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Extend Buzbee – checking agency regulatory is key to innovation – without it regulators will favor anachronistic business practices and discourage new entrants

Regulatory agency fights are inevitable – Court ruling solves
Rabe ’10 [Barry, Arthur F. Thurnau Professor of Environmental Policy at the University of Michigan; J. Ira and Nicki Harris Family Professor of Public Policy, Gerald R. Ford School of Public Policy; Professor of the Environment, College of Literature, Science and the Arts; Professor of Environmental Policy, School of Natural Resources and the Environment; Professor of Political Science, College of Literature, Science and the Arts, “Greenhouse Governance : Addressing Climate Change in America,” EBSCO]
The U.S. legacy of subnational policies gave President Barack Obama and the 111th Congress something other than a blank canvas on which to expand the federal role. On one hand, it offers innumerable models and lessons, allowing the federal government to build on the real experience of policy successes—and failures—at the state and local levels. It also ushers in the very real possibility of some formal intergovernmental sharing of responsibility for climate policy, consistent with other areas of U.S. public policy that entail joint jurisdiction. Done effectively, that could result in a creative strategy that plays to the respective strengths of the various levels of government and of policy alternatives, ultimately resulting in a dynamic federalist response to climate change. Chapter 3, by Martha Derthick, and chapter 4, by Paul Posner, explore the evolving relationship among the various levels of government, outlining points of possible contention and opportunities for building on the strengths and weaknesses of each level. A number of other chapters also consider collaborative intergovernmental strategies. But such strategies have hardly been a hallmark of U.S. federalism in the last quarter-century, as both Derthick and Posner note. Federal engagement with states on climate change thus far has been limited, whether involving collaboration between executive agencies (as discussed by Walter Rosenbaum in chapter 12) or congressional consideration of state experience in guiding federal legislative options (as I discuss in chapter 11). Indeed, much intergovernmental interaction thus far has been adversarial, and it has required the involvement of the judiciary to try to resolve state-federal disputes, as in the 2007 Massachusetts v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency case. The adversarial approach also is reflected in a growing body of other legal and political challenges involving an ever-expanding set of intergovernmental disputes, as explored by Kirsten Engel in chapter 10. Any future federal effort to devise climate policy will require deft navigation between competing interests. That will invariably include collisions between proponents of competing energy sources and transportation modes as well as between representatives of different states. The odyssey of “homegrown” ethanol derived from American corn is one early indicator of likely dividing lines. Domestic eth anol production has long been propelled by generous federal subsidies and import restrictions, which were expanded into a renewable fuel mandate through 2007 federal legislation. The ethanol program has now generated enormous controversy over its actual impact on emissions as well as commodity prices, with considerable tension between various agricultural interests and consumers of transportation fuels. But there is also an increasingly tense interstate struggle, with some state leaders adamant about maintaining federal support for ethanol production while another set of governors calls for repeal of the existing policy. 

Stable legal interpretation key to reinvigorate the market behind the plan
Buzbee 2010 – Professor of Law, Emory Law School; Director of Emory Environmental and Natural Resources Law Program; Director of Emory Center on Federalism and Intersystemic Governance (William, New Directions in Environmental Law: Clean Air Act Dynamism and Disappointments: Lessons for Climate Legislation to Prompt Innovation and Discourage Inertia, 32 Wash. U. J.L. & Pol'y 33, Lexis)
Regulatory regimes that have become encrusted with complexities and quirks, especially provisions tailored to production modes of dominant but possibly antiquated industry practices, provide advantages to existing industry participants and discourage new market entrants. n24 New entrants must master legal intricacies and might have to tailor their production methods in inefficient ways to meet the law in settings where regulation assumes older modes of production. Even where regulatory obligations may be simple to discern, many bodies of regulation grandfather in existing sources of harm. n25 Grandfathering subjects existing sources to more lax requirements than those faced by new pollution sources and often grants them an economic advantage, such as by giving existing  [*39]  sources freely distributed pollution allowances. n26 In contrast, new market entrants must purchase allowances in the market. n27 Such strategies reward sources of past harm and pollution and create incentives for such sources not to adjust to legal and political change. n28 Older, accreted, and complex bodies of law thus can serve as barriers to new entrants. These barriers, in turn, protect old, inefficient, and often high-pollution production methods and deny consumers the benefit of greater market competition.
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Enforcement – Future Courts

Future courts will both uphold the plan and adopt it’s mode of analysis
Scalia 89. [Antonin, Associate Justice, United States Supreme Court. “The Rule of Law as a Law of Rules” University of Chicago Law Review – Fall -- lexis]
But in the context of this discussion, that particular value of having a general rule of law is beside the point. For I want to explore the dichotomy between general rules and personal discretion within the narrow context of law that is made by the courts. In a judicial system such as ours, in which judges are bound, not only by the text of code or Constitution, but also by the prior decisions of superior courts, and even by the prior decisions of their own court, courts have the capacity to "make" law. Let us not quibble about the theoretical scope of a "holding"; the modern reality, at least, is that when the Supreme Court of the federal system, or of one of the state systems, decides a case, not merely the outcome of that decision, but the mode of analysis that it applies will thereafter be followed by the lower courts within that system, and even by that supreme court itself. And by making the mode of analysis relatively principled or relatively fact-specific, the courts can either establish general rules or leave ample discretion for the future.
CP Avoids Elections

