T Research- 2AC

Funding for the plan and R&D are both financial incentives- heres our interp and caselist

REPP ‘99 (copyright © 1999 by Renewable Energy Policy Project “Selected Finance Programs for Sustainable Energy” EPP's Mission REPP's goal is to accelerate the use of renewable energy by providing credible information, insightful policy analysis, and innovative strategies amid changing energy markets and mounting environmental needs by researching, publishing, and disseminating information, creating policy tools, and hosting highly active, on-line, renewable energy discussion groups. What REPP Does REPP supports the advancement of renewable energy technology through policy research. REPP seeks to define growth strategies for renewables that respond to competitive energy markets and environmental needs. Since its inception in 1995, REPP has investigated the relationship among policy, markets and public demand in accelerating the deployment of renewable energy, which include biomass, hydropower, geothermal, photovoltaic, solar thermal, wind and renewable hydrogen. The organization offers a platform from which experts in the field can examine issues of medium-to long-term importance to policy makers, green energy entrepreneurs, and environmental advocates. REPP Funders Energy Foundation, Oak Foundation, SURDNA Foundation, Turner Foundation, Bancker-Willimas Foundation, Joyce-Mertz-Gilmore Foundation, United States Department of Energy, National Renewable Energy Lab, and United States Environmental Protection Agency. A Sustainable Energy Industry Cluster for Mesa Del Sol 5. Selected Finance Programs for Sustainable Energy17

This section discusses financial incentives for renewable energy development, which are currently offered by the federal government, 36 states (not including New Mexico), some utilities, and several private or quasi-private entities. Incentives include loans, cash payments and tax relief. Often, the same incentive can aid both suppliers and consumers of renewable energy technologies-for example, tax incentives for installing a renewable energy project either for personal use, or for electricity to be sold to other end-users. In the following section, we include some incentive programs that could benefit clean energy development in Mesa del Sol, as well as approaches taken elsewhere that New Mexico might adapt. This section does not address non-financial measures that governments may take, such as net metering. Financial incentives for suppliers of renewable energy Because financing for suppliers is usually justified by local economic benefits, these incentives tend to come from states, rather than the federal government. Most state financing programs exist in traditional regulated electricity markets. However, as states restructure their electric systems, many may levy a "system benefits charge (SBC)" or wires fee on each kilowatt-hour of electricity distributed. Among other purposes, these funds can be used for public interest programs at risk in a market-oriented system, including those for sustainable energy development. Manufacturing: Eight states offer incentives for in-state renewable energy manufacturing. Incentives include grants, overseas marketing assistance, corporate tax exemptions, property tax exemptions, and tax credits for investors in manufacturing facilities. For example, Virginia's PV Manufacturer Grant Program offers $4.5 million annually until 2001 to companies locating and operating PV manufacturing plants in the state. The program pays firms based on their PV production, at a rate between 75 cents/watt (for in-state manufacture from raw materials to final product) and 20 cents/watt (for in-state assembly only). Firms may receive the benefits for up to five years. The incentive program attracted a $1.5 million facility owned by Atlantis Energie of Switzerland, and a $25 million Solarex (now BP Solarex) facility employing up to 100 workers. The U.S. Small Business Administration's 7(a)(12) Energy and Conservation Loan program offers loans for small businesses engaged in the design, engineering, manufacturing, distribution, marketing, installing, or servicing of energy devices or techniques that conserve U.S. energy resources. Terms for working capital are 7 years; for equipment 10 years; and for buildings 25 years. The interest rate usually cannot exceed 2.75 percent over the prime lending rate, although loans under $50,000 may have higher rates. The SBA will guarantee up to 80 percent of a loan less than $100,000, and 75 percent of a loan more than $100,000. SBA's share of a loan cannot exceed $750,000 to any business. Installation, Operation, and Research: Thirty-six states, the federal government, and private entities such as utilities offer financial incentives for renewable energy technology installation and/or operation. Incentives are targeted both at the supplier of the renewable energy technology, as well as the consumer. For suppliers, incentives include low-interest loans, revolving loan programs dedicated to renewable energy or energy efficiency, grants, assistance in research and demonstration projects, leasing and lease-purchase options; tax deductions, tax credits, property tax exemptions, and excise tax exemptions. For example:

