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For is a term of exclusion – requiring direct action upon

US CUSTOMS COURT 39 AMERICAN COLORTYPE CO. v. UNITED STATES C. D. 107, Protest 912094-G against the decision of the collector of customs at the port of New York UNITED STATES CUSTOMS COURT, THIRD DIVISION 2 Cust. Ct. 132; 1939 Cust. Ct. LEXIS 35 The same reasons used by the appellate court may be adopted in construing the language of the statute herein involved. If the words "for industrial use" mean no more than the words "articles of utility," there could be no reason for inserting the additional words "for industrial use" in the paragraph. Therefore, it must be held that the [*135] new language "for industrial use" was intended to have a different meaning from the words "articles of utility," as construed in the case of Progressive Fine Arts Co. v. United States, [**8] supra. Webster's New International Dictionary defines the word "industrial" as follows: Industrial. 1. Relating to industry or labor as an economic factor, or to a branch or the branches of industry; of the nature of, or constituting, an industry or industries * * * . The transferring of the scenes on an oil painting to a printed copy is a branch of industry under the definition above quoted. Some of the meanings of the preposition "for" signify intent, as shown by the following definition in the same dictionary: For. 2. Indicating the end with reference to which anything is, acts, serves, or is done; as: a. As a preparation for; with the object of; in order to be, become, or act as; conducive to. * * *. d. Intending, or in order, to go to or in the direction of. Therefore, the words "articles for industrial use" in paragraph 1807 imply that Congress intended to exclude from that provision articles either purchased or imported with the intention to use the same in industry for manufacturing purposes.


B. Violation – They violate the terms FOR and FINANCIAL INCENTIVES - the affirmative does not increase FINANCIAL incentives FOR energy production they increase indirect incentives – 
Dyson et al, 3 - International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (Megan, Flow: The Essentials of Environmental Flows, p. 67-68) Understanding of the term ‘incentives’ varies and economists have produced numerous typologies. A brief characterization of incentives is therefore warranted. First, the term is understood by economists as incorporating both positive and negative aspects, for example a tax that leads a consumer to give up an activity that is an incentive, not a disincentive or negative incentive. Second, although incentives are also construed purely in economic terms, incentives refer to more than just financial rewards and penalties. They are the “positive and negative changes in outcomes that individuals perceive as likely to result from particular actions taken within a set of rules in a particular physical and social context.”80 Third, it is possible to distinguish between direct and indirect incentives, with direct incentives referring to financial or other inducements and indirect incentives referring to both variable and enabling incentives.81 Finally, incentives of any kind may be called ‘perverse’ where they work against their purported aims or have significant adverse side effects. Direct incentives lead people, groups and organisations to take particular action or inaction. In the case of environmental flows these are the same as the net gains and losses that different stakeholders experience. The key challenge is to ensure that the incentives are consistent with the achievement of environmental flows. This implies the need to compensate those that incur additional costs by providing them with the appropriate payment or other compensation. Thus, farmers asked to give up irrigation water to which they have an established property or use right are likely to require a payment for ceding this right. The question, of course, is how to obtain the financing necessary to cover the costs of developing such transactions and the transaction itself. Variable incentives are policy instruments that affect the relative costs and benefits of different economic activities. As such, they can be manipulated to affect the behaviour of the producer or consumer. For example, a government subsidy on farm inputs will increase the relative profitability of agricultural products, hence probably increasing the demand for irrigation water. Variable incentives therefore have the ability to greatly increase or reduce the demand for out-of-stream, as well as in-stream, uses of water. The number of these incentives within the realm of economic and fiscal policy is practically limitless. 

Financial incentives include funding and loan guarantees; procurement and trade preference is a non-financial incentive

Czinkota et al, 9 - Associate Professor at the McDonough School of Business at Georgetown University (Michael, Fundamentals of International Business, p. 69 – google books) Incentives offered by policymakers to facilitate foreign investments are mainly of three types: fiscal, financial, and nonfinancial.  Fiscal incentives are specific tax measures designed to attract foreign investors.  They typically consist of special depreciation allowances, tax credits or rebates, special deductions for capital expenditures, tax holidays, and the reduction of tax burdens.  Financial incentives offer special funding for the investor by providing, for example, land or buildings, loans, and loan guarantees.  Nonfinancial incentives include guaranteed government purchases; special protection from competition through tariffs, import quotas, and local content requirements, and investments in infrastructure facilities.


C. Prefer our interpretation

1. Limits -  Broad definitions could include 40 different mechanisms
Moran, 86 - non-resident fellow at the Center for Global Development and holds the Marcus Wallenberg Chair at the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University (Theodore, Investing in Development: New Roles for Private Capital?, p. 29 - googlebooks) Guisinger finds that if “incentives” are broadly defined to include tariffs and trade controls along with tax holidays, subsidized loans, cash grants, and other fiscal measures, they comprise more than forty separate kinds of measures.  Moreover, the author emphasizes, the value of an incentive package is just one of several means that governments use to lure foreign investors.  Other methods—for example, promotional activities (advertising, representative offices) and subsidized government services—also influence investors’ location decisions.  The author points out that empirical research so far has been unable to distinguish the relative importance of fundamental economic factors and of government policies in decisions concerning the location of foreign investment—let alone to determine the effectiveness of individual government instruments.

2. Ground – They do not spend federal money, this eliminates key ground on spending, politics, and trade-off debates – it also allows them to have highly specific evidence about their mechanism – they acquire additional solvency.

D. Topicality is a voting issue – if it were not the affirmative could run the same case year after year or unbeatable truths like sexual discrimination is harmful. 
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Text: The Department of Defense should
-Add a stipulation to the regulations of the Environmental Conservation Investment Program requiring microgrids receive special consideration for funding
-Expand the expected lifespan of microgrids from 10 to 20 years
-Allow base commanders to enter into alternative financing agreements for microgrids
-Budget a substantial increase in dedicated fuel accounts for the military

The counterplan procures microgrids at no cost
Sater 11 (Daniel, Research Fellow at Global Green USA's Security and Sustainability Office, "Military Energy Security: Current Efforts and Future Solutions," Global Green, globalgreen.org/docs/publication-185-1.pdf)
Option 2: Make changes to DOD regulations including project rules for the ECIP A no-cost solution for the DOD to increase the number of microgrid projects would be to change   the regulations of the Environmental Conservation Investment Program (ECIP). The DOD could   add a stipulation to the program’s rules that microgrids should receive special consideration for   funding, similar to the regulation that gives additional consideration to renewable energy   projects. Another possible change would be to increase the expected lifespan of microgrids from   10 to 20 years.  By increasing the expected lifespan, the savings-to-investment ratio would   increase, thereby making these projects more appealing. Most project categories in the ECIP   already have an expected lifespan of 15 or 20 years. EMCS projects are currently the lowest at   10 years. Finally, the DOD could allow base commanders to enter into special contracts with   microgrid developers to build the grid at no upfront cost and pay the developer over time with   the money saved from increased efficiency. The GAO labels these contracts as alternative   financing agreements, and they already exist for the development of renewable energy   projects.  76   Avoiding upfront costs circumvents the appropriations process and could allow   installations to deploy microgrids more rapidly. 

The counterplan performs the same exact functions as Smart Grids without requiring Congressional appropriations
Sater 11 (Daniel, Research Fellow at Global Green USA's Security and Sustainability Office, "Military Energy Security: Current Efforts and Future Solutions," Global Green, globalgreen.org/docs/publication-185-1.pdf)

A Microgrid is a small localized version of the Smart Grid. It increases energy efficiency by   regulating demand and allows for better incorporation of renewable energy sources. During a   power outage, a microgrid will disconnect itself from the civilian power grid and turn on an   installation’s generators to ensure electricity availability to a base’s critical loads. By prioritizing   loads during an emergency, a microgrid will drastically decrease the need for fuel resupplies   during a civilian power grid failure. Microgrids also have the potential for deployment in war   zones where power supplies are even less secure.Despite the benefits of microgrids, the DOD, as well as legislation and executive orders, has   focused on less efficient energy alternatives. The Environmental Conservation Investment   Program, one of the principle funding mechanisms to fund conservation efforts in the DOD,   rarely invests in microgrids and focuses too much on less cost efficient projects. Further, the   DOD’s Net Zero Energy Installation Initiative does little to increase energy assurance at military   installations. By focusing too much on renewable energy generation, legislation and executive   orders have decreased the available funds for microgrids, which if installed before a renewable   energy project, can increase its viability.  The Defense Science Board (DSB) has published two reports urging the DOD to decrease its   energy costs and better secure its energy supply to bases. However, the development of   microgrids, despite their cost effectiveness and impact on energy assurance, remains slow and   infrequent. To increase national security and decrease the department’s energy expenditures, the   DOD should enact changes to its investment programs to give more consideration to microgrids   and pursue special appropriations from Congress for the widespread deployment of microgrids.   The benefit of this two-pronged approach is that it allows the DOD to follow a short-term zero   cost solution while it waits for the necessary appropriation from Congress to solve the Defense   Department’s energy problems. 
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Text: The President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology should direct the Department of Energy to include a Quadrennial Energy Review as an addendum to the Quadrennial Technology Review. The President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology should direct the Department of Energy to include a recommendation to obtain, through alternative financing, electricity from small modular reactors for military bases in the United States as part of the Quadrennial Energy Review.

DOE recommendations cause enactment – AND – Even if it fails – private actors will change their behavior

DOE 11 (REPORT&ON&THE&FIRST QUADRENNIAL QTR TECHNOLOGY!REVIEW, http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/ReportOnTheFirstQTR.pdf) 

An important finding of this Review is that the Department impacts the energy sector and energy-technology innovation through activities other than targeted, technologydevelopment initiatives. Public comments indicated that DOE’s informational and convening roles are among its most highly valued activities. Information collected, analyzed, and disseminated by DOE shapes the policy and decisions made by other governmental and private-sector actors. That expertise in energy-technology assessment gives DOE the standing to convene participants from the public and private sectors to coordinate a collective effort. The Department’s energy-technology assessments are founded upon its extensive R&D capabilities. By supporting precompetitive R&D and fundamental engineering research, DOE builds technical capabilities within universities and its national laboratories and strengthens those capabilities in the private sector. Also heard clearly from external stakeholders was that DOE’s technology-development activities are not adequately informed by how consumers interact with the energy system or how firms decide about technologies. As a result, DOE will integrate an improved understanding of applied social science into its technology programs to better inform and support the Department’s investments.

This recommendation will get enacted after the election and the counterplan trades-off political points necessary to enact other initiatives in the QTR

Tollefson -11 (Jeff Tollefson, DOE releases first Quadrennial Technology Review, September 27, 2011, http://blogs.nature.com/news/2011/09/doe_releases_first_quadrennial_1.html)

The US Department of Energy (DOE) released its inaugural Quadrennial Technology Review on Tuesday, laying out a longer-term strategic agenda to help integrate energy research and development programmes. Modelled on the Defense Quadrennial Review, an influential analysis that sets the tone and direction of US defence policy, the document explores the energy department’s role in driving basic energy research and helping shift more mature technologies into the commercial sector. The review sets priorities in six areas (pictured, top right) in order to create a multi-year framework that can be incorporated into planning and budget discussions. Under each of the six umbrellas can be found a range of potential technological solutions — from better batteries to biofuels and carbon sequestration — that will need to be deployed in concert in order to meet demand for energy, increase domestic supplies and reduce greenhouse-gas emissions. The agency is aiming for technologies that can create jobs and have a substantial impact — on the order of 1% of US consumption — over the course of two decades. “The timescale of energy is decades,” Energy Secretary Steven Chu said during the public release in Washington. “We need to take a long view.” In truth, the administration doesn’t have a lot of choice but to take the long view. The bulk of its energy and environmental agenda (remember the global warming legislation?) has fallen prey to partisan politics and an epic financial crisis. Moving forward, the administration will have to fight for even the most basic investments in clean energy R&D, a sad reality only made worse by the scandal over the failed solar manufacturer Solyndra. And although nobody would argue with efforts to craft a strategic plan to guide energy investments (which can rise and fall according to political whim on an annual basis), the first quadrennial review largely hews to the current course without making any radical recommendations for change. “Frankly it seems almost self evident to us,” said Steve Koonin, undersecretary for science. — Unlike the military, which can in a sense create its own market for new technologies, DOE necessarily plays a transitional role in technology development. All of its R&D is geared toward commercial deployment, and there’s only so much government can do to create private markets, which depend not just on science and technology but also public sentiment and risk perception, not to mention the full suite of macro- and micro-economic forces. For that reason, the document recommends setting up a permanent group within the DOE that can focus on energy markets, business, policy analysis and, most intriguingly, social sciences. Both for perspective and as a reminder, we will end with a spectacularly ambitious list of goals set by the administration of Barack Obama. To say that achieving these goals will be difficult is an understatement; clearly the rate of progress will need to increase substantially in the out years, which of course highlights the danger of long-term thinking that is not backed by legislation. Only one of these initiatives could conceivably be guided to fruition by the current administration — and then only if Obama wins re-election next year. Here they are, taken verbatim from the Quadrennial Technology Review: - Reducing oil imports by one-third by 2025. - Supporting the deployment of 1 million electric vehicles on the road by 2015 - Making non-residential buildings 20% more energy efficient by 2020 - Deriving 80% of America’s electricity from clean-energy sources by 2035. - Reducing greenhouse-gas emissions by 17% by 2020 and 83% by 2050, from a 2005 baseline.

This trade-off would occur with biofuels

Fuel Cell Insider 11 (DOE Quadrennial Technology Review Gets Stakeholder Input, http://www.fuelcellinsider.org/?p=615)

Hydrogen fuel cells were certainly addressed by the panel members, but usually after the audience members brought them up first.  As one audience member, citing a 2010 McKinsey & Company report, rightly pointed out, fuel cell vehicles would be cheaper to own and operate by 2030 than both plug-in (PHEV) and battery electric vehicles (BEV).   Additionally, the cost of installing hydrogen infrastructure is significantly cheaper compared to electrical outlets for PHEVs and BEVs.  Battery electric vehicles, however, are strongly supported by Energy Secretary Steven Chu, who spoke to the workshop during the afternoon luncheon.  Secretary Chu commented that the DOE would continue to support hydrogen research, but it wasn’t clear how forcefully.  The Secretary stated that the top priorities in his mind are energy efficiency measures and advanced biofuels.  If this is the case, then fuel cells should definitely have a role to play in advancing the Department’s future energy goals – combined heat and power (CHP) applications have been demonstrated to improve efficiency in stationary applications by as much as 80-90%, and today’s fuel cells are capable of running on biofuels, among them methanol, ethanol, and biodiesel.
While it is clear that fuel cells are not front and center for the DOE, they are not completely off their radar either.  It is not known to what extent the QTR will feature hydrogen and fuel cells, but yesterday’s comments and discussions certainly made it clear that fuel cells are an essential, proven option that the Department should consider as part of a suite of energy technologies going forward.  It should also be noted that though some of the panelists seem content with picking a few technologies and funding them at maximum levels, another sentiment seemed to prevail at the end of the day that said playing favorites with energy technology would be counterproductive, not only to DOE’s prior research investments, but to the private industries who have invested billions of dollars in a host of energy options.

US lead biofuels would cause extinction

Ziegler 12 (Fuelling World Hunger: How The Global Biofuel Industry Is Creating Massive Destruction, Jean, http://www.infowars.com/fuelling-world-hunger-how-the-global-biofuel-industry-is-creating-massive-destruction/)