Courts avoid elections – no turn because candidates won’t attach themselves to the ruling
Stoutenborough et al. 6 (James, Political Science Dept @ Utah, Reassessing the Impact of Supreme Court Decisions on Public Opinion, Political Research Quarterly, p. 419)
In many cases, courts have been empowered by and served the interests of other political actors. While this undermines the countermajoritarian difficulty as an empirical hypothesis, it is not at all reassuring from a democratic perspective. Judicial review can provide an opportunity for elected political actors to evade responsibilities or to pursue policies while evading electoral consequences. Such actions may enhance or enable domination by letting those actors pursue policies that might lead to domination without suffering electoral consequences. The possibility that judicial review can provide another outlet that permits legislators to "run from daylight"85 and effect important policy changes with a minimum of public scrutiny is a serious concern, and may especially contribute to domination by powerful economic elites. An additional concern is that judicial review can have the perverse effect of making legislators less attentive to their constitutional responsibilities, as they may vote for legislation they believe to be unconstitutional under the assumption that the courts will correct their mistake.86
Do Both

1. Politics is a DA to the perm – the courts have to act BEFORE congress to get shielding, simultaneous action doesn’t solve
Simmons, 1995 (Courtney, Law clerk to the Honorable J. Michael Luttig, Circuit Judge on the United States Court of Appeals for the fourth Circuit, Emory Law Journal, Winter, 44 Emory L.J. 117)
Sometimes a legislative compromise entails a decision not to make a decision. Congress standing at a stalemate may choose not to prescribe one side or the other, or an intermediate point. Rather, the legislature may allow the courts to make the ultimate determination. Judge Posner, in The Federal Courts, described this phenomenon: Often when there are political pressures to do something about a problem but the legislature cannot agree exactly what to do about it, it will pass a statute the effect (as well as the undisclosed purpose) of which is to dump the problem in the lap of the courts, taking advantage of the fact that the courts are a kind of political lightning rod.

2. Deference is a DA – leaves agency rulemaking in place
Farber 1997 – Acting Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs, Associate Dean for Faculty and Henry J. Fletcher Professor of Law, University of Minnesota (Is the Supreme Court Irrelevant? Reflections on the Judicial Role in Environmental Law, 81 Minn. L. Rev. 547, Lexis)
Declining to hear appeals is a less effective means of reducing judicial influence on policy than is keeping cases out of federal court entirely. Standing doctrine restricts challenges to administrative decisions and thereby leaves agencies, rather than courts, with the final word on policy issues. Two recent opinions by Justice Scalia are notable because of their effort to restrict environmental standing, and because they expressly do so in the name of shunting issues away from the courts toward other branches of government. In the first case, Lujan v. National Wildlife Federation, n35 the plaintiffs claimed that the government had used illegal procedures to determine future uses of public lands. They based their standing on the use of several specific tracts by their members. Specifically, they alleged that several members used tracts "in the vicinity" of lands covered by two of the government decisions. n36 Justice Scalia rejected these standing allegations on two grounds. First, even as to the two specific tracts, the claims were insufficient because they alleged only proximity to, rather than actual presence on, the affected tracts. n37 Or, to put it more simply: close only counts in horseshoes. Second, even if the plaintiffs had established standing with respect to a particular tract, their standing would not extend to the agency program as a whole, even if the same illegal procedures were used uniformly. Instead, the plaintiffs were required to use what the Court called a "case-by-case approach" n38 for each tract of land. Justice Scalia observed that this approach might be frustrating, but said that courts were not the place to seek systemic reform. Instead, the plaintiffs should seek such reform within the other branches. n39 [*556] Justice Scalia continued his campaign against environmental standing in Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife. n40 The ultimate issue in Defenders, which the Court never reached, was whether the Endangered Species Act n41 applies to U.S. government actions outside the United States. The plaintiffs alleged that they would be harmed in several ways by U.S. funded development projects in various countries, including Egypt and Sri Lanka. n42 The Court held that the plaintiffs lacked standing, in the process striking down the citizen suit provision of the Endangered Species Act. The plaintiffs alleged several forms of injury. Two members alleged they had visited the relevant areas of Egypt and Sri Lanka in the past and hoped to do so again in the future. Because the projects could lead to increased rates of extinction for endangered and threatened species in the project areas, the plaintiffs could lose the opportunity to observe those species. Justice Scalia rejected the plaintiffs' allegations about future travel as a basis for standing, dismissing them as mere " " some day' intentions - without any description of concrete plans, or indeed even any specification of when the some day will be." n43 Nor was he impressed with what he called the plaintiffs' more "novel" standing theories. n44 ("Novel" obviously is not a compliment in his lexicon.) Under the first theory, called the ecosystem nexus, "any person who uses any part of a "contiguous ecosystem' adversely affected by [agency action] has standing even if the activity is located a great distance away." n45 Although the Endangered Species Act (ESA) is aimed in part at the protection of ecosystems, Scalia refused to find a cause of action on behalf of people who use parts of the ecosystem not "perceptibly affected" by the government's action. n46 Justice Scalia was equally unimpressed by the plaintiffs' other two theories, which he scathingly rejected. n47 [*557] Like National Wildlife Federation, Defenders is explicitly based on the premise that certain tasks are better left to other branches of government. Justice Scalia's basic objection to the ESA's citizen-suit provision was that it gave the courts the duty of ensuring that environmental laws are obeyed by the government. n48 Instead, Scalia contended, this is part of the duty to " "take Care that the Laws be faithfully executed,'" which is assigned to the President. n49 The Court has also restricted judicial power in another respect in the name of deference to other branches of government. Prior to 1981, federal courts had jurisdiction over interstate pollution disputes under the federal common law of nuisance. In City of Milwaukee v. Illinois and Michigan, n50 the Court held that Congress had unintentionally preempted this body of law by passing the Clean Water Act. "Congress has not left the formulation of appropriate federal standards to the courts through application of often vague and indeterminate nuisance concepts and maxims of equity jurisprudence, but rather has occupied the field through the establishment of a comprehensive regulatory program supervised by an expert administrative agency." n51 The motivation for this holding cannot be found in the statute, which reflects a desire to preserve all other legal restraints on water pollution. Rather, it is found earlier in the opinion. There, the Court had declared that fed- [*558] eral common law involves policymaking of a kind which should be exercised by the federal courts only as a last resort, if there is no viable alternative. n52 As in the standing cases, the Court's overriding goal was to minimize the federal judiciary's role in environmental law. B. Substantive Deference to Agencies Environmental law has contributed some celebrated cases to the general field of administrative law. Ironically, however, most of these cases are best known for reducing the judiciary's impact on the administrative process. The persistent theme in the Court's environmental decisions of the last twenty years has been deference to administrative agencies. In Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. NRDC, n53 the Court ended a string of lower court decisions which had attempted to reshape agency procedures. The rationale for those decisions was that judges, while ill-suited to pass judgment on the merits of agency decisions, have useful expertise about procedural matters. The argument was that the Administrative Procedure Act "merely establishes lower procedural bounds and that a court may routinely require more than the minimum when an agency's proposed rule addresses complex or technical factual issues or "Issues of Great Public Import.' " n54 The Court viewed this position as a patently unwarranted intrusion on agency discretion. n55 Consequently, it upheld the agency's resort to minimal rule-making procedures in order to avoid having to consider the problem of nuclear waste disposal in depth. "This much is absolutely clear," the Court said, "Absent con- [*559] stitutional constraints or extremely compelling circumstances ... agencies "should be free to fashion their own rules of procedure' " and pursue their inquiries in their own way. n56