Plan is not research- its commercial- plan would get a 103 license- they cant go for this
Burns et al. ‘7 (NGNP and Hydrogen Production Preconceptual Design Report NGNP-20-RPT-005 Special Study 20.6 – Licensing and Permitting Study , 1/29/2007 Edward Burns Energy & the Environment, Consultant Charles Kling Company: Westinghouse Electric Company Stewart Long Westinghouse Electric Company Carl Mazzola Shaw Group Stanley E. Ritterbusch Westinghouse Electric Company Valentina Shkolnik Westinghouse Electric Company 

However, the above Section 50.22 of NRC regulations indicates that a utilization facility, such as the NGNP, that uses more than 50% of its output for sale or commercial distribution would be licensed not as a research facility (with minimal regulation) but as a commercial facility under Section 103. Moreover, since the NGNP is to provide a substantial basis for follow-on NGNP commercial plants and since it is judged that a Subsection 103 commercial facility application would provide a more-applicable precedent for the NGNP commercial plant than would a Subsection 104 research and development facility application, it is appropriate to apply for a Subsection 103 commercial facility license for the NGNP. In addition, applying for a Subsection 103 license does not preclude application of the “license by test” concept to individual components or systems on a case-by-case basis (further discussed in Section 20.6.4). 

Solv
HTGR’s are key to solve accidents- this also solves politics links behind generic nuclear
Yurman ’12 (Underappreciated Answer To Some Of Nuclear’s Woes Posted on May 15, 2012 by dan.yurman | Comments Off Idaho Samizdat is a blog about the political and economic aspects of nuclear energy and nonproliferation issues. It covers the nuclear energy industry globally. Additionally, the blog has regional coverage on uranium mining in the western U.S. Link to original post

Even the most ardent supporters (this writer included) of nuclear energy recognize that it has some issues. It has a safety perception issue particularly post-Fukushima. Current LWRs (great reactors by the way!) are limited to electric power production and hence limited in their ability to address some of our most fundamental energy problems. In terms of economics, large LWRs are just too expensive for many utilities. This is the first of a series of short posts on the features and benefits of the High Temperature Gas-Cooled Reactor (HTGR). These posts will address a wide variety of topics. Examples include safety, how nuclear can power major industries; nuclear and liquid transportation fuels, the technology and market niches for the design, the potential for exports, a profile of potential users, and the respective roles of industry and government in bringing about commercial success. Safety – A Break from Convention Simply put, HTGR design insures that there are no circumstances, including complete abandonment by plant operators, where a harmful release of radioactivity can occur. How is this possible? The essential features of modern HTGR safety are: extremely robust fuel with multiple ceramic coatings; a reactor core with a limited power level; and fundamental simple physics that shuts the reactor down in abnormal temperature conditions. Further, HTGR control rod insertion into the core (not essential for public safety and only utilized for power output control) is achieved through automatic gravity-alone insertion. How the HTGR handles decay heat So, even if HTGR operators go home and don’t return after an accident, decay heat (the heat that melted the Fukushima and TMI cores), ultimately passes out of the reactor and into the ground without temperatures ever coming close to failing the fuel. No water, other coolant or external power is required for the reactor to stay safe. It just sits there and gradually cools down. Importantly, HTGR reactor materials (helium coolant, ceramics and graphite), including the reactor fuel, are chemically compatible and in combination with each cannot react or burn to produce explosive gases like hydrogen (to a public that remembers the images of Fukushima, this has got to be important!). The helium coolant inside the reactor is chemically inert and cannot burn, cause corrosion, or degrade the fuel or any parts of the reactor. Spent fuel from an HTGR is stored in casks in underground dry vaults that are cooled by natural circulation of air. No active cooling system is involved. Steel and concrete shielding prevent any release of radiation.
There is a licensing plan in place- its fast and effective