The global expansion of the biofuel industry – in which agricultural land and crops are used to produce fuel for transport vehicles rather than food for humans – is a major factor driving the dramatic escalation of food prices worldwide. In a new book, Massive Destruction [2], French author Jean Ziegler [3] shows how the biofuel industry and wider agroindustry are threatening to inflict hunger on the world on an unprecedented scale. This is no blind accident, says Ziegler. It is the deliberate result of policies implemented by governments beholden to powerful agribusiness corporations in their pursuit of private profit. In that way, the resultant increasing levels of world hunger can be described as a form of “calculated murder”. Ironically, the biofuel industry is being promoted by corporations and governments as a sustainable, “ecofriendly” alternative to fossil fuels. In reality, it is just another form of the same reckless exploitation of resources that results from insatiable elite private profit under capitalist economic production. The biofuel industry stems from a marriage of agribusiness and oil corporations who know full well that this new global enterprise is inflicting massive environmental destruction and human suffering. Over the past five years, the world has witnessed skyrocketing food prices, which is putting millions more people at risk of hunger – all because they simply can no longer afford to buy food. This is a shocking indictment of an economic system that puts the imperative of private profit above the daily survival of human beings. Chief among the factors causing this inflation in food prices is the stellar rise of the global biofuel industry. So how can such a destructive industry continue to be promoted in the face of its own consequent human suffering? The short answer is because the public is largely unaware of the political and economic practicalities. The following are excerpts from Professor Ziegler’s book, translated by Siv O’Neall [4], which helps to uncover the realities of the biofuel industry. Three major factors contribute to the scarcity and the ever-increasing price of food commodities. Land grabbing for the cultivation of sugar cane and other plants, especially in the US, for the production of biofuels (ethanol), is one major cause of the scarcity of food since it deprives the small land owners of their land and reduces the amount of food for everybody. Also the loss of arable land for the production of biofuel has contributed to the scandalous increase in food prices. Less land, less food – so higher prices. Added to that is also the fact that biofuels even increase the damage to the earth that their advocates so loudly and dishonestly claim to reduce. A D V E R T I S E M E N T The speculation in food commodities as well as in arable land must also be forcefully denounced as a major contributing factor in the dramatic increases in basic food prices that we have seen since mid-2007. Thus, not only are the small farmers deprived of their land, often with no, or very little, compensation , but also, with the skyrocketing food prices, they cannot even afford buying the food they need for survival. The third cause is desertification of land and soil degradation which is only hastened by the increased replacement of biological farms by huge monocultures for biofuel or for Genetically Modified Organism cultures that demand enormous amounts of water. Rivers and lakes are drying out and an ever-increasing number of people in the world are lacking access to clean drinking-water. The Lie “Green gold” has for several years been considered as a magic and profitable complement to “black gold”. Food-production trusts that dominate the trade in biofuels, in support of new products, make an argument that might appear irrefutable: the substitution of fossil fuel by energy derived from plants would be the ultimate weapon in the fight against the rapid deterioration of the climate and the irreversible damage this does to the environment and humans. Here are some figures: Over 100 billion liters of bioethanol and biodiesel will be produced in 2011. The same year, 100 million hectares of agricultural crops will be used to produce biofuels. Global production of biofuels has doubled over the past five years, from 2006 to 2011. Climate degradation is a reality. Globally, desertification and land degradation now affect more than 1 billion people in over 100 countries. Dry areas – where arid and semi-arid regions are particularly susceptible to degradation – represent over 44% of arable land on the planet. Destruction of ecosystems and degradation of large agricultural areas in the world, especially in Africa, is a tragedy for small farmers and animal breeders. In Africa, the UN estimates that there are 25 million “environmental refugees” or “environmental migrants”, that is to say human beings who have been forced to leave their homes because of natural disasters (floods, droughts, desertification ) and who eventually have to fight for survival in the slums of large cities. Land degradation fuels conflicts, especially between animal breeders and farmers. Transcontinental companies producing biofuels have persuaded the majority of world public opinion and substantially all of the Western states that energy produced from plants is the miracle weapon against climate degradation. But their argument is a lie. It ignores the methods and the environmental costs of biofuel production, which requires both water and energy. All over the planet, clean water is becoming increasingly scarce. One out of three persons is reduced to drinking polluted water. Some 9,000 children under ten are dying every day from drinking water that is unfit for consumption. According to the WHO, one-third of the world population still lacks access to safe water at an affordable price, and half of the world population has no access to clean water. Approximately 285 million people live in sub-Saharan Africa without regular access to clean water [5]. And, of course, it is the poor who suffer most severely from the lack of water. However, when you consider the water reserves that exist in the world, the production every year of tens of billions of gallons of biofuel is a real disaster. Some 4,000 liters of water are required to produce 1 liter of bioethanol. Barack Obama’s obsession Biofuel producers, some the world’s most powerful multinational corporations, have their headquarters in the US. Each year they receive billions of dollars of government aid. In the words of President Barack Obama in his State of the Union Address in 2011: for the United States, the bioethanol and biodiesel program is “a national cause,” a cause of national security. In 2011, subsidized by $6 billion of public funds , US trusts will burn 38.3 % of the national corn harvest, against 30.7 % in 2008. And since 2008, corn prices on the world market have increased by 48%. The United States is by far the most dynamic industrial power and also the top producer in the world. Despite a relatively low number of inhabitants – 300 million, compared with 1.3 billion and more in China and India – the United States produces just over 25% of all industrial goods manufactured in one year on the planet. The raw material of this impressive machine is oil. The US on a daily average burns 20 million barrels, or about a quarter of the world production. Some 61% of this volume – slightly more than 12 million barrels per day – is imported [6]. For the US president, this dependence from abroad is obviously a concern. And most worrying is the fact that most of this imported oil comes from regions where political instability is endemic or Americans are not well regarded – in short, where production and export to the United States are not guaranteed. George W Bush was the initiator of the biofuel program. In January 2007, he set the goal to be reached: in the next ten years, the US had to reduce by 20% its consumption of fossil fuels and multiply by seven the production of biofuels. Burning millions of tons of food crops on a planet where every five seconds a child under ten dies of hunger is obviously scandalous. The tank of a midsize car holds 50 liters. To make 50 liters of bioethanol, 358 kg of corn have to be destroyed. In Mexico and in Zambia, corn is the staple food. With 358 kg of corn, a Zambian or a Mexican child can get enough to eat for one year. The curse of sugar cane Not only do biofuels each year consume hundreds of millions of tons of corn, wheat and other foods, and not only does their production release into the atmosphere millions of tons of carbon dioxide, but, in addition to this, they cause social disasters in the countries where the transcontinental companies that manufacture the biofuel become dominant. Take the example of Brazil. The struggle of the workers in the engenho [7] Trapiche is a suitable example. The vast lands that are barely visible in the evening mist were once state lands. They were, just a few years ago, agricultural plots of land, 1 to 2 hectares in size cultivated by small subsistence farmers. The families lived in poverty, but they were secure, enjoyed a certain degree of wellbeing and relative freedom. Through influential relations with the federal government in Brasilia and their significant capital , the financiers have obtained the “decommissioning”, that is to say the privatization of these lands. The small bean and cereal farmers who lived here were deported to the slums of Recife. The few exceptions were those farmers who agreed, for a pittance, to become sugar cane cutters. And today, those laborers are overexploited. In Brazil, the biofuel production program is considered a priority. And sugar cane is one of the most profitable commodities for the production of bioethanol. The Brazilian program for a rapid increase in the production of bioethanol has a curious name: the Pro-alcohol plan. It is the pride of the government. In 2009, Brazil consumed 14 billion liters of bioethanol (and biodiesel) and exported 4 billion. The aim of the government is to export over 200 billion liters. The Brasilia government wants to increase to 26 million hectares the cultivation of sugar cane. In the struggle against the bioethanol giants, the powerless cane cutters on the Trapiche plantation do not have a chance. The Brazilian Pro-alcohol implementation plan has led to the rapid concentration of land in the hands of a few indigenous barons and of transnational corporations. This monopolization increases inequalities and exacerbates rural poverty (as well as urban poverty, as a result of migration from rural areas). In addition, the exclusion of smallholders threatens the country’s food security, since they are the ones who can guarantee sustenance agriculture. As for rural households headed by women, they have less access to land and suffer greater discrimination. In short, the development of the production of the “green gold” on the agro-export model tremendously enriches the sugar barons but impoverishes the small farmers, the sharecroppers and “the boiafrio” [8] even further. It has actually signed the death warrant for small and medium family farms – and thus the country’s food sovereignty. But aside from the Brazilian sugar barons, the Pro-Alcohol program naturally creates profits for the transnational companies, such as Louis Dreyfus, Bunge, Noble Group, Archer Daniels Midland, and for the financial groups belonging to Bill Gates and George Soros, as well as the sovereign wealthfunds China. In a country like Brazil, where millions of people are demanding the right to own a piece of land, where food security is threatened, land grabbing by transnational corporations and sovereign wealth funds [9] is one additional scandal. To gain new grazing land, large landowners and managers of transcontinental companies burn Brazil’s forests. Tens of thousands of hectares each year. The destruction is final. The soils of the Amazon basin and of Mato Grosso [10], covered with primary forests, have only a thin layer of humus. Even in the unlikely event that the leaders of Brasilia would be seized by a sudden fit of lucidity, they could not recreate the Amazon rainforest, “the lungs of the planet”. According to a scenario accepted by the World Bank, at the current rate of burning, 40% of the Amazon rainforest will be gone by 2050. To the extent that Brazil has gradually replaced the culture of food crops by sugar cane, it has entered the vicious circle of the international food market: forced to import food that it does not produce itself, the global demand has thus amplified… which in turn causes an increase in prices. The food insecurity, of which a large part of the Brazilian population are the victims, is thus directly related to the Pro-alcohol program. This particularly affects the areas where sugar cane is cultivated, since the staple foods based almost exclusively on imported commodities are subject to significant price fluctuations. Many small farmers and agricultural workers are net buyers of food because they do not have enough land to produce a sufficient amount of food for their families. Thus, in 2008, the peasants could not buy enough food due to the sudden explosion in prices. In addition, in order to reduce costs, producers of biofuel exploit migrant workers by the millions, according to a model of ultra-liberal capitalist agriculture. They are not only paid pittance wages, but they work inhuman schedules, offered minimal support infrastructure, and the working conditions are bordering on slavery. Conclusion If the world is to be saved from the grip of neoliberalism, and from the immense greed and total callousness of the “new masters of the world” [121], we must act now. We have to see clearly with eyes and minds wide open how these predators are rapidly taking the people and the world hostage in their absurd attempt to increase their own wealth and dominate the planet. We must come together and work tirelessly, not losing hope, not losing sight of the goal of saving the earth. We must not be deluded by the deafening propaganda machines. We must stand firm and together. There may yet be a way out of the inferno.
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Obama will win now but it’s close – things could change. 
Silver 10-20. [Nate, polling genius, "Oct. 20: Calm Day in Forecast, but Volatility Ahead" Five Thirty Eight -- fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/20/oct-20-calm-day-in-forecast-but-volatility-ahead/?gwh]
The FiveThirtyEight forecast is unchanged for Saturday, with President Obama maintaining a 67.9 percent chance of winning the Electoral College.¶ You’d have to stretch to find much in Saturday’s national polls that would change your view about the condition of the race. Mr. Obama gained ground in three daily tracking surveys — from Public Policy Polling, Investor’s Business Daily and United Press International — but lost ground in two others, from Ipsos and Rasmussen Reports.¶ The Gallup national tracking poll continues to diverge from the consensus and show a six-point lead for Mitt Romney among likely voters; Mr. Romney gained one point in the version of the survey among registered voters on Saturday.¶ Saturday’s battleground state polls provided for a bit more action, but some of the numbers aren’t quite as good for the candidates as they might appear on the surface.¶ Polls by Grove Insight, for example, had Mr. Obama with a three-point lead in both Florida and Wisconsin. But Grove Insight has had strongly Democratic-leaning numbers in its recent surveys, and these polls are about what you might expect given that tendency.¶ A SurveyUSA poll showing Mr. Obama with a one-point lead in Florida is really the slightly better result for him. Even so, Florida has had some very dense polling, so it will take quite a lot of evidence to push the model much off its current take on the race there, which projects a win for Mr. Romney by about two percentage points.¶ If a candidate holds a two-point lead in the polling average in a state, it’s going to be pretty normal to see a few polls showing a tied race or his opponent up by a point or two, along with others that show him up ahead by a margin in the mid-single digits. That’s pretty much what we see right now among the higher-quality polls of Florida, with Mr. Romney retaining the overall advantage.¶ The best number of the day for Mr. Romney was almost certainly the Public Policy Polling survey of Ohio, which had him down by one point there — improved from a five-point deficit in a poll they conducted there last week.¶ If this had been the only poll of the day in Ohio, Mr. Romney would probably have made an Electoral College gain on that basis, since the forecast is very sensitive to anything in Ohio.¶ There was another Ohio poll, however, from Gravis Marketing, which showed a tied race. Isn’t that an even better result for Mr. Romney?¶ Not in this case, because Gravis Marketing polls have had a Republican lean of two or three percentage points this cycle. (Their prior poll of Ohio had shown Mr. Romney up by about one point.)¶ The FiveThirtyEight model adjusts for these “house effects” and so treats the Gravis Marketing poll as equivalent to showing a two- or three-point lead for Mr. Obama.¶ It also adjusts the Public Policy Polling survey of Ohio slightly downward for Mr. Obama — but Public Policy Polling has lost most of the strong Democratic lean that it had earlier in the cycle, and it has even been on Mr. Romney’s side of the consensus in a few states like Iowa and New Hampshire. We now calculate their house effect as being only about half a percentage point in favor of Mr. Obama.¶ Still, if Saturday’s polls were something of a wash, it’s also hard to make the case that the polls have moved much toward Mr. Obama since Tuesday night’s debate in New York.¶ Mr. Obama now holds a popular vote lead of one percentage point in the FiveThirtyEight “now-cast,” an estimate based on both state and national surveys. He led by 0.8 percentage points by the same measure before the debate.¶ Although many of the surveys that are influencing the forecast preceded the debate, meaning that it will take another day or two before we can close the book on its effects, at the very least it seems clear that Mr. Obama will not see anything like the sharp break toward Mr. Romney that followed the first debate in Denver.¶ A gain of two or three points for Mr. Obama in the polls, for instance, would very probably have become obvious by now. Perhaps the debate was worth a half a point or a full point for Mr. Obama — these trends would be more difficult to distinguish from statistical noise — but it probably wasn’t worth much more than that.¶ What makes this challenging is that although something like a half-point shift is hard to detect in the polls, it is also potentially meaningful given how late it is in the race and how close the contest is.¶ The most natural analogy might be to a baseball game. Scoring a run in the first inning is worth something, but it won’t shift the win probabilities all that much: there’s too much that can happen later on in the game.¶ We’re now in the political equivalent of the eighth inning, however. A run scored in the eight inning is potentially much more important than one in the first.¶ The reason I say “potentially” is that it makes a tremendous difference depending what the score is. In a blowout, the eighth inning won’t matter at all. A team down 9-1 is almost certainly going to lose; but so will one that gets a solo home run and trails 9-2 instead.¶ (The political equivalent: Walter Mondale, in 1984, improved to a 17-point deficit from a 20-point deficit in national polls after his first debate with Ronald Reagan. This may have helped him to carry his home state of Minnesota, and lose the Electoral College 525-13 rather than 535-3.)¶ But if the score is tied, or if it’s a one-run game, a run scored in the eighth will make a huge difference.¶ That’s where we find ourselves right now in the presidential race. This election is close and is likely to end up that way. There’s about a 50-50 chance that the election will end up within 2.5 percentage points, according to the forecast, against only a 15 percent chance that either candidate will win by five points or more.¶ For this reason, the percentage estimates in the forecast are likely to be volatile from here on out.¶ Early in the year, we’d treat as a pretty big deal if a candidate’s Electoral College win probability increased by a percentage point or more (for instance, to 63 percent from 62 percent). Now, changes like that are going to be fairly common, and there will often be larger shifts. Thursday, for example, was a good but hardly spectacular day for Mr. Obama in the polls, and that was enough to produce about a 5 percent swing toward him. Friday, however, brought a 2 percent shift back toward Mr. Romney, despite polling that seemed fairly mixed on the surface.¶ There are some other reasons the forecast is likely to become more volatile over these final two weeks. The FiveThirtyEight forecast is technically a combination of a polling-based model and a “fundamentals” model based on economic statistics and Mr. Obama’s incumbency status.¶ The forecast is also designed, however, to weight the economic component less and less as time goes on, eventually defaulting to a purely poll-based model by Election Day. (The guiding principle behind this is simply that voters’ views of the economy should be priced into the polling by late in the race.) Although the economic component of the model is dynamic — it can change as new economic statistics are released — it is generally less volatile than the polling component. (While there have been some ups and downs in the economic numbers, nothing has changed the basic story of an economy that is recovering, but slowly.) So as the polling component comes to predominate, the overall forecast will become more volatile as well.¶ Also, the model is designed to be more aggressive about buying into a potential change in the polls in the closing stages of the race.¶ Most people’s intuition will lead them to overstate the volatility in the presidential race. Furthermore, they often do so for the wrong reasons — because they pay too much attention to one or two outlier polls rather than to the consensus evidence.¶ On the other hand, because we are often now getting 20 polls on a given day — instead of two or three — there is potentially more evidence to testify to a statistically meaningful change in the race if it is reflected in the polling consensus.¶ Furthermore, it is now late enough in the race that news events that produce what would ordinarily be a temporary “bounce” in the polls could carry forward to Election Day.¶ The writer Jazz Shaw joked recently, for instance, that he didn’t think Mr. Romney’s bounce from his debate in Denver would persist for more than another four weeks — just long enough, of course, that it might be enough to win him the election on Nov. 6.¶ Perhaps in some abstract sense, this is true. If Mr. Romney and Mr. Obama debated another 10 times, and the election were held next March, the Denver debate would be discounted by voters. But it won’t be such a distant memory when voters go to the polls in 17 days.

Public would hate the plan
Baker 12, Matthew, Adjunct Junior Fellow at the American Security Project “Do Small Modular Reactors Present a Serious Option for the Military’s Energy Needs?,” June 22nd, http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/do-small-modular-reactors-present-a-serious-option-for-the-militarys-energy-needs/
Unfortunately all the hype surrounding SMRs seems to have made the proponents of SMR technology oblivious to some of its huge flaws. Firstly like large reactors, one of the biggest qualms that the public has to nuclear is problems associated with nuclear waste. A more decentralized production of nuclear waste inevitably resulting from an increase in SMRs production was not even discussed. The danger of transporting gas into some military bases in the Middle East is already extremely volatile; dangers of an attack on the transit of nuclear waste would be devastating. Secondly, SMRs pose many of the same problems that regular nuclear facilities face, sometimes to a larger degree. Because SMRs are smaller than conventional reactors and can be installed underground, they can be more difficult to access should an emergency occur. There are also reports that because the upfront costs of nuclear reactors go up as surface area per kilowatt of capacity decreases, SMRs will in fact be more expensive than conventional reactors. Thirdly, some supporters of SMR technology seem to have a skewed opinion of public perception toward nuclear energy. Commissioner of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, William C. Ostendorff, didn’t seem to think that the recent Fukushima disaster would have any impact on the development on SMRs. Opinion polls suggest Americans are more likely to think that the costs of nuclear outweigh its benefits since the Fukushima disaster. For SMRs to be the philosopher’s stone of the military’s energy needs the public needs to be on board.


Energy is key to the election 
Finzel 10-21. [Ben, Senior Vice President, Public Affairs and General Manager, Washington, D.C. at Waggener Edstrom, "Election 2012: The Presidential Candidates, Energy Policy and Social Media" waggeneredstrom.com/blog/2012/10/21/election-2012-energy-policy/]
Although we may all be tired of the presidential campaign advertisements flooding the airwaves (especially if you live in a swing state), many of us are still interested in the differences between the two major party candidates on key issues. One such issue, energy, was addressed in the second presidential debate and has spurred substantive discussion online. To understand the impact on the national dialogue, Waggener Edstrom Worldwide conducted a national online survey to gauge the importance of energy to voters and analyzed social and online media to understand where conversations about energy are taking place.¶ Our national online survey of public opinion was conducted Oct. 9–10, 2012. The results: 47 percent of respondents said energy policy is one reason they are voting for Obama or Romney.

Romney jacks Russia relations 
Lyman 12. [John – editor-in-chief of International Policy Digest, “Romney’s Foreign Policy and Russia” International Policy Digest -- March 30 -- http://www.internationalpolicydigest.org/2012/03/30/romneys-foreign-policy-and-russia/]
U.S.-Russian relations transcend the United Nations and other multilateral institutions. The United States relies on Russian assistance in counterterrorism, Afghanistan, shoring up loose nuclear material in the former Soviet Republics, international narcotics trafficking, WMD proliferation and reducing American and Russian nuclear stockpiles, which has become a cause celeb for Mr. Obama. Obama has calculated that the Russians would be amendable to significant reductions in their nuclear stockpiles if he negotiates with the Russians in good faith over missile defense. This process was started several years ago in an effort to “reset” U.S.-Russian relations, when Obama ordered a different configuration to the missile defense system – the European Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA) – planned for construction in Eastern Europe. The original system envisioned a radar base that was to be built in the Czech Republic with interceptors housed in Poland. The EPAA is designed to intercept ballistic missiles launched from “rogue” nations from interceptors housed in Poland and now Romania. The Russians have been highly critical of the system first announced by the Bush administration as they claim it would undermine their own nuclear deterrent. “This is not a matter of hiding the ball,” Mr. Obama said. “I want to see us gradually, systematically reduce reliance on nuclear weapons.” Now that Mr. Romney has antagonized the Russians, he might find it difficult to negotiate with them over a whole host of issues, much less getting Russia on board with prodding the Iranians to return to the negotiating table or facilitating America’s withdrawal from Afghanistan if he defeats Mr. Obama in November.