4. Perm forces the court to rule on a moot issue – this makes the decision meaningless and means the CP can’t shield from politics because congress is perceived as acting first
University of Pittsburgh Law Review, 2002 (Matthew T. King, “Towards a practical convergence,” Spring, 63 U. Pitt. L. Rev. 703)
The Court conceded that it would hear cases "when actual litigation brings to the court the question of the constitutionality of such legislation," but it will never simply test Congress's law-making savvy without an actual case or controversy. n39 Harking back to Taney, the Court relied on the execution of a  [*710]  timely, meaningful judgment as a primary factor in determining whether the case was legitimate. n40 Over time, the Court has molded the cases and controversies requirement of Article III into a doctrine of justiciability. The central guideline and goal of this doctrine is the ability of a court to provide a meaningful decision. While courts reserve the right to declare cases non-justiciable for general reasons, time has honed this jurisprudence into three specific arenas: ripeness, mootness, and standing. Ripeness means the case and facts at hand must be fully and actually developed. n41 If not, no real case or controversy exists and the matter is to be dismissed. In his full summation of rules against advisory opinions, Justice Brandeis stated that the "Court will not 'anticipate a question of constitutional law in advance of the necessity of deciding it.'" n42 The next year, Anniston Manufacturing Co. called into question the constitutionality of numerous vital provisions of the 1936 Revenue Act. n43 Only the cotton taxes and procedures for recovery of monies under the Agricultural Adjustment Act pertained to Anniston, yet it challenged the Act generally. n44 In dismissing the case the Court specifically declined to rule on matters that had not yet created (and might never create) an aggrieved party. n45 The Court bolstered Anniston with Electric Bond & Share Co. v. S.E.C. n46 There, the Court refused to assess the validity of the entire Public Utility Holding Company Act when only three provisions applied to the companies bringing suit: n47 "defendants seek a judgment that each and every provision of the Act is unconstitutional. It presents a variety of hypothetical controversies which may never become  [*711]  real." n48 The Court would not decide the issues until they had ripened into a concrete set of facts and parties. n49  Second is mootness, which requires that the case or facts have not yet run their course. n50 A moot case is essentially the opposite of an unripe case. n51 In United States v. Alaska Steamship Co., n52 steamship companies contested the Interstate Commerce Commission's authority to require two different forms for bills of lading for domestic and export transportation. n53 After the suit was filed, Congress passed an act amending federal power to regulate commerce and requiring a change in format for both types of bills. n54 Under the new circumstances, the issue became moot. n55 The Court described what a moot case is, and what it must do with one:  Where by an act of the parties, or a subsequent law, the existing controversy has come to an end, the case becomes moot and should be treated accordingly. However convenient it might be to have decided the question of the power of the Commission to require the carries to comply with an order prescribing bills of lading, this court "is not empowered to decide moot questions or abstract propositions, or to declare, for the government of future cases, principles or rules of law which cannot affect the result as to the thing in issue in the case before it. No stipulation of parties or counsel, whether in the case before the court or in any other case, can enlarge the power, or affect the duty, of the court in this regard." n56

Mootness means you don’t solve the net benefit and don’t shield – moot decisions carry no weight
Kannan, 1998 (Phiip M., Member of the Tennessee Bar and corporate counsel, “Advisory Opinions by federal courts,” University of Richmond Law Review, May, 32 U. Rich. L. Rev. 769)
This definition of case and controversy includes the requirements that the court have subject-matter jurisdiction, n11 that  [*772]  the issue be justiciable, n12 that the plaintiff have standing to raise the issue, n13 that the issue not be moot, n14 and that the court have authority to enter an enforceable remedy. n15 If any of these is absent, the pronouncement by a federal court would be non-binding and hence advisory. n16  [*773]

Do the CP

1. Plan severs reduce – it means diminish in size
Merriam-Webster, 2009
reduce. (2009). In Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary. www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/reduce
Reduce - (1) : to diminish in size, amount, extent, or number <reduce taxes> <reduce the likelihood of war>