Holbrook et al. ‘9 (Mark Holbrook, Advisory Engineer, Jim Kinsey, Director of Regulatory Affairs, Greg Gibbs, Project Director, “NGNP Licensing Plan”, Idaho National Laboratory  Document ID: PLN-3202 Revision ID: 0 Effective Date: 06/26/09 Plan Project No. 29980

The DOE and NRC staffs believe that the recommended licensing process will greatly reduce both licensing schedule risk and attendant financial risk compared to other licensing options considered. This licensing approach will provide for the most effective and efficient use of NRC and applicant resources while minimizing licensing risk and taking no longer than other alternatives to complete. The licensing plan described in this document includes the steps that will be taken to address the DOE-related aspects of the strategy recommendations noted above. 2.1.3 NGNP Approach The NGNP Project has adopted the 10 CFR 52 COL application process, as recommended in the Report to Congress (Ref 2), as the foundation for the NGNP licensing strategy. This approach is consistent with the recommended licensing process discussed above and is judged to be the most expedient means of obtaining regulatory approval based on HTGR technology as applied to the NGNP Project. 
NRC is rubber stamp for nuke licensing – 

Grosserman ’12 (Karl Grossman (full professor of journalism at the State University of New York College at Old Westbury. For more than 45 years he has pioneered the combination of investigative reporting and environmental journalism in a variety of media, writer for the Huffington Post) May 30, 2012 “USA’s Nuclear Regulatory Commission is into nuclear promotion rather than nuclear safety” http://nuclear-news.info/2012/06/04/usas-nuclear-regulatory-commission-is-into-nuclear-promotion-rather-than-nuclear-safety/

The resignation last week of the chairman of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission is another demonstration of the bankrupt basis of the NRC. Gregory Jaczko repeatedly called for the NRC to apply “lessons learned” from the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear plant disaster in Japan. And, for that, the nuclear industry — quite successfully — went after him fiercely. The New York Times, in an editorial over the weekend , said that President Obama’s choice to replace Jaczko, Allison Macfarlane, “will need to be as independent and aggressive as Dr. Jaczko.” That misses the institutional point. The NRC was created in 1974 when Congress abolished the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission after deciding that the AEC’s dual missions of promoting and at the same time regulating nuclear power were deemed a conflict of interest. The AEC was replaced by the NRC, which was to regulate nuclear power, and a Department of Energy was later formed to advocate for it. However, the same extreme pro-nuclear culture of the AEC continued on at the NRC. It has partnered with the DOE in promoting nuclear power. Indeed, neither the AEC, in its more than 25 years, nor the NRC, in its nearly 30 years, ever denied an application for a construction or operating license for a nuclear power plant anywhere, anytime in the United States. The NRC is a rubberstamp for the nuclear industry. “NRC stands for Nuclear Rubberstamp Commission,” says Kevin Kamps of the organization Beyond Nuclear. And it isn’t that Jaczko opposed nuclear power. “Greg is not anti-nuclear, but he’s pro-nuclear in a smart and considered way,” says Christopher Paine , director of the nuclear program at the Natural Resources Defense Council.

Yes Demo- AT: Friedman

Their Friedman ev concludes democracy solves war

Friedman ‘2K (Edward Friedman, University of Wisconsin Political Science Chair, 2000,, congressional China specialist, What If China Doesn’t Democratize?, 227-8]