Relations solve miscalc and nuclear war 
Gottemoeller 8 (Rose Gottemoeller was appointed Director of carnegie  moscow center in January  2006. formerly, Gottemoeller  was a senior associate at the  carnegie endowment, where  she held a joint appointment  with the Russian and eurasian  Program and the Global Policy Program. a specialist on  defense and nuclear issues in  Russia and the other former  soviet states, Gottemoeller’s  research at the endowment  focused on issues of nuclear  security and stability, nonproliferation, and arms control, the Carnegie Endowment  for International Peace is a  private, nonprofit organization dedicated to advancing  cooperation between nations and promoting active international engagement by  the United States, “Russia-US Security Relations after Georgia” available at http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/russia_us_security_relations_after_georgia.pdf) 
No holds barred, no rules—the United States and Russia may be heading to a confrontation more unpredictable and dangerous  than any we have seen since the Cuban missile  crisis. A confrontation today would be different—the two countries are in constant and intense communication, unlike the situation in  1962—but if those exchanges provoke mutual  anger and recrimination, they have the potential to spark a dangerous crisis. This effect is especially dangerous because  both countries are in presidential transitions.  Russia, whose government is riven by corruption, internal competition, and disorder, is  attempting an unprecedented tandem leadership arrangement. The United States is in  the midst of its quadrennial election season,  with both political parties competing to show  that their man is more skilled and tough on  national security issues than his opponent.  The unpredictability of these two transitions stokes the potential for misunderstanding and  descent into crisis. We must avoid such a crisis, because we have never succeeded in escaping the nuclear existential threat that we each pose to the  other. We never even came close to transforming the U.S.–Russian relationship into one  that is closer to that which the United States  has with the United Kingdom or France.  What if Russia had refused to confirm or deny  that no nuclear weapons were on the bombers  it flew to Venezuela? Our nuclear weapons are  still faced off to launch on warning of an attack, and in a no-holds-barred confrontation  between us, we could come close to nuclear  catastrophe before we knew it.  What next? Is it possible to outrun confrontation and return to a pragmatic working relationship in pursuit of mutual interests? Clearly the answer should be “yes,” if  the Russian Federation completely withdraws  its troops from Georgian territory according  to the Sarkozy–Medvedev plan. But, following Russia’s recognition of the independence  of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, that process  may take months and perhaps years. Some  Russian commentators have been arguing that  a relevant time frame to consider is how long  Cyprus has been the site of an unresolved territorial dispute between Turkey and Greece:  nearly thirty years.  In the meantime, the United States and  Russia have about six months of intense political transition to get through, until the new  U.S. president settles into place. This begs for  a short-term modus vivendi that would enable  the two countries to avoid a potential crisis  and establish an agenda to confront some of  the severe problems that have emerged in their  relationship. Ultimately, the United States and  Russia should want to re-create a book of rules  that both will embrace, corresponding to international law and in fact strengthening it. Seize the Superstructure The first step in this process, and the best way  to begin it, is to grab onto the existing superstructure of the U.S.–Russia relationship. This  is the system of established and well-understood treaties, agreements, and arrangements  that has been built up over time. Beginning  in the 1950s, many efforts have been made  to insert predictability and mutual confidence  into the relationship in the form of both bilateral and multilateral arrangements. For the  next six months, both governments need to  take advantage of this established and well understood system. Derided in recent years as  a Cold War relic not worthy of the friendship  the two countries had developed, it could  now be a lifeline. 

Obama re-election key to space leadership, exploration, and the ISS – Romney guts the space program. 
Space Ref 12. [SpaceRef is an international privately owned media company covering civil, commercial and military space policy, “FACT SHEET: President Obamas Accomplishments for NASA and FLoridas Space Coast” May 22 -- http://spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=37135]
President Obama has laid out an ambitious new direction for NASA, laying the groundwork for a sustainable program of exploration and innovation. This new direction extends the life of the International Space Station, supports the growing commercial space industry, and addresses important scientific challenges while continuing our commitment to robust human space exploration, science, and aeronautics programs. While the President has a sustainable plan for continued space exploration, Mitt Romney has failed to articulate a commitment to a positive role for NASA in space exploration, and his budget plans would force the deepest cuts to the space program since just after we landed on the moon.¶ The President has laid out a plan to preserve the future of NASA and the Space Coast:¶ - Bolster the Economic Vitality of the Space Coast: The President created a Task Force on Space Industry Workforce and Economic Development to help Florida's Space Coast adapt and thrive in the years ahead. He also secured significant funding to upgrade Kennedy Space Center and get it ready to launch NASA's new rockets and capsules, setting the stage for new public and private space activity at Kennedy to continue the spaceflight missions. The President is also investing in Space Coast's workers and clean energy businesses.¶ - Maintain Our Ability to Send Spacecraft into Low Earth Orbit: The President added two more Space Shuttle flights - extending the Space Shuttle's service a year past its planned retirement and into 2011. He also prioritized NASA's Commercial Crew and Cargo program, which offers the quickest possible path to restoring America's ability to send people into space.¶ - Pursue A New Launch System to Help NASA Sustainably Continue Its Mission of Space Exploration: To push farther out into the solar system, to the moon and beyond, to asteroids, and eventually to Mars, NASA is planning a rocket, the Space Launch System, to be the backbone of its manned spaceflight program for decades. It would be the most powerful rocket in NASA's history. The SLS rocket retains the most promising elements of the Constellation program, like the Orion capsule, and puts NASA on a more sustainable path continue our tradition of innovative space exploration.¶ Under President Obama's plan, the Space Coast will be at the center of America's commercial space industry as NASA continues its mission of research and exploration.¶ - Construction of new commercial spacecraft at NASA's Kennedy Space Center, is expected to create 550 new jobs in the next three years. NASA announced in October that it would partner with the private sector to manufacture and assemble a new model of spacecraft here in Florida. This partnership will ensure that we'll continue manned low-earth-orbit spaceflight while creating 550 jobs in the Space Coast over the next three years. This agreement also cements Kennedy as an active, viable site to develop, test, and launch vehicles.¶ - The historic launch of a privately-owned spacecraft to the International Space Station will highlight the revitalization the Space Coast is seeing thanks to President Obama. Space Launch Complex 40 at the Cape Canaveral Air Force Station served as the launch pad for the first privately owned space vehicle to dock with the International Space Station. The powerful and reliable Atlas V rocket, which also launches from Space Coast, is the rocket of choice for other new commercial crew vehicles competing to get our astronauts to the ISS and help close the spaceflight gap.¶ - President Obama is helping NASA make progress on new vehicles for human spaceflight so we can send astronauts further into space than we ever have before. This March, NASA's Space Launch System successfully completed its first development milestone, moving us closer to its planned first launch in 2017. The Orion spacecraft will be NASA's new vehicle for manned space exploration, and just last week a prototype test vehicle was delivered to Kennedy Space Center after successful testing.¶ Together, we are developing the technology to ensure America remains the world's leader in space exploration and laying the groundwork for a Space Coast economy built to last. NASA, the private-sector's innovation, and Space Coast's hardworking Americans are making it happen.¶ Mitt Romney won't offer the leadership American space exploration needs:¶ - Romney's budget plans would require slashing important investments in our future, and could force the deepest cuts to the space program in almost 40 years, since just after we landed on the moon. This would devastate the critical investments we need to close the spaceflight gap and ensure a bright future for NASA. A Romney NASA budget would take us backward from maintaining America's rightful and historic place as the leader in space exploration. It would deny Space Coast and the nation the promise of innovation, scientific discovery and economic progress that is on the horizon.¶ - Mitt Romney will say anything to distort the President's support for continuing America's strong tradition of manned spaceflight. Romney's record offers a clear contrast for those who care about innovation and the economic future of Space Coast. When asked about NASA's role in space exploration, Romney was unsure. After studying the issue for four years since his last run, Romney still can't specify how he'd handle space exploration.

Extinction of Earth is inevitable – only Mars Colonization solves 
Schulze-Makuch and Davies 10 (Dirk Schulze-Makuch, Ph.D., School of Earth and Environmental Sciences, Washington State University and Paul Davies, Ph.D., Beyond Center, Arizona State University, “To Boldly Go: A One-Way Human Mission to Mars”, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars108.html) 
There are several reasons that motivate the establishment of a permanent Mars colony. We are a vulnerable species living in a part of the galaxy where cosmic events such as major asteroid and comet impacts and supernova explosions pose a significant threat to life on Earth, especially to human life. There are also more immediate threats to our culture, if not our survival as a species. These include global pandemics, nuclear or biological warfare, runaway global warming, sudden ecological collapse and supervolcanoes (Rees 2004). Thus, the colonization of other worlds is a must if the human species is to survive for the long term. The first potential colonization targets would be asteroids, the Moon and Mars. The Moon is the closest object and does provide some shelter (e.g., lava tube caves), but in all other respects falls short compared to the variety of resources available on Mars. The latter is true for asteroids as well. Mars is by far the most promising for sustained colonization and development, because it is similar in many respects to Earth and, crucially, possesses a moderate surface gravity, an atmosphere, abundant water and carbon dioxide, together with a range of essential minerals. Mars is our second closest planetary neighbor (after Venus) and a trip to Mars at the most favorable launch option takes about six months with current chemical rocket technology.


DOD

The DOD won’t deploy SMR’s on all bases- doesn’t solve
Wong ’12 (Kelvin Wong, Kelvin Wong is an Associate Research Fellow at the S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies (RSIS), Nanyang Technological University. He is with the Military Studies Programme at the School’s constituent unit, the Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies, “The Military’s Quest for Nuclear Power”, http://rolandsanjuan.blogspot.com/2012/05/beyond-weapons-militarys-quest-for.html, May 18, 2012, LEQ)

Synopsis The military has always maintained an interest in the application of nuclear energy in its operations. In a bid to reduce logistical strain caused by power-hungry bases and vehicles operating over significant distances, some military forces have experimented with nuclear technology to seek potential solutions. However, it is unlikely that such concepts will become a mainstream reality. Commentary In April 2012 American scientists unveiled a radical plan for advanced unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) powered by ‘next generation concepts’. The proposal, titled ‘Unmanned Air Vehicle Ultra Persistence Research’ was jointly developed by Sandia National Laboratories – the US government’s principal nuclear research and development agency – and military contractor Northrop Grumman. The research team noted that the application of such persistent technologies to UAVs would dramatically extend flight times, as well as enable more powerful sensor and weapon systems to be fitted. The proposal all but established that the team had been experimenting with nuclear propulsion concepts, especially when considering Sandia’s background and the research team’s concern over political sensitivities of nuclear power. Nuclear power: more than destruction Military exploitation of nuclear power has not always been limited to weapons of mass destruction and large naval platforms. As early as the 1940s, American scientists experimented with a salt-based nuclear reactor concept for civilian aircraft propulsion. However, early designs lacked durability and it was not till 1954 that a stable reactor was built at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory. During the Cold War, both the United States and the Soviet Union experimented with nuclear technology for its military aircraft, with the same intention to develop intercontinental bombers capable of reaching virtually any target on the planet. American defence contractors at the behest of the United States Air Force (USAF) investigated the feasibility of nuclear powered military aircraft, which was never realised as a result of cost and technical limitations, as well as crew safety concerns. On the other side of the Bering Strait, the Soviet Union also pursued its own nuclear-powered aircraft development. Despite promising results from limited flight-testing, Soviet military interest in the nuclear-powered bomber soon faded in favour of more cost-effective ballistic missile systems. There had also been an interest in the application of nuclear power for land-based forces during the same period. From early 1950 to late 1970 the US military had investigated the possibility of deploying smaller-scale and portable nuclear reactors in a bid to reduce logistical challenges imposed by energy-dependent vehicles and military bases. For example, a 1963 study submitted to the US Department of Defense (DOD) proposed the use of a small nuclear reactor as the power source for an energy depot. The proposal, called the military compact reactor (MCR), was an attempt to solve the logistics problem of supplying fuel to military vehicles on the battlefield. While military vehicles could not derive power directly from the nuclear reactor, the MCR could provide power to produce synthetic fuel to replace conventional petroleum fuel. In addition to the MCR, US Army engineers had also successfully operated a series of compact nuclear reactors in remote military bases, and even considered the use of nuclear power overseas to provide uninterrupted power in the event that US bases were cut off from regular supply lines. However, further development of the MCR ceased due to the cost and technical limitations. Other concepts had been more successful. From 1968 to 1975, the US Army operated a floating nuclear reactor which supplied electrical power in the Panama Canal Zone. Even though it proved its worth, the floating reactor eventually ceased operation due to high costs and the cancellation of the Army’s nuclear research programme. Civilian and military nuclear incidents Despite improvements in nuclear safety, public sentiment on nuclear power is generally unfavourable, particularly after a series of high-profile nuclear incidents over the years. Disasters like Chernobyl, Three Mile Island, and the recent Fukushima episodes have sorely demonstrated the perils of operating nuclear reactors, emanating be it from human error or natural calamities. Military forces have also been stung by peacetime nuclear incidents. In March 2008, the American nuclear submarine USS Houston leaked minute amounts of radiation into Sasebo naval base while on a port call, triggering condemnation from Japanese citizens in the district. In the same year, the British nuclear submarine HMS Trafalgar leaked hundreds of litres of radioactive wastewater into a nearby river while docked at Devonport naval base, raising concerns from nuclear safety experts. Mainstream nuclear power in the military? Yet military scientists have not ceased to be tempted by the potential of nuclear power. In response to increasing oil prices and global supply uncertainties, and well-documented cases of logistical strain on forces operating in the Middle East in recent conflicts, the US Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) issued a proposal for innovative solutions in deployable compact nuclear reactors in 2010. In the proposal, DARPA outlined the need to reduce the logistical burden of supplying forward operating bases and forces without access to reliable fuel supply lines. The proposal also suggested that materials science have advanced to the stage where it might have a positive impact on deployable nuclear reactor research. While recent developments suggest that nuclear power technology can potentially be employed in unmanned aircraft and on the ground, it is unlikely to have mainstream military utility. The Cold War period was an era when general attitudes towards nuclear energy were quite favourable, and military experimentation was only limited by funding and scientific expertise. In contrast, nuclear power today has become a hotly debated issue despite its importance in powering the economies of advanced nations today. For the military, the problem with nuclear power is not just about cost and safety, but also of the nature of its operating environment. Deploying volatile nuclear reactors into harm’s way on the battlefield, where their destruction and sabotage are likely, should give military planners cause to pause.


No risk of large cyber-attacks – no means or motivation and deterrence prove
Birch ‘12 (Douglas is a former foreign correspondent for the Associated Press and the Baltimore Sun who has written extensively on technology and public policy, Forget Revolution, 10/1/12, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/10/01/forget_revolution?page=0,3)

Professionals like Weiss and others warned that Stuxnet was opening a Pandora's Box: Once it was unleashed on the world, they feared, it would become available to hostile states, criminals, and terrorists who could adapt the code for their own nefarious purposes. But two years after the discovery of Stuxnet, there are no reports of similar attacks against the United States. What has prevented the emergence of such copycat viruses? A 2009 paper published by the University of California, Berkeley, may offer the answer. The report, which was released a year before Stuxnet surfaced, found that in order to create a cyber weapon capable of crippling a specific control system ­­-- like the ones operating the U.S. electric grid -- six coders might have to work for up to six months to reverse engineer the targeted center's SCADA system. Even then, the report says, hackers likely would need the help of someone with inside knowledge of how the network's machines were wired together to plan an effective attack. "Every SCADA control center is configured differently, with different devices, running different software/protocols," wrote Rose Tsang, the report's author. Professional hackers are in it for the money -- and it's a lot more cost-efficient to search out vulnerabilities in widely-used computer programs like the Windows operating system, used by banks and other affluent targets, than in one-of-a-kind SCADA systems linked to generators and switches. According to Pollard, only the world's industrial nations have the means to use the Internet to attack utilities and major industries. But given the integrated global economy, there is little incentive, short of armed conflict, for them to do so. "If you're a state that has a number of U.S. T-bills in your treasury, you have an economic interest in the United States," he said. "You're not going to have an interest in mucking about with our infrastructure." There is also the threat of retaliation. Last year, the U.S. government reportedly issued a classified report on cyber strategy that said it could respond to a devastating digital assault with traditional military force. The idea was that if a cyber attack caused death and destruction on the scale of a military assault, the United States would reserve the right to respond with what the Pentagon likes to call "kinetic" weapons: missiles, bombs, and bullets. An unnamed Pentagon official, speaking to the Wall Street Journal, summed up the policy in less diplomatic terms: "If you shut down our power grid, maybe we will put a missile down one of your smokestacks." Deterrence is sometimes dismissed as a toothless strategy against cyber attacks because hackers have such an easy time hiding in the anonymity of the Web. But investigators typically come up with key suspects, if not smoking guns, following cyber intrusions and assaults -- the way suspicions quickly focused on the United States and Israel after Stuxnet was discovered. And with the U.S. military's global reach, even terror groups have to factor in potential retaliation when planning their operations.



Multiple checks empirically check escalation – their evidence is alarmist 
Birch ‘12 (Douglas is a former foreign correspondent for the Associated Press and the Baltimore Sun who has written extensively on technology and public policy, Forget Revolution, 10/1/12, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/10/01/forget_revolution?page=0,3)

First, the freak "derecho" storm that barreled across a heavily-populated swath of the eastern United States on the afternoon of June 29 knocked down trees that crushed cars, bashed holes in roofs, blocked roads, and sliced through power lines. According to an August report by the U.S. Department of Energy, 4.2 million homes and businesses lost power as a result of the storm, with the blackout stretching across 11 states and the District of Columbia. More than 1 million customers were still without power five days later, and in some areas power wasn't restored for 10 days. Reuters put the death toll at 23 people as of July 5, all killed by storms or heat stroke. The second incident occurred in late July, when 670 million people in northern India, or about 10 percent of the world's population, lost power in the largest blackout in history. The failure of this huge chunk of India's electric grid was attributed to higher-than-normal demand due to late monsoon rains, which led farmers to use more electricity in order to draw water from wells. Indian officials told the media there were no reports of deaths directly linked to the blackouts. But this cataclysmic event didn't cause widespread chaos in India -- indeed, for some, it didn't even interrupt their daily routine. "[M]any people in major cities barely noticed the disruption because localized blackouts are so common that many businesses, hospitals, offices and middle-class homes have backup diesel generators," the New York Times reported. The most important thing about both events is what didn't happen. Planes didn't fall out of the sky. Governments didn't collapse. Thousands of people weren't killed. Despite disruption and delay, harried public officials, emergency workers, and beleaguered publics mostly muddled through. The summer's blackouts strongly suggest that a cyber weapon that took down an electric grid even for several days could turn out to be little more than a weapon of mass inconvenience. "Reasonable people would have expected a lot of bad things to happen" in the storm's aftermath, said Neal A. Pollard, a terrorism expert who teaches at Georgetown University and has served on the United Nation's Expert Working Group on the use of the Internet for terrorist purposes. However, he said, emergency services, hospitals, and air traffic control towers have backup systems to handle short-term disruptions in power supplies. After the derecho, Pollard noted, a generator truck even showed up in the parking lot of his supermarket. The response wasn't perfect, judging by the heat-related deaths and lengthy delays in the United States in restoring power. But nor were the people without power as helpless or clueless as is sometimes assumed.


The grid is stable now- 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Kassakian and Schmalensee et. al 11 (John, Prof of Electrical Engineering and Comp Sci at MIT Former Director of MIT Center for Electromagnetic and Electronic Systems, Richard, Howard W. Johnston Prof of Econ and Management, “The Future of the Electric Grid”) http://web.mit.edu/mitei/research/studies/documents/electric-grid-2011/Electric_Grid_Full_Report.pdf
The U.S. grid is often referred to as “antiquated” or “broken” in the popular press and, occasionally, in technical publications. 16 However, assessing the performance of a system as complex as the U.S. electric grid is not a simple task. International comparisons and even comparisons within the U.S. are difﬁcult because of differing geography, rates of growth, and deﬁnitions of performance measures. Systems that have grown more rapidly recently, for instance, on average will have newer equipment. Comparisons over time may reveal nothing more than the advance of technology driven by vendor R&D. Moreover, because there are diminishing returns to investing to increase efﬁciency and reliability, and perfection is unattainable at any cost, it is possible not just to underinvest but also to overinvest in these and other dimensions of performance. 