Counterplan is functionally and textually distinct – it doesn’t reduce the restriction, it just makes current US policy illegal, the policy still stays on the books, so the counterplan doesn’t reduce
Treanor and Sperling, 1993 (William Michael, Associate Professor of law, Fordham University, and Gene B., Deputy Assistant to the President for Economic Policy, “Prospective Overruling and the Revival of ‘Unconstitutional’ Statutes,” Columbia Law Review, 93 Colum. L. rev. 1902)
[bookmark: PAGE_1913_8324][bookmark: r46][bookmark: r47][bookmark: r48][bookmark: r49][bookmark: PAGE_1914_8324][bookmark: PAGE_1915_8324]Unlike the Supreme Court, several state courts have explicitly addressed the revival issue. The relevant state court cases have concerned the specific issue of whether a statute that has been held unconstitutional is revived when the invalidating decision is overturned. n42 With one exception, they have concluded that such statutes are immediately enforceable. The most noted instance in which the revival issue was resolved by a court involved the District of Columbia minimum wage statute pronounced unconstitutional in Adkins. After the Court reversed Adkins in West Coast Hotel, President Roosevelt asked Attorney General Homer  [*1913]  Cummings for an opinion on the status of the District of Columbia's statute. The Attorney General responded,   The decisions are practically in accord in holding that the courts have no power to repeal or abolish a statute, and that notwithstanding a decision holding it unconstitutional a statute continues to remain on the statute books; and that if a statute be declared unconstitutional and the decision so declaring it be subsequently overruled the statute will then be held valid from the date it became effective. n43   Enforcement of the statute followed without congressional action. n44 When this enforcement was challenged, the Municipal Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia in Jawish v. Morlet n45 held that the decision in West Coast Hotel had had the effect of making the statute enforceable. The court observed that previous opinions addressing the revival issue   proceed on the principle that a statute declared unconstitutional is void in the sense that it is inoperative or unenforceable, but not void in the sense that it is repealed or abolished; that so long as the decision stands the statute is dormant but not dead; and that if the decision is reversed the statute is valid from its first effective date. n46   The court declared this precedent sound since the cases were "in accord with the principle "that a decision of a court of appellate jurisdiction overruling a former decision is retrospective in its operation, and the effect is not that the former decision is bad law but that it never was the law.' " n47 Adkins was thus, and had always been, a nullity. The court acknowledged that, after Adkins, it had been thought that the District of Columbia's minimum wage statute was unconstitutional. As the court put it, " "Just about everybody was fooled.' " n48 Nonetheless, the court's view was that since the minimum wage law had always been valid, although for a period judicially unenforceable, there was no need to reenact it. n49 Almost all other courts that have addressed the issue of whether a statute that has been found unconstitutional can be revived have reached the same result as the Jawish court, using a similar formalistic  [*1914]  analysis. n50 The sole decision in which a court adopted the nonrevival position is Jefferson v. Jefferson, n51 a poorly reasoned decision of the Louisiana Supreme Court. The plaintiff in Jefferson sought child support and maintenance from her husband. She prevailed at the trial level; he filed his notice of appeal one day after the end of the filing period established by the Louisiana Uniform Rules of the Court of Appeals. The Court of Appeals rejected his appeal as untimely, even though the Louisiana Supreme Court had previously found that the applicable section of the Uniform Rules violated the state constitution. One of Ms. Jefferson's arguments before the state Supreme Court was that that court's previous ruling had been erroneous and that the rules should therefore be revived. In rejecting this claim and in finding for the husband, the Court stated:   Since we have declared the uniform court rule partially unconstitutional, it appears to be somewhat dubious that we have the right to reconsider this ruling in the instant case as counsel for the respondent judges urges us to do. For a rule of court, like a statute, has the force and effect of law and, when a law is stricken as void, it no longer has existence as law; the law cannot be resurrected thereafter by a judicial decree changing the final judgment of unconstitutionality to constitutionality as this would constitute a reenactment of the law by the Court - an assumption of legislative power not delegated to it by the Constitution. n52   The Louisiana Court thus took a mechanical approach to the revival question. According to its rationale, when a statute is found unconstitutional, it is judicially determined never to have existed. Revival therefore entails judicial legislation and thereby violates constitutionally mandated separation of powers: because the initial legislative passage  [*1915]  of the bill has no legitimacy, the bill's force is considered to be purely a creature of judicial decision-making. Jefferson has little analytic appeal. Its view of the separation of powers doctrine is too simplistic. Contrary to the Jefferson rationale, a "revived" law is not the pure product of judicial decision-making. It is, instead, a law that once gained the support of a legislature and that has never been legislatively repealed. Its legitimacy rests on its initial legislative authorization. Moreover, the view that a statute that has been found unconstitutional should be treated as if it never existed may have had some support in the early case law, but it has been clearly rejected by the Supreme Court. Instead of treating all statutes that it has found unconstitutional as if they had never existed, the Court has recognized a range of circumstances in which people who rely on an overturned decision are protected. Indeed, as will be developed, the doctrine of prospective overruling evolved to shield from harm those who relied on subsequently overruled judicial decisions. n53 In short, the one case in which there was a holding that a statute did not revive does not offer a convincing rationale for nonrevival.

More evidence – the CP pics out of the plans enforcement, it’s an advantage to the CP instead of a mandate
Hanson ‘6 (Jon D.-, Adam Benforado, Jan./Feb, Boston Review, “The Drifters: Why the Supreme Court makes justices more liberal Jon D. Hanson and Adam Benforado”, http://bostonreview.net/BR31.1/hansonbenforado.php)
It would be a mistake to believe that the only situation that influences justices comes from within the Supreme Court building or individual judges’ limited spheres of interaction. The mechanisms designed to keep the judiciary independent of the other branches of government are necessarily incomplete, and there is good evidence that judges frequently interpret laws in ways that align with the particular policy desires of sitting members of Congress and the current president. This is not surprising given the forces that Congress and the president can bring to bear on the judiciary—including limiting or even stripping jurisdiction in certain areas, altering the size of federal courts, and instituting impeachment hearings. Just as important is the fact that the court cannot implement its orders without the acquiescence and assistance of other government actors. In addition, lower-court judges may be constrained by pressures not to be overruled by higher courts or the need to stake out particular positions in order to improve their chances of promotion within the judiciary.