Democratic India has been militarily engaged with both Sri Lanka and Pakistan, even when they were democracies. Is the notion that democracies don't fight each other based on indefensible counting rules? Should one count the War of 1812 as a war between democracies? What about earlier Dutch/English wars? How should one categorize American attempts to overthrow democracies in Guatemala in 1954, Chile in 1973, and Nicaragua starting in 1979? Why not see these instances as decisive in disproving the claim that democracies don’t fight each other, since most wars are fought between neighbors, and there have been few democracies throughout most of history sharing land boundaries for long periods of time? Typically democracies are isolated in a region, India in South Asia, Israel in West Asia, Botswana in southern Africa and Costa Rica in Central America. The large number of democracies that are islands in both the South Pacific and the Caribbean obviously do not have land borders with neighbors. Therefore the correlations of democratic polity with less war may be circular or not significant. Surely there is little reason to doubt international relations notions about the priority of vital national interests. In the Cold War era in which Washington saw friends and allies of Moscow as America’s enemies, Washington could side with authoritarian Pakistan against democratic India and with authoritarian forces opposed to Moscow-related democratic adversaries, however tenuously linked, anywhere in the world, not only Guatemala, Chile, and Nicaragua. In sum, an absolute claim that democracies do not fight each other is unpersuasive.

***THEIR EV ENDS***

Yet all studies show that wars between democracies and even wars of democracies against nondemocracies are much less likely, except where, as with the war of monarchical Europe against the French Revolution, the antidemocratic side in a fledgling democracy reaches out to foreign friends to intervene militarily against the new and fragile democracy. That is, it is antidemocratic politics which deserve the onus.  

Yes Asian War- AT: White

Their ev concludes Asian war is probable- 

White ‘8 ("Why War in Asia Remains Thinkable," White, ANU (Australian National University) strategic studies professor, 8 

[Hugh, Lowy Institute for International Policy visiting fellow, former (Australian) Office of National Assessments intelligence analyst and senior advisor to the Defense minister, Survival, informaworld.com]

If we conceive of ‘wars’ the way our parents and grandparents did – as major conflicts among powerful states that disrupt the lives of billions and transform the international order – then war in Asia today seems close to unthinkable. For over 30 years, East Asia has enjoyed peace such as it has probably never known before. In Northeast Asia, the region's major powers – China, Japan and the United States – have maintained harmonious and cooperative relationships. Moreover, excluding only minor incidents in the Spratly Islands, none of East Asia's major powers has used significant force against another Asian country since China's limited war against Vietnam in 1979. For 40 years, the members of ASEAN have largely forsworn the use of force against one another; difficult issues like Taiwan, North Korea and the Spratlys have been effectively managed, and the deep problems of Indochina have been addressed. Minor clashes remain possible in trouble spots such as the Thailand-Myanmar border, and on Asia's western margin there remains a real risk of major, even nuclear, war between India and Pakistan. But even the risk of an India-Pakistan war does not seem to threaten an outbreak of major war in East Asia.

Meanwhile, most countries in the region have enjoyed remarkable social and political development, as authoritarian regimes (with a few exceptions) from Indonesia to South Korea have more or less peacefully given way to democratic change. Most notably, economies throughout East Asia have grown spectacularly, culminating in the remarkable transformation of China into a global economic power. Asia's economies have become deeply integrated, with an accelerating flow of goods, services, investment and people from one country to another. Finally, political convergence and economic integration have fostered the evolution of regional institutions such as the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), ASEAN+3 (Japan, China and South Korea) and the East Asia Summit (EAS), which, if still rather modest by European standards, nonetheless offer at least a start towards building institutions that could manage regional affairs in the decades ahead. In this Asia, 'war' in the traditional sense is indeed hard to imagine.