Alt causes to grid collapse – worker shortage
Grid collapse is inevitable – worker shortage
Kassakian and Schmalensee et. al 11 (John, Prof of Electrical Engineering and Comp Sci at MIT Former Director of MIT Center for Electromagnetic and Electronic Systems, Richard, Howard W. Johnston Prof of Econ and Management, “The Future of the Electric Grid”) http://web.mit.edu/mitei/research/studies/documents/electric-grid-2011/Electric_Grid_Full_Report.pdf

Even if it faced none of the challenges discussed above, the electric power industry would need to rejuvenate its workforce in order to maintain current levels of performance. Prompted by the results of a National Science Foundation workshop on this topic in November 2007, the Power & Energy Society of the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) founded the U.S. Power and Energy Engineering Workforce Collaborative (PWC) to lead efforts to strengthen the U.S. power and energy workforce. 40 In a widely cited April 2009 report, the PWC noted that approximately 45% of U.S. electric utility engineers would be eligible for retirement or could leave engineering for other reasons in the subsequent ﬁve years. 41 A 2008 survey conducted by the Center for Energy Workforce Development, an industry consortium, indicated that workforce attrition could amount to 40%–50% by 2013 across a wide range of power industry technical job categories, including lineworkers, pipeﬁtters and pipelayers, engineers, plant operators, and technicians. 42 Beyond retirements, meeting the challenges and realizing the opportunities discussed in this study will also require many industry professionals to learn new skills and knowledge. 43 Unfortunately, university power engineering programs have languished over the past several decades due to the increasing popularity of other electrical engineering subdisciplines and a lack of research funding to support graduate students. 44 Furthermore, a recent survey indicated that approximately 40% of power engineering faculty members at U.S. universities will become eligible for retirement within the next ﬁve years, and 27% are expected to retire. 45 While it is difﬁcult to predict exactly how many new engineers will be needed between now and 2030, there appears to be a signiﬁcant gap between anticipated industry demands and both the pipeline of students entering power engineering and the faculty in place to train them.

No impact to high alert or lashout
QUINLAN 9 (Sir Michael Quinlan, Former Permanent Under-Secretary of State UK Ministry of Defense, Thinking About Nuclear Weapons: Principles, Problems, Prospects, p. 63-69, The book reflects the author's experience across more than forty years in assessing and forming policy about nuclear weapons, mostly at senior levels close to the centre both of British governmental decision-making and of NATO's development of plans and deployments, with much interaction also with comparable levels of United States activity in the Pentagon and the State department)

Even if initial nuclear use did not quickly end the fighting, the supposition of inexorable momentum in a developing exchange, with each side rushing to overreaction amid confusion and uncertainty, is implausible. It fails to consider what the situation of the decision-makers would really be. Neither side could want escalation. Both would be appalled at what was going on. Both would be desperately looking for signs that the other was ready to call a halt. Both, given the capacity for evasion or concealment which drive modern delivery platforms and vehicles can possess, could have in reserve significant forces invulnerable enough not to entail use-or-lose pressures. (It may be more open to question, as noted earlier, whether newer nuclear weapon possessors can be immediately in that position; but it is within reach of any substantial state with advanced technological capabilities and attaining it is certain to be a high priority in the development of forces.) As a result, neither side can have any predisposition to suppose, in an ambiguous situation of fearful risk, that the right course when in doubt is to go on copiously launching weapons. And none of this analysis rests on any presumption of highly subtle or pre-concerted rationality. The rationality required is plain. The argument is reinforced if we consider the possible reasoning of an aggressor at a more dispassionate level. Any substantial nuclear armoury can inflict destruction outweighing any possible prize that aggression could hope to seize. A state attacking the possessor of such an armoury must therefore be doing so (once given that it cannot count upon destroying the armoury pre-emptively) on a judgment that the possessor would be found lacking in the will to use it. If the attacker possessor used nuclear weapons, whether first or in response to the aggressor’s own first use, this judgment would begin to look dangerously precarious. There must be at least a substantial probability of the aggressor leaders’ concluding that their initial judgment had been mistaken—that the risks were after all greater than whatever prize they had been seeking, and that for their own country’s survival they must call off the aggression. Deterrence planning such as that of NATO was directed in the first place to preventing the initial misjudgment and in the second, if it were nevertheless made, to compelling such a reappraisal. The former aim had to have primacy, because it could not be taken for granted that the latter was certain to work. But there was no ground for assuming in advance, for all possible scenarios, that the chance of its working must be negligible. An aggressor state would itself be at huge risk if nuclear war developed, as its leaders would know. It may be argued that a policy which abandons hope of physically defeating the enemy and simply hopes to get him to desist is pure gamble, a matter of who blinks first; and that the political and moral nature of most likely aggressors, almost ex hypothesi, makes them less likely to blink. One response to this is to ask what is the alternative—it can be only surrender. But a more hopeful answer lies in the fact that the criticism is posed in a political vacuum. Real-life conflict would have a political context. 

Very low probability  of lashout
Ayson 10 (Robert, Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington,  “After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Volume 33, Issue 7, July, 2010 Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via InformaWorld, nkj) 

There is also the question of how other nuclear-armed states respond to the act of nuclear terrorism on another member of that special club. It could reasonably be expected that following a nuclear terrorist attack on the United States, both Russia and China would extend immediate sympathy and support to Washington and would work alongside the United States in the Security Council. But there is just a chance, albeit a slim one, where the support of Russia and/or China is less automatic in some cases than in others. For example, what would happen if the United States wished to discuss its right to retaliate against groups based in their territory? If, for some reason, Washington found the responses of Russia and China deeply underwhelming, (neither “for us or against us”) might it also suspect that they secretly were in cahoots with the group, increasing (again perhaps ever so slightly) the chances of a major exchange. If the terrorist group had some connections to groups in Russia and China, or existed in areas of the world over which Russia and China held sway, and if Washington felt that Moscow or Beijing were placing a curiously modest level of pressure on them, what conclusions might it then draw about their culpability?

Drones fragment Al-Qaeda – makes them harder to fight and internal link turns your advantage 
Casas 2009 (Gustavo de las Casas is a doctoral candidate in international relations at Columbia University, “Destroying al Qaeda Is Not an Option (Yet),” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/11/10/the_case_for_keeping_al_qaeda?page=0,0) Bankey
The old al Qaeda is no more. At least 40 percent of its leadership circa 2001 has either been killed or captured. New faces have fared no better; since July 2008, 11 of the organization's 20 most wanted have been put out of commission. And middle management is almost gone, many of them victims of Predator strikes. What remains is probably a hollow organization, represented by a core of insulated figureheads, such as Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Zawahiri, surrounded by eager cadres of jihadist newcomers. Before long, the West may just hold a barrel to al Qaeda's collective forehead. Should it press the trigger? Gut instinct and righteousness scream "yes!" But a better answer might be "not yet." The world would be wise to keep al Qaeda alive, paradoxically enough, for security reasons. Like it or not, keeping a battered al Qaeda intact (if weak) is the world's best hope of funneling Islamist fanatics into one social network -- where they stand the best chance of being spotted, tracked, and contained. The alternative, destroying the terrorist group, would risk fragmenting al Qaeda into thousands of cells, and these will be much harder to follow and impossible to eradicate. It's the counterterrorist's dilemma, and the only real choice is the least unsavory: Al Qaeda must live. Understanding this dilemma calls for a bit of network theory. Al Qaeda is a loose group of members who interact much like one does with peers on Twitter or Facebook; as in those platforms, al Qaeda members contact each other in sporadic and irregular bursts. And much like trading networks, the terrorist group is built around exchanges. Sure, some parts of the network are more powerful or central than others, but recruits seek membership for a fairly simple set of reasons: a fervent belief in waging jihad, a need for resources and know-how, and the chance to do it all under the mantle of the world's most famous subversive group. Al Qaeda, for its part, is more than willing to meet its recruits' ideological, material, and prestige needs. The group is beset by high employee turnover, constantly in need of making up for members lost either to Western counter operations or successful suicide missions. Al Qaeda's mid level managers are crucial to filling this personnel gap. These central members link with more contacts than either the secluded leadership or the fresh recruits, while bridging the two groups. At the same time, their higher exposure makes them easier to hunt down. Herein lies the danger. Unfortunately, if this middle layer of management goes extinct, so will any hopes of stemming terrorist attacks. It is tempting to draw up an organizational chart of al Qaeda and think that if the important nodes can be identified and destroyed, the rest of the network will follow. But if al Qaeda is shut down and its middle management decimated, eager fanatics around the globe would no longer gravitate toward a centralized base. Their alternative? To form their own no-name networks and band up with any other al Qaeda survivors. Killing off al Qaeda would do little to reduce Islamist terrorism. It would only make the world of terrorism more chaotic. 


DOD SMR development allows the Air Force to deploy a space laser
Maybury, 12 (Chief Scientist-USAF, “Energy Horizons: United States Air Force Energy S&T Vision 2011-2026,” 1/31, http://www.fas.org/irp/doddir/usaf/energy.pdf)

Space is the ―ultimate high ground, providing access to every part of the globe, including denied areas. Space also has the unique characteristic that once space assets reach space, they require comparatively small amounts of energy to perform their mission, much of which is renewable. This simple characterization belies the complexity of the broader space enterprise.  The bigger space energy picture must encompass the energy required to maintain and operate the launch ranges, the energy consumed during the launch of space assets, the energy generated and used in space, the energy consumed in satellite control stations, and the energy consumed in data ingest and processing centers. A comprehensive space energy strategy that addresses this full spectrum promises to enhance the resiliency, sustainability, and affordability of future space systems and operations through reduced consumption, increased energy supply, and cultural change.  In the near-term, there should be an emphasis on lowering ground facilities and systems energy consumption, while continuing S&T investments for long-term assured energy advantage. The focus on ground facilities should include launch ranges, world-wide satellite control facilities, as well as the substantial data centers required to process and disseminate data to warfighters. In the longer term it may be possible to broaden the set of missions to be performed from space in an energy-efficient manner. This would require significant advances in S&T related to space-borne energy generation and storage technologies. In the mid- and long-term, substantial energy savings may be achieved through commonality in ground systems, efficient operations of those ground systems, as well as expanding the use of renewable energy resources. 3.1 Space Domain Strategic Context On-orbit assets continue to be among the highest demand and lowest density assets in the Air Force inventory. They consistently and effectively provide unique capability to the community.  These assets are constrained, not just by the size of the payloads they carry, but also by their capability. Their austere operational environment coupled with current technology constraints means these systems regularly are required to operate long past their projected life. S&T that increases energy production, storage, and utilization of on-orbit assets can both provide longer life systems or increase capability value for the Air Force.  In contrast to the air domain, assets in the space portfolio do not use traditional aviation fuels for mobility (airlift and air refueling). Indeed, once space  assets are placed in orbit, with the very small exception of on-board consumables (to include propulsion for satellite maneuverability), only energy  for the associated ground facilities and systems is required to maintain and operate them. Although there is an energy cost in getting systems to space, it is relatively small compared to the energy costs of the ground infrastructure.  Therefore, in the near-term, investments in S&T that reduce the energy costs of space systems should focus primarily on reducing the energy costs of the associated ground facilities and systems.  Nonetheless, there are promising S&T projects, such as the Reusable Booster System (RBS) and revolutionary small launch vehicles, that may substantially reduce the cost to orbit by applying lessons learned from the commercial aircraft industry to the RBS.  For example, reuse may dramatically reduce manufacturing costs while simultaneously permitting much faster turnaround times. However, the full implications of reusable launch vehicles on energy consumption are not yet fully understood. The reusable components of RBS must be rocketed or jetted back to the launch base, resulting in greater use of energy for every launch. The energy impact of RBS requires detailed study. Additional potentially large energy cost savings could be achieved by employing other technologies emphasized in  Technology Horizons, including fractionated, composable, and networked space systems. Much smaller systems that may perform the same functions as larger systems offer the possibility of substantially lowering launch costs and reducing on-orbit energy use. On the other hand, launching larger constellations of smaller satellites in low earth orbit may require more energy and use less efficient small launch vehicles. The total energy picture associated with the use of small, fractionated satellites requires careful analysis.  Technology Horizons also advocated autonomous real-time, cross-domain, assured and trusted Space Situational Awareness (SSA). While autonomy can be used to save energy and cost for virtually any space mission, automating heavily human-directed SSA can potentially save large energy costs by reducing the presence of human interaction and, at the same time, increasing responsiveness. Figure 3.1 visually emphasizes that the overwhelming share of energy use for space domain operations is in terrestrial facilities and systems.  Of the energy consumed for Air Force Space Command (AFSPC) missions, 97.2% is used by terrestrial facilities, 1.8% is used for ground vehicle transportation, and an estimated 1% is used for rocket launches. The commercial space sector has taken significantly different approaches on the ground infrastructure. Commercial space systems are operated with smaller facilities, small crews, and even autonomously.  AFSPC has considered base closures to save significant costs; another solution, either in concert with base closures or by itself, is to establish an aggressive program to replace local power generation with renewable technologies. This would directly support the  Air Force Energy Plan goals in the near-term, while also supporting assured sources of supply and cost reduction goals. Efforts are already underway to create more energy efficient ground assets using information from the cyber and infrastructure elements of Energy Horizons.  A key opportunity is energy cost reduction for terrestrial radar and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems, but so far little work has been done on this. 3.2 Space Energy Technologies Leading edge technologies for energy performance of on-orbit space systems can transition to terrestrial facilities and systems to lower their energy intensity and  consumption.  These technologies fall into three categories which are addressed in turn:  energy generation, storage, and transmission.  3.2.1 Energy Generation Table 3.1 illustrates the near-, mid- and far-term opportunities in energy generation.  Today, there is an emphasis on continuing to evolve Inverted Meta-Morphic (IMM) solar cell arrays that are exceeding 34% efficiency in demonstration programs.  In contrast, current terrestrial solar cell arrays for energy generation are far less efficient, below 20%.  If packaging and production issues could be overcome, the improved efficiency offered by IMM would dramatically improve the output capabilities of ground facility solar array systems and, in turn, lower the use of non-renewable energy sources. There may also be spinoff to the air and ground domains through programs such as DARPA‘s Vulture program, a long-endurance unmanned vehicle powered by solar cells, which is taking advantage of the same kinds of efficiency improvements in terrestrial systems. The importance of these S&T efforts lies in the fact that every 1% increase in solar cell energy generation efficiency translates to a 3.5% increase in power (or decrease in mass) for the system. The downside is that as the efficiency improves, the relative benefit is not as great, so there is a point of diminishing returns with the evolutionary approach. In addition, amorphous-Silicon (a-Si) for flexible arrays has achieved 10% efficiency.  While a-Si has not been fully space qualified, it could be transitioned to terrestrial systems such as Remotely Piloted Aircraft (RPA) and powered tents. There are other breakthrough space energy generation component technologies with the potential of achieving up to 70% efficiency. Examples include quantum dots and dilute nitrides in solar cells. But there are also entirely new technologies such as tethers to attempt to harvest energy from the geomagnetic field, and energy harvesting from system heat waste. These ideas, as well as new developments in nuclear energy, including small modular reactors, can potentially fuel local facilities. Recently, there has been progress in developing large systems for energy generation, including very large deployable panels as developed by the Air Force Research Lab (AFRL), DARPA, and industry. For example, we are currently limited to 27 kW arrays for satellite power, whereas more power is required for some future space missions by the AF, National  Security Space (NSS), and NASA. Employing larger and more efficient arrays will enable missions that require very high power, such as space-based radar or space-based laser missions.  An example of a system that is almost ready for a flight demonstration is the AFRL-Boeing 30 kW Integrated Blanket Interconnect System (IBIS). Figure 3.2 shows the technology and implementation concept for such a High Power Solar Array (HPSA). In the long term, increased solar cell efficiencies and revolutionary materials foreshadow the potential of 500  kW on-orbit power generation technologies, which would be transformational for performing missions from space-based systems.  In addition to improving photovoltaic efficiencies, other potential energy production is possible in the mid- to far-term. In addition to modern designs for autosafing, small modular nuclear reactors for ground operations energy, nuclear energy has been demonstrated on several satellite systems (e.g., Radioisotope Thermoelectric Generators (RTG)). This source provides consistent power regardless of harvestable resources (i.e. solar) at a much higher energy and power density than current technologies. While the implementation of such a technology should be weighed heavily against potential catastrophic outcomes, many investments into small modular reactors can be leveraged for space based systems. As these nuclear power plants decrease in size, their utility on board space based assets increases.


Destroys multilateral cooperation against weaponization --- key to preventing space miscalculation, first strike incentives and global war
Hitchens, 8 – president of the Center for Defense Information (Theresa, “Space Wars - Coming to the Sky Near You?”, Scientific American, February, http://www.sciam.com/article.cfm?id=space-wars-coming-to-the-sky-near-you)