Solvency

History Proves: The plan can’t attract investment and uncertainty is inevitable –leasing delays magnify our time frame arguments – this is the most credible source
EIA ‘9
U.S. Energy Information Administration - Independent statistics and analysis - “Impact of Limitations on Access to Oil and Natural Gas Resources in the Federal Outer Continental Shelf” AEO2009
  
The U.S. offshore is estimated to contain substantial resources of both crude oil and natural gas, but until recently some of the areas of the lower 48 OCS have been under leasing moratoria [56]. The Presidential ban on offshore drilling in portions of the lower 48 OCS was lifted in July 2008, and the Congressional ban was allowed to expire in September 2008, removing regulatory obstacles to development of the Atlantic and Pacific OCS [57, 58]. Although the Atlantic and Pacific lower 48 OCS regions are open for exploration and development in the AEO2009 reference case, timing issues constrain the near-term impacts of increased access. The U.S. Department of Interior, MMS, is in the process of developing a leasing program that includes selected tracts in those areas, with the first leases to be offered in 2010 [59]; however, there is uncertainty about the future of OCS development. Environmentalists are calling for a reinstatement of the moratoria. Others cite the benefits of drilling in the offshore. Recently, the U.S. Department of the Interior extended the period for comment on oil and natural gas development on the OCS by 180 days and established other processes to allow more careful evaluation of potential OCS development. Assuming that leasing actually goes forward on the schedule contemplated by the previous Administration, the leases must then be bid on and awarded, and the wining bidders must develop exploration and development plans and have them approved before any wells can be drilled. Thus, conversion of the newly available OCS resources to production will require considerable time, in addition to financial investment. Further, because the expected average field size in the Pacific and Atlantic OCS is smaller than the average field size in the Gulf of Mexico, a portion of the additional OCS resources may not be as economically attractive as available resources in the Gulf. 

All of their evidence is game-playing to make oil companies appear to hold more assets- they won’t drill in the OCS
Karlamangla 8-14
Soumya, writer for The Nation, “The Top 5 Myths About the Domestic Energy and Jobs Act”

House Republicans have consistently used the term “job creation” as a smokescreen for increasing oil production while trying to sell the Domestic Energy and Jobs Act. When the bill was first introduced to the House it was called the “Strategic Energy Production Act,” and there was no mention of jobs at all. These legislators argue that an increase in drilling on federal land will create jobs. But as California Democrat John Garamendi pointed out, job creation is merely a possible, and unlikely, byproduct of bills that are actually focused on putting more land in the hands of oil companies. Representative Garamendi explained on the House floor that acquiring land is a financial game for oil companies to make it appear like they have more assets.  In March 2011, there were 38 million acres of land under lease for drilling, but 22 million of those acres were inactive, meaning more than half was unused. A similar 70 percent of offshore acres were also inactive. These companies aren’t getting more land to get men to work on or even increase drilling, they’re doing it just for the sake of having more assets. Even if these bills go into effect and more land is opened, much of the land will likely remain untouched, netting few jobs. 

Oil
Heg

Heg decline will be peaceful - deductive and empirical evidence goes negative
Parent 11—assistant for of pol sci, U Miami. PhD in pol sci, Columbia—and—Paul MacDonald—assistant prof of pol sci, Williams (Joseph, Graceful Decline?;The Surprising Success of Great Power Retrenchment, Intl. Security, Spring 1, p. 7)

Some observers might dispute our conclusions, arguing that hegemonic transitions are more conflict prone than other moments of acute relative decline. We counter that there are deductive and empirical reasons to doubt this argument. Theoretically, hegemonic powers should actually find it easier to manage acute relative decline. Fallen hegemons still have formidable capability, which threatens grave harm to any state that tries to cross them. Further, they are no longer the top target for balancing coalitions, and recovering hegemons may be influential because they can play a pivotal role in alliance formation. In addition, hegemonic powers, almost by definition, possess more extensive overseas commitments; they should be able to more readily identify and eliminate extraneous burdens without exposing vulnerabilities or exciting domestic populations. We believe the empirical record supports these conclusions. In particular, periods of hegemonic transition do not appear more conflict prone than those of acute decline. The last reversal at the pinnacle of power was the AngloAmerican transition, which took place around 1872 and was resolved without armed confrontation. The tenor of that transition may have been inºuenced by a number of factors: both states were democratic maritime empires, the United States was slowly emerging from the Civil War, and Great Britain could likely coast on a large lead in domestic capital stock. Although China and the United States differ in regime type, similar factors may work to cushion the impending Sino-American transition. Both are large, relatively secure continental great powers, a fact that mitigates potential geopolitical competition. 93 China faces a variety of domestic political challenges, including strains among rival regions, which may complicate its ability to sustain its economic performance or engage in foreign policy adventurism. 9 


No US collapse
a. Empirics.
Joffe 9. [Josef. Editor of Die Zeit, a Senior Fellow at Stanford’s Institute for Intl Studies, and a Fellow in IR @ the Hoover Institute. “The Default Power” Foreign Affairs. August 2009. Lexis]
Every ten years, it is decline time in the United States. In the late 1950s, it was the Sputnik shock, followed by the "missile gap" trumpeted by John F. Kennedy in the 1960 presidential campaign. A decade later, Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger sounded the dirge over bipolarity, predicting a world of five, rather than two, global powers. At the end of the 1970s, Jimmy Carter's "malaise" speech invoked "a crisis of confidence" that struck "at the very heart and soul and spirit of our national will." A decade later, academics such as the Yale historian Paul Kennedy predicted the ruin of the United States, driven by overextension abroad and profligacy at home. The United States was at risk of "imperial overstretch," Kennedy wrote in 1987, arguing that "the sum total of the United States' global interests and obligations is nowadays far larger than the country's power to defend them all simultaneously." But three years later, Washington dispatched 600,000 soldiers to fight the first Iraq war -- without reinstating the draft or raising taxes. The only price of "overstretch" turned out to be the mild recession of 1991.