But if the present order in East Asia makes war unthinkable today, the question of whether war in Asia will remain unthinkable in the future depends on the answer to a somewhat deeper question: can East Asia preserve the order it has enjoyed during the past few decades? If it can, Asia's future will be assured and Immanuel Kant's vision of perpetual peace1 will have come a long way towards fulfilment. If not, major war among great powers could again become not just thinkable, but frighteningly possible, or even probable. Whether one is optimistic that the order of recent decades will be sustained, or pessimistic that it may collapse, depends in part on how one explains the recent decades of peace. Many believe that Asia's peace is the product of inexorable forces of history, which are moving international society away from a world dominated by nation-states towards a system in which non-state actors are the most important players, and pose the most significant risks.2 In this new world, the threat of traditional, major conflict seems to be permanently reduced. This view has a Whiggish, even faintly Marxist flavour, with its faith in inexorable historical processes. Its supporters tend to see Asia's peaceful order as a durable fact, believing that individuals and even major states have little or no control over the deep historical processes that have produced it. They confidently expect that it will last for a long time to come, regardless of the actions of individuals or the policies of nations. The more pessimistic view is characteristically conservative in the old-fashioned, Burkean sense. Its supporters see no fundamental transformation of international society, and attribute the peace of recent decades to a fortunate, contingent and potentially fragile conjunction of events and circumstances. In other words, they believe it to be the product of good luck, helped by the sensible decisions of national leaders. They acknowledge the distinct possibility that bad luck and unwise decisions could reverse this good fortune and destroy the peace. They therefore do not assume that the recent peace in Asia will last; on the contrary, they believe that, without hard work, wise judgement and good luck, it is as likely as not to disappear. On balance, the second view is more persuasive: the evidence suggests that it is becoming more difficult to preserve the order that has nurtured the peace of recent decades. Economic growth is eroding the foundations of the regional order, and the work of building a new order, one that better reflects the economic realities of the ‘Asian century’, has not begun. When it does, it will become clear that building a stable new order in Asia will require significant concessions by all of the region's major powers. It is far from clear that they will be willing and able to make these concessions, and they certainly will not do so unless and until they understand more clearly how much is at stake. If they are not willing to think in new ways about Asia's order and their place in it, war – systemic, catastrophic war – will become distinctly possible. 

AT: CP

Next gen reactors are key to space colonization

O’Neil 11, Ian, PhD from University of Wales, founder and editor of Astroengine, space producer for Discovery News [“'Suitcase' Nuclear Reactors to Power Mars Colonies,” August 30th, http://news.discovery.com/space/mars-colonies-powered-by-mini-nuclear-reactors-110830.html, gender modified]

Nuclear power is an emotive subject -- particularly in the wake of the Fukushima power plant disaster after Japan's March earthquake and tsunami -- but in space, it may be an essential component of spreading [hu]mankind beyond terrestrial shores. On Monday, at the 242nd National Meeting and Exposition of the American Chemical Society (ACS) in Denver, Colo., the future face of space nuclear power was described. You can forget the huge reactor buildings, cooling towers and hundreds of workers; the first nuclear reactors to be landed on alien worlds to support human settlement will be tiny. Think less "building sized" and more "suitcase sized." "People would never recognize the fission power system as a nuclear power reactor," said James E. Werner, lead of the Department of Energy's (DOE) Idaho National Laboratory. "The reactor itself may be about 1 feet wide by 2 feet high, about the size of a carry-on suitcase. There are no cooling towers. A fission power system is a compact, reliable, safe system that may be critical to the establishment of outposts or habitats on other planets. Fission power technology can be applied on Earth's Moon, on Mars, or wherever NASA sees the need for continuous power." The joint NASA/DOE project is aiming to build a demonstration unit next year. Obviously, this will be welcome news to Mars colonization advocates; to have a dependable power source on the Martian surface will be of paramount importance. The habitats will need to have a constant power supply simply to keep the occupants alive. This will be "climate control" on an unprecedented level. Water extraction, reclamation and recycling; food cultivation and storage; oxygen production and carbon dioxide scrubbing; lighting; hardware, tools and electronics; waste management -- these are a few of the basic systems that will need to be powered from the moment humans set foot on the Red Planet, 24 hours 39 minutes a day (or "sol" -- a Martian day), 669 sols a year. Fission reactors can provide that. However, nuclear fission reactors have had a very limited part to play in space exploration up until now. Russia has launched over 30 fission reactors, whereas the US has launched only one. All have been used to power satellites. Radioisotope thermoelectric generators (RTGs), on the other hand, have played a very important role in the exploration of the solar system since 1961. These are not fission reactors, which split uranium atoms to produce heat that can then be converted into electricity. RTGs depend on small pellets of the radioisotope plutonium-238 to produce a steady heat as they decay. NASA's Pluto New Horizons and Cassini Solstice missions are equipped with RTGs (not solar arrays) for all their power needs. The Mars Science Laboratory (MSL), to be launched in November 2011, is powered by RTGs for Mars roving day or night. RTGs are great, but to power a Mars base, fission reactors would be desirable because they deliver more energy. And although solar arrays will undoubtedly have a role to play, fission reactors will be the premier energy source for the immediate future. "The biggest difference between solar and nuclear reactors is that nuclear reactors can produce power in any environment," said Werner. "Fission power technology doesn't rely on sunlight, making it able to produce large, steady amounts of power at night or in harsh environments like those found on the Moon or Mars. A fission power system on the Moon could generate 40 kilowatts or more of electric power, approximately the same amount of energy needed to power eight houses on Earth." "The main point is that nuclear power has the ability to provide a power-rich environment to the astronauts or science packages anywhere in our solar system and that this technology is mature, affordable and safe to use." Of course, to make these "mini-nuclear reactors" a viable option for the first moon and Mars settlements, they'll need to be compact, lightweight and safe. Werner contends that once the technology is validated, we'll have one of the most versatile and affordable power resources to support manned exploration of the solar system.