Perhaps of even greater concern is that several other nations, including one of China’s regional rivals, India, may feel compelled to seek ­offensive as well as defensive capabilities in space. The U.S. trade journal Defense News, for instance, quoted unidentified Indian defense officials as stating that their country had already begun developing its own kinetic-energy (nonexplosive, hit-to-kill) and laser-based antisatellite weapons. If India goes down that path, its archrival Pakistan will probably follow suit. Like India, Pakistan has a well-developed ballistic missile program, including medium-range missiles that could launch an antisatellite system. Even Japan, the third major Asian power, might join such a space race. In June 2007 the National Diet of Japan began considering a bill backed by the current Fukuda government that would permit the development of satellites for “military and national security” purposes. As for Russia, in the wake of the Chinese test President Vladimir Putin reiterated Moscow’s stance against the weaponization of space. At the same time, though, he refused to criticize Beijing’s actions and blamed the U.S. instead. The American efforts to build a missile defense system, Putin charged, and the increasingly aggressive American plans for a military position in space were prompting China’s moves. Yet Russia itself, as a major spacefaring power that has incorporated satellites into its national security structure, would be hard-pressed to forgo entering an arms race in space. Given the proliferation of spacefaring entities, proponents of a robust space warfare strategy believe that arming the heavens is inevitable and that it would be best for the U.S. to get there first with firepower. Antisatellite and space-based weapons, they argue, will be necessary not only to defend U.S. military and commercial satellites but also to deny any future adversary the use of space capabilities to enhance the performance of its forces on the battlefield. Yet any arms race in space would almost inevitably destabilize the balance of power and thereby multiply the risks of global conflict. In such headlong competition—whether in space or elsewhere—equilibrium among the adversaries would be virtually impossible to maintain. Even if the major powers did achieve stability, that reality would still provide no guarantee that both sides would perceive it to be so. The moment one side saw itself to be slipping behind the other, the first side would be strongly tempted to launch a preemptive strike, before things got even worse. Ironically, the same would hold for the side that perceived itself to have gained an advantage. Again, there would be strong temptation to strike first, before the adversary could catch up. Finally, a space weapons race would ratchet up the chances that a mere technological mistake could trigger a battle. After all, in the distant void, reliably distinguishing an intentional act from an accidental one would be highly problematic. Hit-to-Kill Interceptors According to assessments by U.S. military and intelligence officials as well as by independent experts, the Chinese probably destroyed their weather satellite with a kinetic-energy vehicle boosted by a two-stage medium-range ballistic missile. Technologically, launching such direct-ascent antisatellite weapons is one of the simplest ways to take out a satellite. About a dozen nations and consortia can reach low Earth orbit (between roughly 100 and 2,000 kilometers, or 60 to 1,250 miles, high) with a medium-range missile; eight of those countries can reach geostationary orbit (about 36,000 kilometers, or 22,000 miles, above Earth). But the real technical hurdle to making a hit-to-kill vehicle is not launch capacity; it is the precision maneuverability and guidance technology needed to steer the vehicle into its target. Just how well China has mastered those techniques is unclear. Because the weather satellite was still operating when it was destroyed, the Chinese operators would have known its exact location at all times. Ground-Based Lasers The test of China’s direct-ascent antisatellite device came on the heels of press reports in September 2006 that the Chinese had also managed to “paint,” or illuminate, U.S. spy satellites with a ground-based laser [see lower box on page 83]. Was Beijing actually trying to “blind” or otherwise damage the satellites? No one knows, and no consensus seems to have emerged in official Washington circles about the Chinese intent. Perhaps China was simply testing how well its network of low-power laser-ranging stations could track American orbital observation platforms. Even so, the test was provocative. Not all satellites have to be electronically “fried” to be put out of commission. A 1997 test of the army’s MIRACL system (for midinfrared advanced chemical laser) showed that satellites designed to collect optical images can be temporarily disrupted—dazzled—by low-power beams. It follows that among the satellites vulnerable to such an attack are the orbital spies. The U.S. and the former Soviet Union began experimenting with laser-based antisatellite weapons in the 1970s. Engineers in both countries have focused on the many problems of building high-power laser systems that could reliably destroy low-flying satellites from the ground. Such systems could be guided by “adaptive optics”: deformable mirrors that can continuously compensate for atmospheric distortions. But tremendous amounts of energy would be needed to feed high-power lasers, and even then the range and effectiveness of the beams would be severely limited by dispersion, by attenuation as they passed through smoke or clouds, and by the difficulty of keeping the beams on-target long enough to do damage. During the development of the SDI, the U.S. conducted several laser experiments from Hawaii, including a test in which a beam was bounced off a mirror mounted on a satellite. Laser experiments continue at the Starfire Optical Range at Kirtland Air Force Base in New Mexico. Pentagon budget documents from fiscal years 2004 through 2007 listed antisatellite operations among the goals of the Starfire research, but that language was removed from budget documents in fiscal year 2008 after Congress made inquiries. The Starfire system incorporates adaptive optics that narrow the outgoing laser beam and thus increase the density of its power. That capability is not required for imagery or tracking, further suggesting that Starfire could be used as a weapon. Yet despite decades of work, battle-ready versions of directed-energy weapons still seem far away. An air force planning document, for instance, predicted in 2003 that a ground-based weapon able to “propagate laser beams through the atmosphere to [stun or kill low Earth orbit] satellites” could be available between 2015 and 2030. Given the current state of research, even those dates seem optimistic. Co-orbital Satellites Recent advances in miniaturized sensors, powerful onboard computers and efficient rocket thrusters have made a third kind of antisatellite technology increasingly feasible: the offensive microsatellite. One example that demonstrates the potential is the air force’s experimental satellite series (XSS) project, which is developing microsatellites intended to conduct “autonomous proximity operations” around larger satellites. The first two microsatellites in the program, the XSS-10 and XSS-11, were launched in 2003 and 2005. Though ostensibly intended to inspect larger satellites, such microsatellites could also ram target satellites or carry explosives or directed-energy payloads such as radio-frequency jamming systems or high-powered microwave emitters. Air force budget documents show that the XSS effort is tied to a program called Advanced Weapons Technology, which is dedicated to research on military laser and microwave systems. During the cold war the Soviet Union developed, tested and even declared operational a co-orbital antisatellite system—a maneuverable interceptor with an explosive payload that was launched by missile into an orbit near a target satellite in low Earth orbit. In effect, the device was a smart “space mine,” but it was last demonstrated in 1982 and is probably no longer working. Today such an interceptor would likely be a microsatellite that could be parked in an orbit that would cross the orbits of several of its potential targets. It could then be activated on command during a close encounter. In 2005 the air force described a program that would provide “localized” space “situational awareness” and “anomaly characterization” for friendly host satellites in geostationary orbit. The program is dubbed ANGELS (for autonomous nanosatellite guardian for evaluating local space), and the budget line believed to represent it focuses on acquiring “high value space asset defensive capabilities,” including a “warning sensor for detection of a direct ascent or co-orbital vehicle.” It is clear that such guardian nanosatellites could also serve as offensive weapons if they were maneuvered close to enemy satellites. And the list goes on. A “parasitic satellite” would shadow or even attach itself to a target in geostationary orbit. Farsat, which was mentioned in an appendix to the [Donald] Rumsfeld Space Commission report in 2001, “would be placed in a ‘storage’ orbit (perhaps with many microsatellites housed inside) relatively far from its target but ready to be maneuvered in for a kill.” Finally, the air force proposed some time ago a space-based radio-frequency weapon system, which “would be a constellation of satellites containing high-power radio-frequency transmitters that possess the capability to disrupt/destroy/disable a wide variety of electronics and national-level command and control systems.” Air force planning documents from 2003 envisioned that such a technology would emerge after 2015. But outside experts think that orbital radio-frequency and microwave weapons are technically feasible today and could be deployed in the relatively near future. Space Bombers Though not by definition a space weapon, the Pentagon’s Common Aero Vehicle/Hypersonic Technology Vehicle (often called CAV) enters into this discussion because, like an ICBM, it would travel through space to strike Earth-bound targets. An unpowered but highly maneuverable hypersonic glide vehicle, the CAV would be deployed from a future hypersonic space plane, swoop down into the atmosphere from orbit and drop conventional bombs on ground targets. Congress recently began funding the project but, to avoid stoking a potential arms race in space, has prohibited any work to place weapons on the CAV. Although engineers are making steady progress on the key technologies for the CAV program, both the vehicle and its space plane mothership are still likely decades off. Some of the congressional sensitivity to the design of the CAV may have arisen from another, much more controversial space weapons concept with parallel goals: hypervelocity rod bundles that would be dropped to Earth from orbital platforms. For decades air force planners have been thinking about placing weapons in orbit that could strike terrestrial targets, particularly buried, “hardened” bunkers and caches of weapons of mass destruction. Commonly called “rods from God,” the bundles would be made up of large tungsten rods, each as long as six meters (20 feet) and 30 centimeters (12 inches) across. Each rod would be hurled downward from an orbiting spacecraft and guided to its target at tremendous speed. Both high costs and the laws of physics, however, challenge their feasibility. Ensuring that the projectiles do not burn up or deform from reentry friction while sustaining a precise, nearly vertical flight path would be extremely difficult. Calculations indicate that the nonexplosive rods would probably be no more effective than more conventional munitions. Furthermore, the expense of lofting the heavy projectiles into orbit would be exorbitant. Thus, despite continued interest in them, rods from God seem to fall into the realm of science fiction. Obstacles to Space Weapons What, then, is holding the U.S. (and other nations) back from a full-bore pursuit of space weapons? The countervailing pressures are threefold: political opposition, technological challenges and high costs. The American body politic is deeply divided over the wisdom of making space warfare a part of the national military strategy. The risks are manifold. I remarked earlier on the general instabilities of an arms race, but there is a further issue of stability among the nuclear powers. Early-warning and spy satellites have traditionally played a crucial role in reducing fears of a surprise nuclear attack. But if antisatellite weapons disabled those eyes-in-the-sky, the resulting uncertainty and distrust could rapidly lead to catastrophe. One of the most serious technological challenges posed by space weapons is the proliferation of space debris, to which I alluded earlier. According to investigators at the air force, NASA and Celestrak (an independent space-monitoring Web site), the Chinese antisatellite test left more than 2,000 pieces of junk, baseball-size and larger, orbiting the globe in a cloud that lies between about 200 kilometers (125 miles) and 4,000 kilometers (2,500 miles) above Earth’s surface. Perhaps another 150,000 objects that are a centimeter (half an inch) across and larger were released. High orbital velocities make even tiny pieces of space junk dangerous to spacecraft of all kinds. And ground stations cannot reliably monitor or track objects smaller than about five centimeters (two inches) across in low Earth orbit (around a meter in geostationary orbit), a capability that might enable satellites to maneuver out of the way. To avoid being damaged by the Chinese space debris, in fact, two U.S. satellites had to alter course. Any shooting war in space would raise the specter of a polluted space environment no longer navigable by Earth-orbiting satellites. Basing weapons in orbit also presents difficult technical obstacles. They would be just as vulnerable as satellites are to all kinds of outside agents: space debris, projectiles, electromagnetic signals, even natural micrometeoroids. Shielding space weapons against such threats would also be impractical, mostly because shielding is bulky and adds mass, thereby greatly increasing launch costs. Orbital weapons would be mostly autonomous mechanisms, which would make operational errors and failures likely. The paths of objects in orbit are relatively easy to predict, which would make hiding large weapons problematic. And because satellites in low Earth orbit are overhead for only a few minutes at a time, keeping one of them constantly in range would require many weapons. Finally, getting into space and operating there is extremely expensive: between $2,000 and $10,000 a pound to reach low Earth orbit and between $15,000 and $20,000 a pound for geostationary orbit. Each space-based weapon would require replacement every seven to 15 years, and in-orbit repairs would not be cheap, either. Alternatives to Space Warfare Given the risks of space warfare to national and international security, as well as the technical and financial hurdles that must be overcome, it would seem only prudent for spacefaring nations to find ways to prevent an arms race in space. The U.S. focus has been to reduce the vulnerability of its satellite fleet and explore alternatives to its dependence on satellite services. Most other space-capable countries are instead seeking multilateral diplomatic and legal measures. The options range from treaties that would ban antisatellite and space-based weapons to voluntary measures that would help build transparency and mutual confidence. The Bush administration has adamantly opposed any form of negotiations regarding space weapons. Opponents of multilateral space weapons agreements contend that others (particularly China) will sign up but build secret arsenals at the same time, because such treaty violations cannot be detected. They argue further that the U.S. cannot sit idly as potential adversaries gain spaceborne resources that could enhance their terrestrial combat capabilities. Proponents of international treaties counter that failure to negotiate such agreements entails real opportunity costs. An arms race in space may end up compromising the security of all nations, including that of the U.S., while it stretches the economic capacities of the competitors to the breaking point. And whereas many advocates of a space weapons ban concede that it will be difficult to construct a fully verifiable treaty—because space technology can be used for both military and civilian ends—effective treaties already exist that do not require strict verification. A good example is the Biological Weapons Convention. Certainly a prohibition on the testing and use (as opposed to the deployment) of the most dangerous class of near-term space weapons—destructive (as opposed to jamming) antisatellite systems—would be easily verifiable, because earthbound observers can readily detect orbital debris. Furthermore, any party to a treaty would know that all its space launches would be tracked from the ground, and any suspicious object in orbit would promptly be labeled as such. The international outcry that would ensue from such overt treaty violations could deter would-be violators. Since the mid-1990s, however, progress on establishing a new multilateral space regime has lagged. The U.S. has blocked efforts at the United Nations Conference on Disarmament in Geneva to begin negotiations on a treaty to ban space weapons. China, meanwhile, has refused to accept anything less. Hence, intermediate measures such as voluntary confidence-building, space traffic control or a code of responsible conduct for spacefaring nations have remained stalled. Space warfare is not inevitable. But the recent policy shift in the U.S. and China’s provocative actions have highlighted the fact that the world is approaching a crossroads. Countries must come to grips with their strong self-interest in preventing the testing and use of orbital weapons. The nations of Earth must soon decide whether it is possible to sustain the predominantly peaceful human space exploration that has already lasted half a century. The likely alternative would be unacceptable to all.

War in space occurs through miscalculation, risks extinction
Mitchell, et al 1 -Associate Professor of Communication and Director of Debate at the University of Pittsburgh
(Dr. Gordon, ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defence, “Missile Defence:  Trans-Atlantic Diplomacy at a Crossroads”, No. 6 July, http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html)

A buildup of space weapons might begin with noble intentions of 'peace through strength' deterrence, but this rationale glosses over the tendency that '… the presence of space weapons…will result in the increased likelihood of their use'.33 This drift toward usage is strengthened by a strategic fact elucidated by Frank Barnaby: when it comes to arming the heavens, 'anti-ballistic missiles and anti-satellite warfare technologies go hand-in-hand'.34  The interlocking nature of offense and defense in military space technology stems from the inherent 'dual capability' of spaceborne weapon components. As Marc Vidricaire, Delegation of Canada to the UN Conference on Disarmament, explains: 'If you want to intercept something in space, you could use the same capability to target something on land'. 35 To the extent that ballistic missile interceptors based in space can knock out enemy missiles in mid-flight, such interceptors can also be used as orbiting 'Death Stars', capable of sending munitions hurtling through the Earth's atmosphere.  The dizzying speed of space warfare would introduce intense 'use or lose' pressure into strategic calculations, with the spectre of split-second attacks creating incentives to rig orbiting Death Stars with automated 'hair trigger' devices. In theory, this automation would enhance survivability of vulnerable space weapon platforms. However, by taking the decision to commit violence out of human hands and endowing computers with authority to make war, military planners could sow insidious seeds of accidental conflict.  Yale sociologist Charles Perrow has analyzed 'complexly interactive, tightly coupled' industrial systems such as space weapons, which have many sophisticated components that all depend on each other's flawless performance. According to Perrow, this interlocking complexity makes it impossible to foresee all the different ways such systems could fail. As Perrow explains, '[t]he odd term "normal accident" is meant to signal that, given the system characteristics, multiple and unexpected interactions of failures are inevitable'.36 Deployment of space weapons with pre-delegated authority to fire death rays or unleash killer projectiles would likely make war itself inevitable, given the susceptibility of such systems to 'normal accidents'.  It is chilling to contemplate the possible effects of a space war. According to retired Lt. Col. Robert M. Bowman, 'even a tiny projectile reentering from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage — even more than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!'. 37 In the same Star Wars technology touted as a quintessential tool of peace, defence analyst David Langford sees one of the most destabilizing offensive weapons ever conceived: 'One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled people'.38 Given this unique potential for destruction, it is not hard to imagine that any nation subjected to space weapon attack would retaliate with maximum force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.



Funding for alternative energy on the brink --- plan trades-off with key missions
Dickenson ’12 (Bill Dickenson, Professor emeritus of geoscience at the University of Arizona and a member of the U.S. National Academy of Sciences, “The Car a 500-Pound Gorilla Drives”, http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2012/05/powering-our-military-whats-th.php, May 22, 2012, LEQ)

The U.S. military uses almost every form of energy in a number of different ways in order to carry out its mission. Some applications are comparable to those in normal civilian life – such as heating or air conditioning for office buildings in downtown Washington, D.C., gasoline for on-base cars and trucks in Japan, or lighting for warehouses in Germany. Other applications are incredibly unique and certainly much less pedestrian – like fuel for high performance jets or tactical vehicles (we might call them tanks) in remote locations, electric power for communications equipment in mountain outposts, diesel fuel for Naval vessels on the Indian Ocean and uranium for vessels under it. The military applications that are more or less analogous to everyday civilian applications have similar constraints to those of their civilian counterparts. That is, what will be the cost of the renewable energy supply and how does it compare with the alternative – be it electric power from the grid or fuel oil from a regional refinery? In these situations, decisions become a balancing act between budgetary considerations (will the renewable alternative cost more than conventional sources and blow the budget? And, if so, where will the incremental funding come from?) and policy considerations (do renewables help or hinder the military’s mission? And, are there broader national policy objectives mandating renewables that need to be considered?). At a time when all military budgets are tight, and many military facility maintenance budgets are under-funded (never, however, in a way that affects mission readiness), it becomes difficult for the military to materially support renewables when the cost of renewable energy is substantially higher than the alternatives. Given the geographic variation in the availability of renewable resources, renewables are cost effective in some locations, but not in others. Where renewables are cost-effective, the military can (and does) use renewables as part of their regular course of doing business. In situations where renewable sources of energy are more expensive than conventional alternatives, it seems unfair to ask the military to shoulder extra costs at the expense of much needed maintenance or other activities, unless incremental funding is provided to support the extra costs associated with the renewable implementation decision. Beyond this, the military does have a couple potentially interesting roles to play in accelerating the commercialization of renewable technologies: Some applications unique to the military have significantly different economics than civilian applications. Getting fuel oil for generators to a forward operations base in Afghanistan is a long, involved, risky, and expensive supply chain process. When flexible, portable photovoltaic panels can recharge batteries at these far-flung bases, they are much more cost-effective than the conventional alternative (recall the news report about $600/gallon price for fuel oil delivered to a forward operations base). For such applications, the mission requirements make renewables cost-effective and it makes sense for the military to move forward on its own, without additional external policy mandates. The scale of military energy purchases can provide sizable early market purchases offering stability to new market entrants. Naturally, this can only occur where the technical risk of the renewable alternative is known or is manageable. Examples of such sizable renewable purchases include the U.S.Navy’s bulk purchase of biofuels and the U.S. Army’s large-scale push into renewables for domestic on-base electric power supply. As there are few other consumers that could have comparable scale of purchases, this is a distinctive role of the military. It is here that the gorilla comes out to play as there are no easy answers: Can clean energy fit into the military’s mission? Yes. Should the military fund clean energy when mission needs and cost effectiveness dictate it? Yes, and it already is doing this. Can the military serve as a catalyst for the country to shift to cleaner energy sources? Yes, but… Should the military shift resources to renewables that are not cost-effective in order to support broader national energy policy goals when mission needs do not dictate it? No, unless incremental funding is made available. While the military can play a role, it should not be required to shift needed resources away from its core mission for national energy policy goals. Incremental resources to support these broader energy policy goals should come from alternate sources and flow to the military consistent with the role it is being asked to play. So, what kind of car does a 500-pound gorilla drive? Anything he wants. You can be the one to tell him, “no”.

cuts would destroy the economy- impact job growth and manufacturing
Jamieson ’12 (Dave Jamieson, Huffington Post, “Romney Campaign Attacks Obama On Defense Cuts As President Heads To Virginia”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/07/12/defense-cuts_n_1668212.html, July 12, 2012, LEQ)

WASHINGTON -- As President Barack Obama embarks on several campaign stops in Virginia this week, the Mitt Romney campaign criticized the White House on Thursday for allowing budget cuts to hit the military, saying the belt-tightening would hurt American defense and the economy. The attack, made by Romney surrogates on a call with reporters, is part of the campaign's strategy to make headway in Virginia through looming defense cuts that could hit the swing state hard. Obama won the state by six points in 2008, but the shrinking military budget means layoff notices could hit thousands of defense contractors in the weeks leading up to the November election. "As he comes to Virginia, most Virginians are concerned about the economy and their jobs," Rep. Randy Forbes (R-Va.) said on the call, which was billed as an opportunity to "welcome" Obama to the state. "And what does the president bring with him? He has a huge box of pink slips that he's going to distribute across Virginia." The defense cuts are the result of last year's debt-ceiling fight between House Republicans and the White House. Under the deal, the Defense Department must trim its budget by about $500 billion over ten years, and the Pentagon will have to trim an extra $50 billion in the short term if Congress can't find savings elsewhere by year's end. Forbes said the impending cuts could cost Virginia 128,000 jobs. The military cuts have put some GOP lawmakers in an awkward position, testing their commitment to budget-trimming at a time when Republicans are broadly calling for austerity. Former Sen. Jim Talent (R-Mo.) called Obama's approval of the budget plan "the most irresponsible thing a commander in chief has done" in Talent's time "in and around Washington." "It's going to have a huge impact on jobs in the country," he said. "These are overwhelmingly high-paying jobs, often in the manufacturing industry." In an email, Obama campaign spokesman Danny Kanner criticized Romney for embracing a House Republican budget that would cut Veterans Affairs funding. He also said Romney needs to call on Republicans in Congress to come up with a plan to avoid automatic budget cuts through the sequestration trigger. "Mitt Romney and Congressional Republicans are so determined to provide massive tax cuts for millionaires and billionaires that they’d put middle class military families at risk," Kanner said. "The Administration has made it clear that sequestration would be disastrous for our national security, and that's why Mitt Romney needs to demonstrate leadership and press his congressional allies to avoid it from becoming a reality." Obama will be joined by Sen. Mark Warner (D-Va.) and Democratic Senate hopeful Tim Kaine, a former Virginia governor, on the campaign trail Friday. According to recent polls, Obama holds a slight lead over Romney in Virginia.