b. No challengers.
Joffe 9. [Josef. Editor of Die Zeit, a Senior Fellow at Stanford’s Institute for Intl Studies, and a Fellow in IR @ the Hoover Institute. “The Default Power” Foreign Affairs. August 2009. Lexis]
The United States is the default power, the country that occupies center stage because there is nobody else with the requisite power and purpose. Why not any of the others? On a speculative note, it may take a liberal, seafaring empire to turn national interests into international public goods. The United Kingdom built a global empire for itself, but in the process it produced a whole slew of precious public goods: free trade, freedom of the seas, and the gold standard. It is difficult to imagine China, India, Japan, Russia, or the EU as guardians of the larger common interest. The EU comes close, but it has neither the means nor the will to act strategically. Japan, although rich enough to marshal the means, will continue to huddle under the United States' strategic umbrella as long as it is extended. India has the size and the population, but apart from being the poorest of them all, it is trapped in a permanent conflict with Pakistan (and a latent one with China), which monopolizes its resources and attention. China and Russia are revisionist powers in business only for themselves. They also lack the right polity. The United Kingdom and the United States are history's only liberal empires. To labor for a liberal order abroad requires such an order at home, and so does the habit, sincere or selfish, of articulating the national interest in a universal language. The British Empire's rule over India was more benign than Belgium's over the Congo under the rapacious reign of King Leopold, and it was also more pleasant than is China's in Tibet or Russia's in its former Soviet empire. The United States has routinely intervened in Central America -- where it once kept a lot of nasty company -- but China's rebellious students put up a replica of the Statue of Liberty in Tiananmen Square, and not one of Lenin's mausoleum. China and Russia might shine forth as models of authoritarian modernization, but to capture a wider swath of the political imagination, it takes a country that is not just rich but also democratic and free
Iran Prolif
Our offense comparatively outweighs and turns their impacts – Iran prolif prevents conflict escalation
Waltz 12 – Senior Research Scholar at the Saltzman Institute of War and Peace Studies and Adjunct Professor of Political Science at Columbia University (Kenneth N., 07/17, “Iran and the Bomb,” PDF)

In arguing that a nuclear-armed Iran would represent an unacceptable threat to the United States and its allies, Colin Kahl rejects my contention that states tend to become more cautious once they obtain nuclear weapons and claims that I minimize the potential threat of an emboldened Islamic Republic. He accuses me of misreading history and suggests that I overestimate the stability produced by nuclear deterrence. In fact, it is Kahl who misunderstands the historical record and who fails to grasp the ramifications of nuclear deterrence. In Kahl's view, new nuclear states do not necessarily behave as status quo powers and can instead be highly revisionist. Seeking a precedent, he highlights the fact that the Soviet Union encouraged North Korea to launch a potentially risky invasion of South Korea in 1950, shortly after the Soviets had tested their first nuclear bomb. But Kahl neglects to explain the context of that decision. Some time before, U.S. Secretary of State Dean Acheson had publicly identified the United States' security commitments in Asia; defending South Korea was not among them. The United States had also signaled its lack of interest in protecting the South Koreans by declining to arm them with enough weapons to repel a Soviet-backed invasion by the North. The Soviet Union therefore had good reason to assume that the United States would not respond if the North Koreans attacked. In light of these facts, it is difficult to see Stalin's encouragement of the invasion as an example of bold, revisionist behavior. Contrary to Kahl's claims, the beginning of the Korean War hardly supplies evidence of Soviet nuclear adventurism, and therefore it should not be understood as a cautionary tale when considering the potential impact that possessing a nuclear arsenal would have on Iranian behavior. Kahl seems to accept that nuclear weapons create stability -- or a form of stability, at least. But he notes -- as do most scholars of nuclear matters, myself included -- that nuclear stability permits lower-level violence. Taking advantage of the protection that their atomic arsenals provide, nuclear-armed states can feel freer to make minor incursions, deploy terrorism, and engage in generally annoying behavior. But the question is how significant these disruptive behaviors are compared with the peace and stability that nuclear weapons produce. Kahl points to the example of Pakistan, whose nuclear weapons have probably increased its willingness to wage a low-intensity fight against India, which makes the subcontinent more prone to crises. As Kahl correctly argues, Pakistan's increased appetite for risk probably played a role in precipitating the so-called Kargil War between India and Pakistan in 1999. But the Kargil War was the fourth war fought by the two countries, and it paled in comparison to the three wars they fought before they both developed nuclear weapons. In fact, the Kargil conflict was a war only according to social scientists, who oddly define "war" as any conflict that results in 1,000 or more battlefield deaths. By historical standards, that casualty rate constitutes little more than a skirmish. Far from proving that new nuclear states are not swayed by the logic of deterrence, the Kargil War supports the proposition that nuclear weapons prevent minor conflicts from becoming major wars. Indeed, nuclear weapons are the only peace-promoting weapons that the world has ever known, and there is no reason to believe that things would be different if Iran acquired such arms. Kahl also frets that a nuclear-armed Iran would step up its support for terrorist groups. Terrorism is tragic for those whose lives it destroys and unnerving for countries that suffer from it. But the number of annual fatalities from international terrorism is vanishingly small compared with the casualties wrought by major wars. Of course, like Kahl, I would not welcome increased Iranian support for Hezbollah or an increased supply of more potent Iranian arms to Palestinian militants. And I, too, hope for a peaceful resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and the disputes between Israel and its neighbors. But the last several decades have not offered much reason to believe those goals can be easily attained, and I would rather see the possibility of major war reduced through nuclear stability, even if the price is an increase in disruptive activities and low-level conflict. Just a few months ago in these pages, Kahl eloquently expressed his opposition to a proposed preventive strike on suspected Iranian nuclear facilities, warning that it could spark a regional war ("Not Time to Attack Iran," March/April 2012). I agree. But Kahl and I differ on what the United States can achieve in its showdown with the Islamic Republic. Kahl appears to believe that it is possible for the United States to forgo risky military action and still prevent Iran from obtaining nuclear weapons through a combination of sanctions and diplomacy. I strongly doubt that. Short of using military force, it is difficult to imagine how Iran could be prevented from acquiring nuclear weapons if it is determined to do so. That outcome would produce a lamentable possible increase in terrorism and lower-level conflict. But the many benefits of regional stability would far outweigh the costs.
Adventurism
Iran prolif solves adventurism and has a stabilizing effect
Beardsly 12 – Assistant Professor of Political Science at Emory University and is the author of The Mediation Dilemma (Kyle, 02/22, “What Will Iran Do If It Gets a Nuclear Bomb?” http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2012/02/what-will-iran-do-if-it-gets-a-nuclear-bomb/253430/)

