, exacting a price all citizens had to pay. As the energy specialist Paul MacAvoy has noted: "More than 300,000 firms were required to respond to controls, ranging from the three dozen major refining companies to a quarter of a million retailers of petroleum products. The respondents had to file more than half a million reports each year, which probably took more than five mil- lion man-hours to prepare, at an estimated cost alone of $80 mil- lion."64 To these expenditures must be added the additional costs to the government of collecting and processing these reports, monitor- ing compliance, and managing the complex process associated with setting forth new regulations and adjudicating disputes. All to- gether, it seems likely that the administrative costs, private and public, directly attributable to the regulatory process also exceeded $1 billion a year from 1974 to 1980.^
Better to risk over-limiting - on topics with only 6 topical affs there can still be large innovations in advantage ground and tricky solvency mechanisms that solves aff ground - an unlimited topic doesn't even allow the negative in the door because if there are 1000 affs even if I knew all of them I couldn't prepare in time.

Allowing regulations and conditions is a limits disaster---undermines preparedness for all debates

Doub 76 William is a principal in the law firm of Doub and Muntzing. Previously he was a partner in LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby, and MacRae. He was a member of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (1971-1974). He served as a member of the Executive Advisory Committee to the Federal Power Commission (1968-1971) and was appointed by the President to the President’s Air Quality Advisory Board. He is a past chairman of the U.S. National Committee of the World Energy Conference. “Energy Regulation: A Quagmire for Energy Policy,” http://www.annualreviews.org/doi/abs/10.1146/annurev.eg.01.110176.003435

FERS began with the recognition that federal energy policy must result from concerted efforts in all areas dealing with energy, not the least of which was the manner in which energy is regulated by the federal government. Energy self sufficiency is improbable, if not impossible, without sensible regulatory processes, and effective regulation is necessary for public confidence. Thus, the President directed that "a comprehensive study be undertaken, in full consultation with Congress, to determine the best way to organize all energy-related regulatory activities of the government." An interagency task force was formed to study this question. With 19 different federal departments and agencies contributing, the task force spent seven months deciphering the present organizational makeup of the federal energy regulatory system, studying the need for organizational improvement, and evaluating alternatives. More than 40 agencies were found to be involved with making regulatory decisions on energy. Although only a few deal exclusively with energy, most of the 40 could significantly affect the availability and/or cost of energy. For example, in the field of gas transmission, there are five federal agencies that must act on siting and land-use issues, seven on emission and effluent issues, five on public safety issues, and one on worker health and safety issues-all before an onshore gas pipeline can be built. The complexity of energy regulation is also illustrated by the case of Standard Oil Company (Indiana), which reportedly must file about 1000 reports a year with 35 different federal agencies. Unfortunately, this example is the rule rather than the exception. 

That destroys education---too much to comprehend

Stafford 83 G. William is an Associate at Ross, Marsh and Foster. Review of “Federal Regulation of Energy” by William F. Fox, Jr, http://felj.org/elj/Energy%20Journals/Vol6_No2_1985_Book_Review2.pdf

It may safely be said that any effort to catalogue "the entire spectrum of federal regulation of energy"' in a single volume certainly requires an enterprising effort on the part of the author. In this regard, Mr. Willam F. Fox, Jr., an Associate Professor of Law at Catholic University of America, has undertaken an examination of a vital aspect of United States policy in Federal Regulation of Energy, published in 1983 with an annual pocket supplement available. Despite the complex nature of the subject of his work, Mr. Fox has prepared a text that provides a significant description of many aspects of federal energy regulatory policy. Initially, the book's title may prove somewhat misleading in that it approaches the subject from an historical perspective focused more on substantive than procedural issues. Although a reader gets the impression that the author at time has tried to do too much -at least from the standpoint of the energy practitioner- the historical and technical insights it offers the student of federal energy relation are valuable. Moreover; its detailed explanations of the methods used to tneet federal energy goals are useful for those in the position of initiating energy policy. This strength notwithstanding, it appears unlikely that an energy law practitioner would benefit significantly from its use, other than from its historical point of view. A general impression is that the author may have been overly ambitious in his effort to undertake the monumental task of evaluating laws, regulations, and significant judicial decisions in a single work. 
including regulation promotes multidirectionality, destroying topic coherence 

McKie 84

 Professor James W. McKie, distinguished member of the economics department at The University of Texas at Austin for many years 
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 THE MULTIPLE PURPOSES OF ENERGY REGULATION AND PROMOTION Federal energy policy since World War II has developed into a vast and multidirectional program of controls, incentives, restraints, and promotions. This development accelerated greatly during the critical decade after 1973, and has become a pervasive and sometimes controlling influence in the energy economy. Its purposes, responding to a multitude of interests and aims in the economy, have frequently been inconsistent, if not obscure, and the results have often been confusing or disappointing.   

A/T: Reasonability

Reasonability is impossible – it’s arbitrary and undermines research and preparation

Resnick, assistant professor of political science – Yeshiva University, ‘1
(Evan, “Defining Engagement,” Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 54, Iss. 2)

In matters of national security, establishing a clear definition of terms is a precondition for effective policymaking. Decisionmakers who invoke critical terms in an erratic, ad hoc fashion risk alienating their constituencies. They also risk exacerbating misperceptions and hostility among those the policies target. Scholars who commit the same error undercut their ability to conduct valuable empirical research. Hence, if scholars and policymakers fail rigorously to define "engagement," they undermine the ability to build an effective foreign policy.