Economic decline leads to global nuclear war
Green and Schrage 9 – Senior Advisor and Japan Chair @ CSIS and Associate Professor @ Georgetown University AND CSIS School Chair in International Business and Former Senior Official with the US Trade Representative’s Office (Michael J. and Steven P., “It’s not just the economy,” State Department and Ways & Means Committee, Asia Times, 3/26, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/asian_economy/kc26dk01.html)

Facing the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression, analysts at the World Bank and the US Central Intelligence Agency are just beginning to contemplate the ramifications for international stability if there is not a recovery in the next year. For the most part, the focus has been on fragile states such as some in Eastern Europe. However, the Great Depression taught us that a downward global economic spiral can even have jarring impacts on great powers. It is no mere coincidence that the last great global economic downturn was followed by the most destructive war in human history. In the 1930s, economic desperation helped fuel autocratic regimes and protectionism in a downward economic-security death spiral that engulfed the world in conflict. This spiral was aided by the preoccupation of the United States and other leading nations with economic troubles at home and insufficient attention to working with other powers to maintain stability abroad. Today's challenges are different, yet 1933's London Economic Conference, which failed to stop the drift toward deeper depression and world war, should be a cautionary tale for leaders heading to next month's London Group of 20 (G-20) meeting. There is no question the US must urgently act to address banking issues and to restart its economy. But the lessons of the past suggest that we will also have to keep an eye on those fragile threads in the international system that could begin to unravel if the financial crisis is not reversed early in the Barack Obama administration and realize that economics and security are intertwined in most of the critical challenges we face. A disillusioned rising power? Four areas in Asia merit particular attention, although so far the current financial crisis has not changed Asia's fundamental strategic picture. China is not replacing the US as regional hegemon, since the leadership in Beijing is too nervous about the political implications of the financial crisis at home to actually play a leading role in solving it internationally. Predictions that the US will be brought to its knees because China is the leading holder of US debt often miss key points. China's currency controls and full employment/export-oriented growth strategy give Beijing few choices other than buying US Treasury bills or harming its own economy. Rather than creating new rules or institutions in international finance, or reorienting the Chinese economy to generate greater long-term consumer demand at home, Chinese leaders are desperately clinging to the status quo (though Beijing deserves credit for short-term efforts to stimulate economic growth). The greater danger with China is not an eclipsing of US leadership, but instead the kind of shift in strategic orientation that happened to Japan after the Great Depression. Japan was arguably not a revisionist power before 1932 and sought instead to converge with the global economy through open trade and adoption of the gold standard. The worldwide depression and protectionism of the 1930s devastated the newly exposed Japanese economy and contributed directly to militaristic and autarkic policies in Asia as the Japanese people reacted against what counted for globalization at the time. China today is similarly converging with the global economy, and many experts believe China needs at least 8% annual growth to sustain social stability. Realistic growth predictions for 2009 are closer to 5%. Veteran China hands were watching closely when millions of migrant workers returned to work after the Lunar New Year holiday last month to find factories closed and jobs gone. There were pockets of protests, but nationwide unrest seems unlikely this year, and Chinese leaders are working around the clock to ensure that it does not happen next year either. However, the economic slowdown has only just begun and nobody is certain how it will impact the social contract in China between the ruling communist party and the 1.3 billion Chinese who have come to see President Hu Jintao's call for "harmonious society" as inextricably linked to his promise of "peaceful development". If the Japanese example is any precedent, a sustained economic slowdown has the potential to open a dangerous path from economic nationalism to strategic revisionism in China too. Dangerous states It is noteworthy that North Korea, Myanmar and Iran have all intensified their defiance in the wake of the financial crisis, which has distracted the world's leading nations, limited their moral authority and sown potential discord. With Beijing worried about the potential impact of North Korean belligerence or instability on Chinese internal stability, and leaders in Japan and South Korea under siege in parliament because of the collapse of their stock markets, leaders in the North Korean capital of Pyongyang have grown increasingly boisterous about their country's claims to great power status as a nuclear weapons state. The junta in Myanmar has chosen this moment to arrest hundreds of political dissidents and thumb its nose at fellow members of the 10-country Association of Southeast Asian Nations. Iran continues its nuclear program while exploiting differences between the US, UK and France (or the P-3 group) and China and Russia - differences  that could become more pronounced if economic friction with Beijing or Russia crowds out cooperation or if Western European governments grow nervous about sanctions as a tool of policy. It is possible that the economic downturn will make these dangerous states more pliable because of falling fuel prices (Iran) and greater need for foreign aid (North Korea and Myanmar), but that may depend on the extent that authoritarian leaders care about the well-being of their people or face internal political pressures linked to the economy. So far, there is little evidence to suggest either and much evidence to suggest these dangerous states see an opportunity to advance their asymmetrical advantages against the international system. Challenges to the democratic model The trend in East Asia has been for developing economies to steadily embrace democracy and the rule of law in order to sustain their national success. But to thrive, new democracies also have to deliver basic economic growth. The economic crisis has hit democracies hard, with Japanese Prime Minister Aso Taro's approval collapsing to single digits in the polls and South Korea's Lee Myung-bak and Taiwan's Ma Ying Jeou doing only a little better (and the collapse in Taiwan's exports - particularly to China - is sure to undermine Ma's argument that a more accommodating stance toward Beijing will bring economic benefits  to Taiwan). Thailand's new coalition government has an uncertain future after two years of post-coup drift and now economic crisis. The string of old and new democracies in East Asia has helped to anchor US relations with China and to maintain what former secretary of state Condoleezza Rice once called a "balance of power that favors freedom". A reversal of the democratic expansion of the past two decades would not only impact the global balance of power but also increase the potential number of failed states, with all the attendant risk they bring from harboring terrorists to incubating pandemic diseases and trafficking in persons. It would also undermine the demonstration effect of liberal norms we are urging China to embrace at home. Protectionism The collapse of financial markets in 1929 was compounded by protectionist measures such as the Smoot-Hawley tariff act in 1932. Suddenly, the economic collapse became a zero-sum race for autarkic trading blocs that became a key cause of war. Today, the globalization of finance, services and manufacturing networks and the World Trade Organization (WTO) make such a rapid move to trading blocs unlikely. However, protectionism could still unravel the international system through other guises. Already, new spending packages around the world are providing support for certain industries that might be perceived by foreign competitors as unfair trade measures, potentially creating a "Smoot-Hawley 2.0" stimulus effect as governments race to prop up industries. "Buy American" conditionality in the US economic stimulus package earlier this year was watered down somewhat by the Obama administration, but it set a tempting precedent for other countries to put up barriers to close markets. Nations pushing the bounds of their trade commitments could overload the circuits of a system that can take two years to determine violations - more than enough time for a global meltdown. Climate change legislation is also likely to become a stalking horse for protectionism as legislatures enthusiastically embrace punitive tariffs against Chinese or Indian goods that are produced outside of the framework for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Finally, competitive devaluation - already being pursued by China in the view of some economists - could intensify international protectionism and friction. Global trade has already contracted for the first time in over two decades and governments have only just begun exploring unilateral measures that could cause further barriers. Meanwhile, trade liberalization has stalled in the Doha Round of the WTO and the Obama administration has come into office expressing strong reservations about major bilateral free trade agreements already negotiated with allies like South Korea and Columbia. Even if the clarion call of protectionism does not lead to the kind of autarkic blocs that contributed to war in the 1930s, it could still distract governments from collaboration on common threats and slow the prospects for more rapid recovery. Don't worry, but be smart These danger signs do not mean that the worst case scenarios are likely to happen even if the economic crisis extends beyond 2009, but history and contemporary trends both suggest that they could happen if we are not careful. Fortunately, we can learn from past failings. We know that it is important to fight protectionism, and the US and its key allies can lead in that effort at home and through the WTO, APEC [Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation grouping of nations], the Group of Seven [leading industrialized nations] and [the broader] the G-20, or through other new or strengthened alliances that might be built between committed partners. We know that offensive trade liberalization through renewed efforts at the WTO or with the South Korea-US Free Trade Agreement would be the best defense of all against protectionism. We know that it is important to provide economic assistance to fragile states like Pakistan and through the World Bank and International Monetary Fund even amidst our own financial crises. We know that it would be foolhardy to slash defense spending or to replace deterrence and strong alliances with weak diplomatic arrangements as we did in the 1920s and 1930s. And we know that we need a global strategy for revitalizing economic growth and recognizing its interconnections to security rather than seeking relative gains through unilateral approaches.  




Water


1 – Turn - Conservation
A) Higher price in desal now will cause shift to conservation

Boals 9
(Connor Boals Infographics by Hannah Nester Circle of BlueDrinking From The Sea, http://www.circleofblue.org/waternews/2009/world/drinking-from-the-sea-demand-for-desalination-plants-increases-worldwide/, June 29)

“The most reliable, most cost effective and most environmentally friendly source of water is conservation, increased efficiency and waste prevention,” Scow said. “We have so many opportunities to save water. Those needs need to be addressed first.” Many in the industry see a silver lining in the higher pricing of desalinated water: people will be thriftier and use less. “Yes, the price is obscenely high, but what’s the alternative if you don’t have any water?” Pankratz said. “Until we look at water differently and start valuing it for what its real cost is, we won’t have a good picture, and people won’t be conserving water like they should.” Palmer said that the pricing of water in Australia has always been too cheap. “We are the driest continent, and our prices for municipal water are about half of what people charge in Europe, where there is admittedly more water,” he said. “[Desalinated] water is three times more expensive, therefore you don’t want to waste it,” he said. “So water authorities have to charge accordingly, and people will use less water and waste less water.”

B) Conservation alone can solve the world’s water problems

Bouguerra 8 
(Environmental and economic challenges of water desalination Mohamed Larbi BOUGUERRA 02 / 2008 http://base.d-p-h.info/fr/fiches/dph/fiche-dph-7355.html, Author’s lecture during the roundtable on « Natural resources and security » during the seminar on « Natural resources » organized on the 18th of January 2008 by the French Embassy in Amman and the Institut Français du Proche-Orient.) 

For some analysts, water desalination may appear as a technological fix to the water needs of our modern societies or, sometimes, as a political trick as in the case of the Israeli- Palestinian conflict. Natural resources such as water are of course limited and finite. Desalination is deceiving. It’s a fool paradise rubbing that fact. Illimited abundance in any field or realm is a hoax. Rather, one must take into account of all the techniques aiming at a wise water use, to conserving of the resource and processes intented to save water. One must manage water in order to eliminate leakages which amount up to 20-30% on average worldwide (NAFW not accounted for water). According to recent studies, it appears that conservation measures may meet the new water needs for a cost which is 10 to 25% of incurred expenses of water desalination. In that regard, water efficiency must be improved. Leakages and wastings must be eliminated. According to the Washington based Worldwatch Institute, we can avoid thus desalination and its negative effects on the environment and the atmosphere. Finally one must point to the fact that desalinated water quality must be carefully monitored for bromate, a suspected carcinogen. According to international regulations, bromate levels may not exceed 10 ppb on average over a year in a reservoir.

2. Turn – Trade-off - Desal stops better water-saving options – and it causes unsustainable urban development

Dickie 7
MAKING WATERDesalination: option or distraction for a thirsty world? This report was prepared for WWF’s Global Freshwater Programme by Phil Dickie (www.melaleucamedia.com) June 2007 http://waterwebster.org/documents/desalinationreportjune2007.pdf

All of the areas where seawater desalination is rapidly assuming a more prominent water supply role had more cost effective and less potentially environmentally damaging alternatives available. This is particularly true of demand management, water conservation and water efficiency measures, where many of even the more advanced economies such as Australia do not uniformly require easily achievable water and energy efficiency standards in new buildings. The extent to which a furore in favour of desalination is associated with unsustainable urban development, excess water intensive tourism development for arid areas, and unsustainable arid area export agriculture is also disturbing. Many of these relatively dry or drying areas have high levels of water consumption. Many of the areas where there is most intensive desalination activity also have a history of damaging or degrading natural water resources, particularly groundwater. What such societies need is a new attitude to water not a new water supply. It is in this sense that desalination, which fits a familiar supply paradigm, caters to the edifice complex of institutions and politicians, and offers up opportunities of a new stream of contracts to the infrastructure industry, is essentially a distraction to the need to use all water wisely for the maintenance of both human societies and the natural systems on which they depend. The World Bank, in conducting a study of desalination in Asia, the Middle East and North Africa, sounded a strong and similar note of caution about desalination. “A key conclusion of the study is that desalination alone cannot deliver the promise of improved water supply. The ability to make the best use of desalination is subject to a series of wider water sector related conditions. In some countries weak water utilities, politically determined low water tariffs, high water losses and poor sector policies mean that desalinated water, just like any other new source of bulk water, may not be used wisely or that desalination plants are at risk of falling into disrepair. Under these conditions, there is a risk that substantial amounts of money are used inefficiently, and that desalination cannot alleviate water scarcity nor contribute to the achievement of the MDGs. It may be preferable not to engage in desalination on a large scale unless the underlying weaknesses of the water sector are seriously addressed. A programme to address these weaknesses should include a reduction of non-revenue water; appropriate cost recovery; limited use of targeted subsidies; sound investment planning; integrated water resources management; proper environmental impact assessments; and capacity building in desalination as well as in water resources management and utility management. In any case, desalination should remain the last resort, and should only be applied after cheaper alternatives in terms of supply and demand management have carefully been considered. (emphasis added) A second conclusion is that the private sector can play a useful and important role in funding and operating desalination plants, but only if the above conditions are met. If these conditions are absent, there is a risk that excessive investments in desalination become a drain to the national budget, either directly under public financing or indirectly through implicit or explicit guarantees under private financing." 72
3 - Turn – Coastal Growth – Desal causes it – results in water shortages, ag runoff destroying natural sources of water

Cooley 6 
Heather Cooley, holds a B.S. in Molecular Environmental Biology and an M.S. in Energy and Resources from the University of California at Berkeley. Peter H. Gleick, co-founder and President of the Pacific Institute for Studies in Development, Environment, and Security in Oakland, California, . and Gary Wolff, Ph.D., is Principal Economist and Engineer. Dr. Wolff received his B.S. in Renewable Energy Engineering Technology from Jordan College in 1982, his M.S. in Civil and Environmental Engineering from Stanford University in 1984, and his Ph.D. in Resource Economics from the University of California at Berkeley in 1997. DESALINATION, WITH A GRAIN OF SALT, Pacific Institute. June 2006 http://www.pacinst.org/reports/desalination/desalination_report.pdf accessed July 24, 2007

In addition to affecting the coastal environment through water intake and discharge, desalination can also affect the coast through impacts on developments, land use, and local growth, which are often controversial and contentious topics. Rapid, unplanned growth can damage local environmental resources as well as the social fabric of a community anywhere. For example, building new homes and businesses without investing in infrastructure can cause overcrowded schools, traffic, and water shortages. Urban and agricultural runoff and increases in wastewater flows create water-quality problems in local rivers, streams, and/or the ocean. Coastal developments are often particularly divisive. Some developments can change the nature of views, beach access, and other environmental amenities.

4. Efficiency outweighs desal – only way to stop ag overuse – makes up 70%

Kaldany 12
(Africa: The Water Crisis is Now, http://allafrica.com/stories/201207050683.html, Rashad, July 4, Rashad Kaldany is vice president of global industries at the International Finance Corporation)

One promising conclusion of the group's work is that investments in efficiency can make a huge difference at a reasonable cost. In some countries the greatest room for increased efficiency is in the industrial sector. In China, for example, it takes almost 3000 litres of water to produce one cotton shirt, so water savings here could have dramatic effects. However, most countries should focus first on the agricultural sector, since it uses 70 percent of water worldwide - with half of it wasted. Investment in more efficient irrigation makes a big difference. The Indian company Jain Irrigation, the second largest drip irrigation company in the world, is a good example. IFC has helped it expand its operations in India, where its micro-irrigation products have resulted in water savings equal to the annual consumption of about 15m households. Jain is now expanding to Africa, a promising initiative in South-South cooperation. This is only one of many examples of innovations that can help contain the water crisis. Investors, governments, and international organisations can and must work together, and they must do so now. Since water is a common good, its use and conservation require common solutions.


Conservation and management is the only hope to stop an India Pakistan war over water

Ali 12 (Will water scarcity cause conflict?, Syed Mohammed, July 31, http://tribune.com.pk/story/415445/will-water-scarcity-cause-conflict/)

The existing Indo-Pak water sharing paradigm may no longer be able to address the emergent tensions. Despite numerous rounds of bilateral talks, India and Pakistan are back in the Permanent Court of Arbitration over Indian dam building aspirations in Kashmir. More innovative approaches have called for an integrated approach towards water management instead of trying to merely divide waters of the Indus basin. Such an approach would not only be more sensitive to the ecological and environmental challenges taking place in the region, but potentially help nudge our neighbouring countries towards broader cooperation as well. Positive confidence building steps would include greater information sharing concerning river flows. Launching joint Indo-Pak dam ventures such as the Tala Hydroelectric Project, recently initiated between India and Bhutan, would be a further step in the direction of increased cooperation. Conversely, it is crucial to acknowledge that our existing water woes are being compounded due to wastage, inefficient use and contamination. Water infrastructure systems, such as canals and pipes used to irrigate farm lands, are falling apart due to lack of adequate attention. Application of donor-backed policies like charging flat rates for irrigational water usage (as in Punjab) have not been able to generate the required resources to maintain the irrigational infrastructure, nor do they help ensure that poorer farmers are spared the brunt of revenue collection, or ensured better access to existing water supplies. The untenable strain on groundwater is another serious issue. According to the World Bank, Indian aquifers are reaching critical conditions despite the fact that over 60 per cent of irrigated agriculture and 85 per cent of drinking water supplies in the country depend on groundwater. The groundwater situation in Pakistan is no better, yet, anyone with the money to pay for diesel can pump out as much water as they like. In fact, Pakistan has been keen to lease out vast tracts of its agricultural land to enable agribusiness companies produce food for Gulf states by tapping even deeper into already shrivelling water aquifers. Conservation of groundwater aquifers as well as more efficient use of freshwater derived from rivers within water stressed countries, as well as across them, is the only way to ensure that the frightful projection of catastrophic regional water wars does not materialise.