A nuclear-armed Iran is not likely to act much differently. Most importantly, Iran will have no incentive to use its nuclear weapons in aggression; doing so against Israeli or American targets would gain Iran little and cost it much. On a more practical level, an Iranian bomb also will not substantially change the general strategic dynamics. In a series of articles, Victor Asal and I have shown that states with nuclear weapons tend to face less hostility from opponents, be in shorter crises, and prevail more often in their crises against non-nuclear states. The logic is that nuclear weapons are an effective deterrent that temper aggression. According to this logic, the main benefit to Iran of acquiring nuclear weapons is to deter military threats by its primary adversaries, Israel and the United States. Given that Iran already has a strong deterrent--via its importance to hydrocarbon supplies, robust conventional forces, ability to disrupt fragile situations in Lebanon and Iraq, and Western war weariness--it is doubtful that Iran will notice much immediate advantage from obtaining nuclear weapons. Its main incentive for proliferating apparently is to lock in the regime's security in the long run. Victor Asal and I also find that proliferators are sources of instability prior to attaining weapons, so a modest upside to successful proliferation would be movement away from the current alarming exchanges.
The impact is nuclear war
Ben-Meir 7 (Alon – professor of international relations at the Center for Global Affairs, Ending iranian defiance, United Press International, p. lexis)

That Iran stands today able to challenge or even defy the United States in every sphere of American influence in the Middle East attests to the dismal failure of the Bush administration's policy toward it during the last six years. Feeling emboldened and unrestrained, Tehran may, however, miscalculate the consequences of its own actions, which could precipitate a catastrophic regional war. The Bush administration has less than a year to rein in Iran's reckless behavior if it hopes to prevent such an ominous outcome and achieve, at least, a modicum of regional stability. By all assessments, Iran has reaped the greatest benefits from the Iraq war. The war's consequences and the American preoccupation with it have provided Iran with an historic opportunity to establish Shiite dominance in the region while aggressively pursuing a nuclear weapon program to deter any challenge to its strategy. Tehran is fully cognizant that the successful pursuit of its regional hegemony has now become intertwined with the clout that a nuclear program bestows. Therefore, it is most unlikely that Iran will give up its nuclear ambitions at this juncture, unless it concludes that the price will be too high to bear. That is, whereas before the Iraq war Washington could deal with Iran's nuclear program by itself, now the Bush administration must also disabuse Iran of the belief that it can achieve its regional objectives with impunity. Thus, while the administration attempts to stem the Sunni-Shiite violence in Iraq to prevent it from engulfing other states in the region, Washington must also take a clear stand in Lebanon. Under no circumstances should Iranian-backed Hezbollah be allowed to topple the secular Lebanese government. If this were to occur, it would trigger not only a devastating civil war in Lebanon but a wider Sunni-Shiite bloody conflict. The Arab Sunni states, especially, Saudi Arabia, Egypt and Jordan, are terrified of this possible outcome. For them Lebanon may well provide the litmus test of the administration's resolve to inhibit Tehran's adventurism but they must be prepared to directly support U.S. efforts. In this regard, the Bush administration must wean Syria from Iran. This move is of paramount importance because not only could Syria end its political and logistical support for Hezbollah, but it could return Syria, which is predominantly Sunni, to the Arab-Sunni fold. President Bush must realize that Damascus' strategic interests are not compatible with Tehran's and the Assad regime knows only too well its future political stability and economic prosperity depends on peace with Israel and normal relations with the United States. President Bashar Assad may talk tough and embrace militancy as a policy tool; he is, however, the same president who called, more than once, for unconditional resumption of peace negotiation with Israel and was rebuffed. The stakes for the United States and its allies in the region are too high to preclude testing Syria's real intentions which can be ascertained only through direct talks. It is high time for the administration to reassess its policy toward Syria and begin by abandoning its schemes of regime change in Damascus. Syria simply matters; the administration must end its efforts to marginalize a country that can play such a pivotal role in changing the political dynamic for the better throughout the region. Although ideally direct negotiations between the United States and Iran should be the first resort to resolve the nuclear issue, as long as Tehran does not feel seriously threatened, it seems unlikely that the clergy will at this stage end the nuclear program. In possession of nuclear weapons Iran will intimidate the larger Sunni Arab states in the region, bully smaller states into submission, threaten Israel's very existence, use oil as a political weapon to blackmail the West and instigate regional proliferation of nuclear weapons' programs. In short, if unchecked, Iran could plunge the Middle East into a deliberate or inadvertent nuclear conflagration. If we take the administration at its word that it would not tolerate a nuclear Iran and considering these regional implications, Washington is left with no choice but to warn Iran of the severe consequences of not halting its nuclear program.
Imperialism
Iran prolif guts imperialism
Toledo 12 – member of the PSTU, Brazilian section of the International Workers League (Cecelia, 02/18, “Tension grows between Iran and imperialism,” http://litci.org/en/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2000)