Water management and overuse is the CORE reason for Water shortage in  Central Asia

UNDIR 7
(http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2687.pdf, The governance of Central Asian waters: 
national interests versus regional cooperation)

But the Central Asian water crisis is not just about the fate of the Aral Sea. It is about the management of the entire basin. Indeed, Central Asian leaders are currently more concerned with the resources of the region's many rivers than with environmental issues. It could be assumed that Central Asia is water scarce, given the status of the Aral Sea. But the water crisis in Central Asia is due to the way water has been allocated and managed; it is not a crisis of quantity but of distribution. The region as a whole has signiﬁ cant water resources: Kazakhstan, for example, claims more than 85,000 rivers and streams, and 56% of its 100km3 annual river ﬂ ow is formed on the territory of Kazakhstan itself. 4 

Turn - Plankton
A) Desal destroys plankton and marine species

Matthews 11 
(Richard Matthews is a consultant, eco-entrepreneur, green investor and author of numerous articles on sustainable positioning, enviro-politics and eco-economics. He is the owner of THE GREEN MARKET, a leading sustainable business blog and one of the Web’s most comprehensive resources on the business of the environment., http://globalwarmingisreal.com/2011/03/23/are-desalination-technologies-the-answer-to-the-world-water-crisis/, Are Desalination Technologies the Answer to the World Water Crisis?)

In addition to its high cost, desalination technologies are harmful to the environment. Removing salt from seawater produces brine, which contains twice the salt of seawater; they also contain contaminants that can affect marine life when dumped back to the sea. If brine is disposed on land, it could seep through the soil and pollute water reserves underground. The US Environmental Protection Agency found that desalination plants kill at least 3.4 billion fish and other marine life annually. This represents a $212.5 million loss to commercial fisheries. Desalination plants can also destroy up to 90 percent of plankton and fish eggs in the surrounding water.

B) Plankton key to all life on earth

IBMEC 12 
(Island Bay Marine Education Center, http://www.octopus.org.nz/Plankton.html, The Marine Education Centre is a not for profit charitable organisation, focussed on conservation through education, promoting the on-going care and sustainable use of Our Ocean, http://www.octopus.org.nz/Plankton.html)

WHY SHOULD WE CARE ABOUT PLANKTON? Plankton are the basis of all life in the ocean and food for larger marine animals from shellfish to large fish and even whales. The largest fish in the world, the Whale Shark, is a plankton feeder and "krill", one of the ocean's smallest animals, is dinner for its largest, the blue whale! Studying plankton can tell scientists about water quality and the amount of nutrients in different areas of the oceans, and how many fish there are likely to be in future years. Almost 70% of the oxygen we breathe comes from the oceans and is made by phytoplankton. Without phytoplankton, there would be no life in the oceans or on Earth!! Plankton also absorbs most of the carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere (caused by cutting down forests and burning fossil fuels) by converting it to oxygen (O2) or by sinking it to the bottom of the sea where it canÕt escape. Land plants are really important too, but the health of the oceans is even more important. Plankton are the most abundant life form on Earth, except for bacteria. In fact, all the plankton in the oceans weigh more than all the dolphins, fish and whales put together! Plankton may be microscopic in size, but they play a giant role in the Earth's ecosystems!! Plankton is very important for all life on this planet. Without it both the ocean and the land would become a desert. Where there's lots of sunlight, phytoplankton grows quickly, mopping up carbon dioxide, releasing oxygen and providing food for zooplankton and the rest of the ocean food web including whales. When plankton die they fall to the bottom of the ocean and break down like compost and help fertilise new plankton growth.. But not all dead plankton breaks down quickly. Some of it gets buried in layers of sand and mud which builds up over time crushing and heating the plankton and causing chemical changes. 

Turn – Endocrine Disruption
A) Desalination causes boron pollution – resulting in mass endocrine disruption

Food and Water Watch 9 
(http://documents.foodandwaterwatch.org/doc/Desal-Feb2009.pdf, “Desalination an Ocean of Problems” Food & Water Watch is a nonprofit consumer organization that works to ensure clean water and safe food.)

Environmental damage is not the only danger from ocean desalination. Desalted water also puts the drinking water supply at risk because both seawater and brackish water can contain chemicals that freshwater does not. These contaminants include chemicals such as endocrine disruptors, pharmaceuticals, personal care products and toxins from marine algae. 85 Some of these contaminants may not be adequately removed in the reverse osmosis process. Poseidon Resources, inc. After masterminding the failed Tampa Bay venture, Poseidon Resources, Inc. is trying its hand at ocean desalination a second time. Its proposed plant in Carlsbad, California, would be the largest ocean desalination plant in the western hemisphere — twice as large as the Tampa Bay plant. Poseidon Resources has been trying to get its plan approved for the last 10 years. The company has been relentless in its marketing, however, and is now promising that its plant will be carbon neutral. This claim is misleading. Poseidon’s calculation assumes that the amount of energy used by the desalination plant will be mostly offset by the energy that would have been required to import the same amount of water. However, there is insufficient evidence that desalinated water will actually replace imported water in the California water supply. 70 Unfortunately, the Coastal Commission, the governmental body charged with protecting the state’s coast, approved a permit for the plant in August 2008. 71 This sets a dangerous precedent. If the plant is built without proper consideration for social and environmental impacts, it may become the first in a long line of polluting, damaging plants along the California coast. Two conservation groups have filed a lawsuit against the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, charging that the board did not adequately study how the plant would harm marine life. 72 In December 2008, the San Diego County Water Authority requested $175 million from the federal government as part of its economic stimulus package to subsidize the $300 million project, which it would give to Poseidon in exchange for the company reducing its rates for the agencies buying the water. 73 The company has yet to secure financing for the movement of the water from the project, despite the fact that it is scheduled for construction in 2009. The federal taxpayer dollars would enable the company to realize a profit faster, while ratepayers will still be paying more than market price for desalinated water. 74 Food & Water Watch 9 Boron is a chemical of particular concern because much higher levels are found in seawater than freshwater. However, membranes can remove only between 50 and 70 percent of this element. The rest is concentrated in the product water, which enters the drinking water system. 86 While it is possible to remove more boron with a second process, existing plants don’t because it is too costly. 87 This is a major problem for the drinking water system because boron is known to cause reproductive and developmental problems in experimental animals and irritation of the human digestive tract. 88 Moreover, the world’s largest ocean desalination plant in Ashkelon, Israel found that the boron in the desalted water acted as an herbicide when applied to crops. 89 Current drinking water regulations do not protect the public from boron. Recently, EPA made the preliminary determination that it would not regulate the element as a primary contaminant under the Safe Drinking Water Act because of its low occurrence in traditional sources of drinking water. 90 However, the studies that EPA used to make this decision did not take into account the hike in boron levels that would occur if desalted water was to be added to the system.
B) Endocrine disruption causes extinction

NRDC 2003
(Natural Resources Defense Council, “Toxic Chemicals And Health”,http://www.nrdc.org/health/effects/bendrep.asp, accessed 9-12)

Experiments in lab animals indicate that while high doses of PCBs can be toxic, lower doses can cause hypo-or hyper-activity, impaired performance on tests of learning, balance, reaction time, and impaired hearing.The doses of exposure that result in behavioral abnormalities, sex hormone abnormalities, and enzymeabnormalities are close to the current exposure levels in humans. We are concerned about endocrine disruption because this is a means by which subtle effects from human actions can have species- and population-extinction outcomes. Small, but critical, changes in the chemical makeup of an environment are enough to trigger outcomes that could lead to population decline and loss of biodiversity.
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***Elections
Russia 

Turns terrorism
Allison 10-31, Graham, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School and a former assistant secretary of defense in the Clinton administration, Robert D. Blackwill is the Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, General Charles G. Boyd, U.S. Air Force (Ret.), is the Starr Distinguished National Security Fellow at the Center for the National Interest, Richard Burt serves as managing director at McLarty Associates, where he has led the firm’s work in Europe and Eurasia since 2007, Ambassador James F. Collins was appointed the director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in January of 2007, John Deutch is an Institute Professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Dr. Richard A. Falkenrath is a Principal with The Chertoff Group, Thomas Graham is a managing director at Kissinger Associates, Inc., where he focuses on Russian and Eurasian affairs, Michael J. Green is Senior Advisor and Japan Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Associate Professor of International Relations at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, Mr. Maurice R. Greenberg is Chairman and CEO of C. V. Starr and Co., Inc, Dr. Fiona Hill is director of the Center on the United States and Europe, and senior fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies Program at The Brookings Institution, General James Jones, USMC (Ret) was appointed as the 22nd National Security Advisor to the President of the United States on January 20, 2009, Kenneth I. Juster is a partner and managing director at the global private equity firm Warburg Pincus, Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad is a counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, General Richard B. Myers retired as the 15th Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 2005, Sam Nunn is Co-Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of the Nuclear Threat Initiative, a charitable organization working to reduce the global threats from nuclear, biological and chemical weapons, Paul Saunders is Executive Director of the Center for the National Interest and Associate Publisher of The National Interest, Dimitri Simes is President and CEO of the Center for the National Interest and Publisher of its foreign policy magazine, The National Interest, Ashley J. Tellis is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues, J. Robinson West is Chairman of the Board and CEO of PFC Energy as well as Chairman of the Board of The United States Institute of Peace, Dov S. Zakheim is Vice Chairman of the Center for The National Interest. He is also Senior Advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Senior Fellow at CNA, Philip Zelikow is a professor of history at the University of Virginia, where he is also a dean leading the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences. [“Russia and U.S. National Interests Why Should Americans Care?” October,  Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs] HURWITZ
The United States and Russia have each endured major terrorist attacks by Islamist extremists and remain under threat of further terrorism. Although specific groups target the two countries for particular reasons, there are links between extremist networks that attack each country. Al Qaeda has displayed consistent interest in acquiring nuclear weapons, exploring opportunities for such acquisition in former Soviet Union and other parts of the world. Terrorist groups based in Russia’s North Caucasus that conduct attacks on Russia have established ties with and sought financing from al Qaeda affiliates. Al Qaeda operatives have engaged in terrorist attacks against the United States and have encouraged attacks on Russia. In addition, Washington and Moscow share concerns about the potential impact of terrorism in other regions, especially in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Central Asia as America and NATO gradually draw down forces in Afghanistan. Despite these common concerns, and a shared interest in combating terrorism, the United States and Russia have different priorities; unsurprisingly, each government is most focused on immediate threats to its people, its territory, and, in the U.S. case, its military forces deployed overseas. America and Russia likewise take different approaches to combating terrorism, including in how they define the sources of terrorism, how they seek to reduce it, and how they establish the balance between security and liberty within their societies. These differences have limited U.S.-Russian cooperation in fighting terrorism. The United States has been reluctant to provide Moscow assistance in combating terrorism in the North Caucasus, primarily due to concerns about Russia’s approach to instability in the region, especially its human rights practices. At the same time, Russia has been deeply skeptical of U.S. military interventions and American claims that democracy promotion can reduce extremism and terrorism. Each government likely believes that the other’s policies actually cause rather than prevent terror. Because neither government trusts the other’s approach, each is reluctant to share highly sensitive intelligence. The underdevelopment of U.S.-Russian counterterrorism cooperation harms U.S. national interests. In Afghanistan, for example, Russia still has some potentially important intelligence resources due to its long presence there and its ongoing engagement with the country’s non-Pashtun ethnic groups. Though substantive cooperation may develop slowly, it is essential to accelerate efforts to secure Russian cooperation. 

Space

Romney platform kills lone mechanism for deep exploration.
Moody ‘11
Chris Moody – staff, Daily Caller – Internally quoting George LeMieux former Florida Republican senator, Daily Caller – 4-27-11
http://dailycaller.com/2011/04/27/the-republican-dilemma-reduce-federal-spending-but-dont-you-dare-cut-my-special-interests/#ixzz1qXnZF7jN
“There are very few things the federal government should be doing,” LeMieux said during a conference call with reporters Tuesday. “But one of the few things the federal government can only do is space exploration. We are seeing good private sector folks that are trying to go into low- Earth orbit and that’s great and we should encourage them, but the only folks that are going to go to an asteroid or go to Mars is going to be NASA.”¶ You see, space ships are to the Sunshine State what farm subsidies are to Iowa. And for Republican candidates straining to out-Tea Party fellow conservatives in the primaries, the massive federal spending on the behalf of the nation’s farmers and rocket scientists can be a real dilemma. In the presidential race, almost all of the GOP candidates currently courting the right wing of the party have voiced passionate defenses for farm welfare, which costs the federal government billions every year.

Only manned space exploration solves miscalc over U.S. space weapons
Freese 6, Joan Johnson, Ph.D., Chair of the National Security Decision Making Department at the Naval War College [“American Strategic Leadership and Manned Spaceflight,” 2006 is the last date referenced in the past tense, http://www.partnersforstennis.org/pdf/TheCaseForSpace.pdf] HURWITZ
In the 1960s, leadership was the motivation that took America to the Moon, wanting to show itself leading in a technological competition against the Soviets: a techno-nationalist show of prowess. Today, post 9/11 and equally, or more importantly, with the on-going war in Iraq, the United States needs to recognize again and embrace the leadership opportunity offered by manned space exploration. But this time it should be based on cooperation, not competition. Leading an international, inclusive expedition off planet Earth offers the United States a strategic alternative to counter both the militaristic image of the United States that has prevailed since the Iraq War and from concerns regarding the potential weaponization of space by the United States. It offers an alternative that would go a long way toward rebuilding America’s soft power, the power to shape the others’ preferences in line with those of the United States by inducement and attraction, rather than force. Participating in a space program does more than help countries construct technology and create industries; it builds dreams and generates pride. America has demonstrated its military ability to make others bend to its will. Now we must work at not needing to use that ability. Soft power is essential for building a stable, peaceful world where the human security needs of all are met. Cooperative manned spaceflight creates leadership opportunities that build soft power.


Obama does SMR
Energy.gov ’12 (Energy.gov, “Obama Administration Announces $450 Million to Design and Commercialize U.S. Small Modular Nuclear Reactors”, http://energy.gov/articles/obama-administration-announces-450-million-design-and-commercialize-us-small-modular, March 22, 2012, LEQ)

Obama Administration Announces $450 Million to Design and Commercialize U.S. Small Modular Nuclear Reactors. Today, as President Obama went to Ohio State University to discuss the all-out, all-of-the-above strategy for American energy, the White House announced new funding to advance the development of American-made small modular reactors (SMRs), an important element of the President’s energy strategy. A total of $450 million will be made available to support first-of-its-kind engineering, design certification and licensing for up to two SMR designs over five years, subject to congressional appropriations. Manufacturing these reactors domestically will offer the United States important export opportunities and will advance our competitive edge in the global clean energy race. Small modular reactors, which are approximately one-third the size of current nuclear plants, have compact, scalable designs that are expected to offer a host of safety, construction and economic benefits. “The Obama Administration and the Energy Department are committed to an all-of-the-above energy strategy that develops every source of American energy, including nuclear power, and strengthens our competitive edge in the global clean energy race,” said Energy Secretary Steven Chu. “Through the funding for small modular nuclear reactors announced today, the Energy Department and private industry are working to position America as the leader in advanced nuclear energy technology and manufacturing.” Through cost-share agreements with private industry, the Department will solicit proposals for promising SMR projects that have the potential to be licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and achieve commercial operation by 2022. These cost-share agreements will span a five-year period and, subject to congressional appropriations, will provide a total investment of approximately $900 million, with at least 50 percent provided by private industry. SMRs can be made in factories and transported to sites where they would be ready to “plug and play” upon arrival, reducing both capital costs and construction times. The smaller size also makes SMRs ideal for small electric grids and for locations that cannot support large reactors, offering utilities the flexibility to scale production as demand changes. Today’s announcement builds on the Obama Administration’s efforts to help jumpstart America’s nuclear energy industry that include: · In 2010, the Department signed a conditional commitment for $8 billion in loan guarantees to support the Vogtle project, where the Southern Company and Georgia Power are building two new nuclear reactors, helping to create new jobs and export opportunities for American workers and businesses. · The Energy Department has also supported the Vogtle project and the development of the next generation of nuclear reactors by providing more than $200 million through a cost-share agreement to support the licensing reviews for Westinghouse’s AP1000 reactor design certification. The Vogtle license is the first for new nuclear power plant construction in more than three decades. · Promoting a sustainable nuclear industry in the U.S. also requires cultivating the next generation of scientists and engineers. Over the past three years, the Departzment has invested $170 million in research grants at more than 70 universities, supporting R&D into a full spectrum of technologies, from advanced reactor concepts to enhanced safety design.


2NC: Uniqueness Wall 
Things could still change. 
Whitesides 10-21. [John, Reuters reporter, "Mitt Romney Gaining, But Obama Still Leads: Reuters Analysis" Huffington Post -- www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/10/21/mitt-romney-obama-election-2012_n_1996271.html]
Most national polls show Obama and Romney deadlocked. A Reuters/Ipsos daily online tracking poll on Saturday gave Obama a 1-point national advantage. Ipsos projects the president will win 315 electoral votes.¶ In such a close race, any surprise development during the final two weeks could loom large.¶ Obama and Romney will have their final debate, on foreign policy, on Monday in Boca Raton, Florida, where Romney is once again likely to challenge the president on his handling of the deadly attack on the U.S. consulate in Benghazi, Libya.¶ The White House on Saturday denied a report by The New York Times that the Obama administration and Iran had agreed to hold one-on-one talks about Iran's nuclear program, another issue that could shape the narrative of the campaign's final days.¶ Meanwhile, Obama's handling of the struggling economy will again be the focus when the Department of Labor releases the unemployment figures for October on Nov. 2, just four days before the election. The report for September gave Democrats a boost by showing that the nation's unemployment rate was 7.8 percent, down from 8.1 percent in August.¶ "It was always going to be a really close election," Ipsos pollster Julia Clark said. "But the electoral math still adds up in Obama's favor at the moment." (Additional reporting by Steve Holland and Samuel P. Jacobs; Editing by David Lindsey and Paul Simao)


It’s friggin close. 
Cohn 10-23. [Nate, TNR elections analyst, "Daily Breakdown: Extraordinarily Tight Race With Fourteen Days To Go" The New Republic -- www.tnr.com/blogs/electionate#]
After the final presidential debate in Boca Raton, the two campaigns head into the final stretch of what could be one of the closest presidential elections in American history. The instapolls and pundits appear to have resolved that the president was a modest victor in last night's debate on foreign policy, a peripheral issue in a campaign dominated by domestic affairs. But although there’s still plenty of reason to be skeptical that the polls will lurch decidedly toward either candidate, any movement would be significant in such a close race. In the 13 national polls released yesterday, Obama led by a miniscule 47.38 to 47.31 margin—it’s hard to imagine the national polls have ever been tighter with two weeks to go.¶ The state polls, however, suggest that Obama retains a modest lead in Ohio, Wisconsin, and Nevada—three states sufficient to provide Obama with a second term. Yesterday’s polls hinted at the possibility that Ohio was closer than prior polls had suggested, with Suffolk showing a tied race, POS showing Romney ahead by one point, and CBS/NYT/Quinnipiac showing Obama up by 5 points, down from an unsustainable 11 point lead in September. Nonetheless, the balance of evidence continues to show Obama with a discernible edge in the Buckeye State, and Obama will remain a slight favorite to win the election so long as that remains, at least if the election were held today.

Link


SMRs are politically “nuclear”
Fairley 10 Peter, IEEE Spectrum, May, "Downsizing Nuclear Power Plants,” spectrum.ieee.org/energy/nuclear/downsizing-nuclear-power-plants/
However, there are political objections to SMRs. Precisely because they are more affordable, they may well increase the risk of proliferation by bringing the cost and power output of nuclear reactors within the reach of poorer countries. Russia’s first SMR, which the nuclear engineering group Rosatom expects to complete next year, is of particular concern. The Akademik Lomonosov is a floating nuclear power plant sporting two 35-MW reactors, which Rosatom expects to have tethered to an Arctic oil and gas operation by 2012. The reactor’s portability prompted Greenpeace Russia to call this floating plant the world’s most dangerous nuclear project in a decade. SMRs may be smaller than today’s reactors. But, politically at least, they’re just as nuclear.

Only a risk of the link – public massively opposed to nuclear expansion and there’s no constituency to lobby for the plan. 
CSI 12. [Civil Society Institue, “SURVEY: CONGRESS, WHITE HOUSE FOCUS ON FOSSIL FUELS, NUCLEAR POWER IS OUT OF TOUCH WITH VIEWS OF MAINSTREAM AMERICA” November 3 -- http://www.civilsocietyinstitute.org/media/110311release.cfm]
If Congress thinks it has found a winning issue in trashing wind and solar power ... and if the Obama Administration believes that voters will reward it for boosting coal, gas and nuclear power ... then both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue are making serious miscalculations about the sentiments of mainstream Americans - including Republicans and Tea Party supporters -- one year before the 2012 elections, according to the findings of a major survey of 1,049 Americans conducted October 21-24, 2011 by ORC International for the nonprofit and nonpartisan Civil Society Institute (CSI).¶ Documenting a major gulf between the views of Americans and the Congress/White House on energy policy, the CSI survey includes the following key findings:¶ • If Washington had to choose between fossil fuel/nuclear subsidies and wind/solar subsidies, "clean energy" aid would get support from three times more Americans than fossil fuel/nuclear energy subsidies. Only a bit more than one in 10 American adults (13 percent) - including just 20 percent of Republicans, 9 percent of Independents, 10 percent of Democrats, and only 24 percent of Tea Party supporters - are in favor of concentrating federal energy subsidies on the coal, nuclear power and natural gas industries. When it comes to focusing federal subsidies on wind and solar, 38 percent of all Americans are supportive -- about three times the support level for fossil fuel/nuclear subsidies. Only about one in 10 Americans (13 percent) - including just 26 percent of Tea Party supporters -- believes that "no energy source should receive federal subsidies."¶ • Fossil fuel subsidies are opposed by Americans on a bipartisan basis. Six in 10 Americans - including a strikingly uniform 59 percent of Republicans, 65 percent of Independents, 59 percent of Democrats, and 59 percent of Tea Party members -- oppose "federal subsidies for oil and gas, coal, natural gas and other fossil fuel companies."¶ • Nuclear reactor loan guarantees are opposed by Americans on a bipartisan basis. More than two out of three Americans (67 percent) - including 65 percent of Republicans, 66 percent of Independents, 68 percent of Democrats and 62 percent of Tea Party backers - disagree that "taxpayers and ratepayers should provide taxpayer-backed loan guarantees for the construction of new nuclear power reactors in the United States through proposed tens of billions in federal loan guarantees for new reactors."¶ • Most Americans want the U.S. to shift federal loan guarantee support from nuclear power to wind and solar energy. About seven in 10 Americans (71 percent) - including 55 percent of Republicans, 72 percent of Independents, 84 percent of Democrats, and almost half (47 percent) of Tea Party backers -- strongly or somewhat support "a shift of federal loan-guarantee support for energy away from nuclear reactors and towards clean renewable energy such as wind and solar."¶ • A strong majority of Americans want the U.S. to make the investments needed to be a clean energy leader on a global basis. More than three in four Americans (77 percent) - including 65 percent of Republicans, 75 percent of Independents, 88 percent of Democrats, and 56 percent of Tea Party members -- agree with the following statement: "The U.S. needs to be a clean energy technology leader and it should invest in the research and domestic manufacturing of wind, solar and energy efficiency technologies."¶ Pam Solo, founder and president, Civil Society Institute, said: "Americans of all political stripes have moved ahead of Washington and want our nation to make smarter choices about cleaner and safer sources of power. Common sense is the driving force in American opinion, which focuses not on whether Washington should help usher in a renewable, clean energy future, but how it should proceed in doing so. Americans believe that the energy industries have an undue influence over decisions made by Washington. They want leadership and problem solving from Washington for a clean energy future. Americans understand that we can no longer have our economy and environment tethered to 'old' energy solutions that are unsafe, unhealthy and simply unable to meet our long-term needs."¶ Graham Hueber, senior researcher, ORC International, said: "One clear message of this survey sit that there is no clear 'Old Fuel Constituency' in the sense of a large number of unified Americans who favor fossil fuels and nuclear power over wind and solar power. In fact, Republicans and Tea Party supporters who might seem like the most logical place for such a constituency are somewhat more likely than others to support federal subsidies for fossil fuels and nuclear power, but they also would prefer development of cleaner sources of energy. These are actually quite striking findings in the context of the 2012 election campaign."¶ 

***CP
Solvency

The counterplan solves all of the affs reasons why SMRs are key to the grid
**Solves their islanding internal link 
Sater 11 (Daniel, Research Fellow at Global Green USA's Security and Sustainability Office, "Military Energy Security: Current Efforts and Future Solutions," Global Green, globalgreen.org/docs/publication-185-1.pdf)
A microgrid resembles the smart grid in many ways except on a smaller scale. For the purposes  of this paper, a microgrid shall be able to perform the following functions:• Perform demand management during normal operating conditions • Island the microgrid from the main grid once an upstream fault is detected  • Secure critical loads and shed non-critical loads according to the given priority list during emergencies • Resynchronize the microgrid to the main grid after an upstream fault is cleared • Optimally coordinate internal loads and distributed energy resources, including generation and storage devices, to address any operational, environmental, economic, or security constraints Like the smart grid, a microgrid would improve energy efficiency and accelerate the integration of renewable energy sources. During normal operations, a microgrid acts no different than the smart grid. It increases energy efficiency by relying more heavily on non-continuous sources of power when they are available, such as wind and solar, and decreasing the use of generators or power from the civilian grid. Microgrids better manage energy use to avoid peak demand times when electricity is most expensive and can incorporate energy storage devices such as electric vehicles. If the microgrid detects a disruption in the civilian grid such as a blackout, the microgrid will  isolate or “island” the facility from the main power grid. Once isolated, the microgrid will route  power only to loads deemed critical, thus conserving fuel for the backup generators. If renewable  energy options or battery backups are available, the microgrid will use energy from these sources  to further conserve generator fuel. For example, if the civilian grid experiences a blackout during  the day, a microgrid will draw power from solar photovoltaic arrays to run as many critical loads as possible, only turning on as many generators as are needed to meet the critical load demand.

Microgrids solve the impact
Aimone 12 (Statement of Mr. Michael Aimone Director Business Enterprise Integration Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Installations and Environment) Before the House Committee on Homeland Security Subcommittee on Cybersecurity, Infrastructure Protection and Security Technologies, September 12, http://homeland.house.gov/sites/homeland.house.gov/files/Testimony%20-%20Aimone.pdf)
Although the Department will continue to maintain its fleet of on-site and mobile backup   generators, we are moving aggressively to adopt next generation microgrids.  Advanced   microgrids, combined with on-site energy generation (e.g., solar or geothermal) and energy   storage, offer a more robust and cost effective approach to ensuring installation energy security   than the current solution (backup generators).  Although microgrid systems are in use today, they   are relatively unsophisticated, with limited ability to integrate renewable and other distributed   energy sources, little or no energy storage capability, uncontrolled load demands, and “dumb”   distribution that is subject to excessive energy losses.  By contrast, we envision advanced (or   “smart”) microgrids as local power networks that can utilize distributed energy, manage local   energy supply and demand, and operate seamlessly both in parallel to the grid and in “island”   mode.   

***Case

Grids

All major indicators prove – - distribution 
Kassakian and Schmalensee et. al 11 (John, Prof of Electrical Engineering and Comp Sci at MIT Former Director of MIT Center for Electromagnetic and Electronic Systems, Richard, Howard W. Johnston Prof of Econ and Management, “The Future of the Electric Grid”) 
An important measure of the performance of a transmission and distribution system is the fraction of energy generated that is lost due to heating of transmission and distribution lines and of other components. That fraction has fallen signiﬁcantly over time in the U.S. As Figure 1.4 shows, losses in transmission and distribution decreased from more than 16% in the late 1920s to less than 7% today. iii This reﬂects investments in transmission and distribution systems, the development and deployment of more efﬁcient transformers and other equipment, and transmission at higher voltages. Figure 1.5 indicates that U.S. losses are comparable to those of other wealthy countries with systems that also have substantial amounts of older equipment, but it cannot indicate whether U.S. losses are higher or lower than would be optimal. This ﬁgure also suggests that losses tend to decline somewhat with increasing population density, all else equal, as one would expect. At the same time, the data for Italy, where losses due to theft are said to be unusually high, and the United Kingdom, which has a relatively old grid, indicate that other factors may often be even more important than density.


Retal

History proves- 
Weapons: Principles, Problems, Prospects, p. 63-69, The book reflects the author's experience across more than forty years in assessing and forming policy about nuclear weapons, mostly at senior levels close to the centre both of British governmental decision-making and of NATO's development of plans and deployments, with much interaction also with comparable levels of United States activity in the Pentagon and the State department)

 There have certainly been, across the decades since 1945, many known accidents involving nuclear weapons, from transporters skidding off roads to bomber aircraft crashing with or accidentally dropping the weapons they carried (in past days when such carriage was a frequent feature of readiness arrangements it no longer is). A few of these accidents may have released into the nearby environment highly toxic material. None however has entailed a nuclear detonation. Some commentators suggest that this reflects bizarrely good fortune amid such massive activity and deployment over so many years. A more rational deduction from the facts of this long experience would however be that the probability of any accident triggering a nuclear explosion is extremely low. It might be further nested that the mechanisms needed to set of such an explosion are technically demanding, and that in a large number of ways the past sixty years have seen extensive improvements in safety arrangements for both the design and the handling of weapons. It is undoubtedly possible to see respects in which, after the cold war, some of the factors bearing upon risk may be new or more adverse; but some are now plainly less so. The years which the world has come through entirely without accidental or unauthorized detonation have included early decades in which knowledge was sketchier, precautions were less developed, and weapon designs were less ultra-safe than they later became, as well as substantial periods in which weapon numbers were larger, deployments immure widespread arid diverse, movements more frequent, and several aspects of doctrine and readiness arrangements more tense. Similar considerations apply to the hypothesis of nuclear war being mistakenly triggered by false alarm. Critics again point to the fact, as it is understood, of numerous occasions when initial steps in alert sequences for US nuclear forces were embarked upon, or at least called for, by indicators mistaken or misconstrued. In none of these instances, it is accepted, did matters get at all near to nuclear launch—extraordinary good fortune again, critics have suggested. But the rival and more logical inference from hundreds of events stretching over sixty years of experience presents itself once more: that the probability of initial misinterpretation leading far towards mistaken launch is remote. Precisely because any nuclear weapon processor recognizes the vast gravity of any launch, release sequences have many steps, and human decision is repeatedly interposed as well as capping the sequences. To convey that because a first step was prompted the world somehow came close to accidental nuclear war is wild hyperbole, rather like asserting, when a tennis champion has lost his opening service game, that he was nearly beaten in straight sets. History anyway scarcely offers any ready example of major war started by accident even before the nuclear revolution imposed an order-of-magnitude increase of caution. In was occasion conjectured that nuclear war might be triggered by the real but accidental or unauthorized launch of a strategic nuclear-weapon delivery system in the direction of a potential adversary. No such launch is known to have occurred in over sixty years. The probability of it is therefore very low. But even if it did happen, the further hypothesis of it initiating a general nuclear exchange is far-fetched. It fails to consider the real situation of decision-makers, as pages 63-4 have brought out. The notion that cosmic holocaust might be mistakenly precipitated in this way belongs to science fiction. 

Ayson is wrong
Schmitt and Shanker ’11 ( BY ERIC SCHMITT, THOMAS SHANKER | SEPTEMBER 6, 2011 Eric Schmitt is a terrorism and national security correspondent for the New York Times. Thomas Shanker is a Pentagon and national security correspondent for the Times.
 
3. The Threat to Bomb Mecca As fears of a second attack mounted following the 9/11 strikes, U.S. government planners frantically cast about for strategies to protect the country. Even the most far-fetched ideas had a hearing, however briefly. In one case, some government planners proposed that if al Qaeda appeared ready to attack America again, the United States should publicly threaten to bomb the city of Mecca in Saudi Arabia, the holiest site in all of Islam, in retaliation. "Just nuts!" one Pentagon aide wrote to himself when he heard the proposal. The idea was quickly and permanently shelved.


Space Mil


Threshold for link is low – The perception of pursuing hard power space dominance will destroy the commitment to the new Obama National Space Policy
Dant, 11 - chief of staff of the Air Force fellow and the director of space policy for the under secretary of defense for policy (Daniel, High Frontier, February, " The National Space Policy: Sustainability and Cooperation in a Congested, Competitive, and Contested Domain,” http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-110224-052.pdf)

Cooperation for contested and competitive domain. The NSP also recommits us to cooperate in space: “The US hereby renews its pledge of cooperation in the belief that with strengthened international collaboration and reinvigorated US leadership, all nations and peoples—space-faring and space-benefiting— will find their horizons broadened, their knowledge enhanced, and their lives greatly improved.” In addition, the policy specifies that the US endeavors to leverage national security space to “expand international cooperation” in order to “extend the benefits of space; further the peaceful use of space; and enhance collection and partnership in sharing of space-derived information.”8
This represents a subtle but significant shift in policy. Some argue, including many international partners I have spoken to, that our previous policies paid a certain degree of “lip service” to cooperation and were best described as bellicose. Moreover, these policies were underwritten by an informal strategy of “space dominance” which called for discouraging and restraining others to our benefit. This methodology was lost neither by our allies nor our rivals. Clearly, that scheme of maneuver has not worked, evidenced by the increasing competition in the domain, higher incidents of denied access in space, and decline in the American space industrial base, especially second and third tier companies.
A perceptible result of cooperating in space, and thus converting competitors to collaborators, is that it gives space-faring partners a stake in pursuing responsible behavior and increases their willingness to cooperate in space (or at least lessens the chances of hostile or irresponsible actions in space).9 Once again, the president, in both substance and tone, has started us on the right path with the new NSP by re-energizing international cooperation. It is now up to the Department of Defense (DoD), led by and in close coordination with the State Department via a whole of government approach, to translate our advantages in space to active leadership of the coalition of responsible space-faring nations.
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Prices

High water prices cause tech innovations, water reuse and recycling 

Standard and Poors 12 
(http://www.standardandpoors.com/spf/swf/water/data/document.pdf, March 7, 2012, Is The U.S. Water Sector Approaching A Tipping Point?)

Yet, evidence is mounting that water stress is increasing, and water prices in the U.S. will inevitably have to rise. Over time, as stress turns into scarcity and regulators face requests for significant rate increases, economic decisions will have to be depoliticized. Still, we believe that as prices rise, so will incentives for technological innovations, ways to reduce demand and opportunities to recycle and reuse this commodity. Innovations will also occur in the financial markets and in the structure adopted by sponsoring entities. For example, the introduction of public/private partnerships such as leases and concession contracts can introduce competition and provide greater flexibility for privatesector providers to meet the needs of municipally owned water utilities.

Scarcity causes water prices to rise

Standard and Poors 12 
(http://www.standardandpoors.com/spf/swf/water/data/document.pdf, March 7, 2012, Is The U.S. Water Sector Approaching A Tipping Point?)

Water scarcity can force a utility to spend more on expensive marginal sources of drinking water (such as desalination and wastewater reuse) or reduce the volume available to customers, which means utilities must raise the price per unit of water sold so total revenues will cover fixed costs.

Ext Focus trade-off Links

Mass Public Distraction mis-use of funds – happens with cheap desal

Dickie 7
MAKING WATERDesalination: option or distraction for a thirsty world? This report was prepared for WWF’s Global Freshwater Programme by Phil Dickie (www.melaleucamedia.com) June 2007 http://waterwebster.org/documents/desalinationreportjune2007.pdf

Less directly, the quite possibly mistaken lure of widespread water availability from desalination also 
has the potential to drive a major misdirection of public attention, policy and funds away from the 
pressing need to use all water wisely.  Desalination in these terms is firmly in the long established 
tradition of large infrastructure supply side solutions to an issue in which the demand side of the 
equation is usually poorly considered – as are the needs of the environment and the people who might 
be in the way.  
desalination diverts attention from more effective water conservation and production practices

Dickie 7
MAKING WATERDesalination: option or distraction for a thirsty world? This report was prepared for WWF’s Global Freshwater Programme by Phil Dickie (www.melaleucamedia.com) June 2007 http://waterwebster.org/documents/desalinationreportjune2007.pdf

Seawater desalination is rapidily emerging as one of the major new sources of freshwater for the developed and some areas of the developing world, raising significantly the overall energy intensity, potential climate impact and cost of water supplies. This dramatic upscaling of the industry is occurring against a backdrop of unresolved questions on the potential environmental impacts of large scale processing of seawater habitat and the discharge of increasing volumes of concentrated brine wastes. WWF is concerned that as large desalination plants become "the new dams" attention is being diverted from less costly and more environmentally benign alternatives – water conservation, water use efficiency improvements and water recycling.





Ext Ocean Health
Desalinizers ruin oceanic ecosystems killing multiple forms of biodiversity and keeping the area dead 

Cooley 6
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Intake water design and operation have environmental and ecological implications. As described above, coastal plants typically take in large volumes of seawater during operation. In a recent report on power plant cooling-water intake structures, the California Energy Commission notes that “seawater … is not just water. It is habitat and contains an entire ecosystem of phytoplankton, fishes, and invertebrates” (York and Foster 2005). Large marine organisms, such as adult fish, invertebrates, birds, and even mammals, are killed on the intake screen (impingement); organisms small enough to pass through the intake screens, such as plankton, eggs, larvae, and some fish, are killed during processing of the salt water (entrainment). The impinged and entrained organisms are then disposed of in the marine environment. Decomposition of these organisms can reduce the oxygen content of the water near the discharge point, creating additional stress on the marine environment. Impingement and entrainment introduce a new source of mortality to the marine environment, with potentially broad implications for local fish and invertebrate populations. More specifically, impingement and entrainment “may adversely affect recruitment of juvenile fish and invertebrates to parent or resident populations or may reduce breeding stocks of economically valuable fishes below their compensation point resulting in reduced production and yield” (Brining et al. 1981). The magnitude and intensity of these effects depend upon a number of factors, including the percent mortality of the vulnerable species, the mortality rate of the organism relative to the natural mortality rate, and the standing stock in the area of interest (Edinger and Kolluru 2000). 
Brine Production for desalinizers causes nitrogen and other chemicals to be dumped in the sea
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Adequate and safe disposal of the concentrated brine produced by the plant presents a significant environmental challenge. Brine salinity depends on the salinity of the feedwater, the desalination method, and the recovery rate of the plant. Typical brines contain twice as much salt as the feedwater and have a higher density. In addition to high salt levels, brine from seawater desalination facilities can contain concentrations of constituents typically found in seawater, such as manganese, lead, and iodine, as well as chemicals introduced via urban and agricultural runoff,  such as nitrates (Talavera and Ruiz 2001), and impinged and entrained marine organisms killed during the desalination process, as noted above.