The Iranian government refuses to bow to Israeli pressure, in contrast to the servility to imperialism by other countries. The US supports Israel maintaining its monopoly of nuclear weapons in the region so as to put pressure on Arab and Muslim countries. Iran’s position is to stand firm on its nuclear program. Tensions were heightened when an unmanned US stealth plane landed in Iran and Iran accused the US of spying, which they denied. But the fact remains that stealth planes are used for spying. Iran is key to imperialist policy in the region, and since the revolution of 1979, imperialism is opposed to any independence of the Iranian regime. G.W. Bush’s “war on terror” pushed the US deeper into the mire in the Middle East and Afghanistan, leaving the Obama administration to attempt negotiations with the region’s governments. The US wants a partner who has no bargaining power and needs Zionism with undisputed military superiority. However, Iran’s refusal to abandon its nuclear program presents a real threat to these plans. So far imperialism has been unable to prove any violation of international standards including the Non-Proliferation Treaty. But the US is using diplomatic pressure against Iran in order to calm the Israelis and to maintain control and surveillance on Iran. Despite this strategy Israel is unhappy and wants a tougher stance to be taken so to intensify the siege they argue that the Iranian nuclear program is for purposes of war and challenges the Iranian government to prove otherwise. Earlier this month Leon Panetta, US Secretary of Defense, attended a meeting of the Saban Forum, an organization formed by American and Israeli officials, to discuss the common interests of both countries. The theme of this year’s forum was “Strategic Challenges in the New Middle East”. Robert Grenier, who worked many years for the CIA, wrote in an article published by Al Jazeera’s website that the US defense secretary said at this forum that the Obama administration’s determination to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons was one of the pillars of US policy in the region. He emphasized the importance and effectiveness of diplomatic and economic sanctions against Iran, and warned that the use of military force was possible but was not the first option.
Solves extinction
Eckhardt 90 (William Eckhardt, Lentz Peace Research Laboratory of St. Louis, February 1990, Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 27, No. 1, jstor, p. 15-16

Wright looked at the relation between modern civilization and war in somewhat more detail, based on his own list of 278 modern wars from 1480 to 1941, plus 30 more ‘hostilities’ from 1945 to 1964. Modern war was not especially different from other civilized wars in its drives or motives of dominance, independence, and rivalry, but it was quite different in its geographical scope (the world) and in its technologies (from the hand gun to the atom bomb, from the printing press to the mass media). Modern Western Civilization used war as well as peace to gain the whole world as a domain to benefit itself at the expense of others: The expansion of the culture and institutions of modern civilization from its centers in Europe was made possible by imperialistic war… It is true missionaries and traders had their share in the work of expanding world civilization, but always with the support, immediate or in the background, of armies and navies (pp. 251-252). The importance of dominance as a primary motive in civilized war in general was also emphasized for modern war in particular: ‘[Dominance] is probably the most important single element in the causation of major modern wars’ (p. 85). European empires were thrown up all over the world in this process of benefiting some at the expense of others, which was characterized by armed violence contributing to structural violence: ‘World-empire is built by conquest and maintained by force… Empires are primarily organizations of violence’ (pp. 965, 969). ‘The struggle for empire has greatly increased the disparity between states with respect to the political control of resources, since there can never be enough imperial territory to provide for all’ (p. 1190). This ‘disparity between states’, not to mention the disparity within states, both of which take the form of racial differences in life expectancies, has killed 15-20 times as many people in the 20th century as have wars and revolutions (Eckhardt & Kohler, 1980; Eckhardt, 1983c). When this structural violence of ‘disparity between states’ created by civilization is taken into account, then the violent nature of civilization becomes much more apparent. Wright concluded that ‘Probably at least 10 per cent of deaths in modern civilization can be attributed directly or indirectly to war… The trend of war has been toward greater cost, both absolutely and relative to population… The proportion of the population dying as a direct consequence of battle has tended to increase’ (pp. 246, 247). So far as structural violence has constituted about one-third of all deaths in the 20th century (Eckhardt & Kohler, 1980; Eckhardt, 1983c), and so far as structural violence was a function of armed violence, past and present, then Wright’s estimate was very conservative indeed. Assuming that war is some function of civilization, then civilization is responsible for one-third of 20th century deaths. This is surely self-destruction carried to a high level of efficiency. The structural situation has been improving throughout the 20th century, however, so that structural violence caused ‘only’ 20% of all deaths in 1980 (Eckhardt, 1983c). There is obviously room for more improvement. To be sure, armed violence in the form of revolution has been directed toward the reduction of structural violence, even as armed violence in the form of imperialism has been directed toward its maintenance. But imperial violence came first, in the sense of creating structural violence, before revolutionary violence emerged to reduce it. It is in this sense that structural violence was basically, fundamentally, and primarily a function of armed violence in its imperial form. The atomic age has ushered in the possibility, and some would say the probability, of killing not only some of us for the benefit of others, nor even of killing all of us to no one’s benefit, but of putting an end to life itself! This is surely carrying self-destruction to some infinite power beyond all human comprehension. It’s too much, or superfluous, as the Existentialists might say. Why we should care is a mystery. But, if we do, then the need for civilized peoples to respond to the ethical challenge is very urgent indeed. Life itself may depend upon our choice.