Space colonization is key to avoid extinction

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. 

HTGR’s are key to crop yields

Keuter ‘6 (Full Committee Hearing-Next Generation Nuclear Plant Project SD-366 Energy Committee Hearing Room 02:30 PM Mr. Dan Keuter Entergy Nuclear Testimony of Dan R. Keuter, Vice President, Nuclear Business Development Entergy Nuclear Before the U. S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources June 12, 2006

This high temperature gas cooled reactor can be an important part of: ? Reducing air pollution and greenhouse gases ? Preserving our finite resources of oil and natural gas ? Reducing the volume of our used nuclear fuel, and ? Reducing our dependence on foreign energy sources. The Next Generation Nuclear Plant would be super-safe, virtually meltdown-proof, and a reactor that could be built mostly underground, and therefore be more resistant to terrorist attack. One of the greatest advantages of these high temperature gas-cooled reactors is that they would be much more efficient than today’s nuclear or coal-fired power plants, converting the reactor’s heat to electricity at an efficiency rate of 48 percent, a 50% improvement over today’s power plants, nuclear or coal. That means this new reactor could get 50% more power from the same amount of heat and fuel. This means lower power costs for our customers. The fact that nuclear energy does not emit the greenhouse gases means they can help us reduce the threat of global climate change. They also avoid air pollutants that adversely affect the air we breathe, such as sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions. Let me explain how we believe we can get there. The U.S. nuclear energy industry’s highest priority now is to design, license and construct the advanced, passive light water reactors that are a clear refinement of the designs currently being operated at 103 nuclear sites today. They will be lower in cost, and even safer to operate. The nuclear industry agrees with the Administration that the United States needs to show strong leadership in the development and deployment of nuclear energy technology in order to meet our non-proliferation goals, improve our balance of trade, and achieve our energy and environmental goals as a nation. Without energy security our national security is threatened. To this end, we need the Congress to fully fund the Nuclear Power 2010 program and the Yucca Mountain project. Without the construction and operation of a national fleet of Generation III advanced, passive light water reactors, there won’t be a Generation IV high temperature gas-cooled reactor, despite all its promise. Nuclear energy technology can play a significant role in helping our nation switch to a hydrogen economy. In fact the high temperature gas-cooled reactor is needed today to help meet today’s growing needs for hydrogen alone. There is a strong market for non-polluting hydrogen now. A fundamental problem is we do not have a low cost source of hydrogen that doesn’t pollute the air. We produce most of our hydrogen today from breaking down natural gas, putting increased pressure on its volatile prices and ever shorter supply. But worse, for every ton of hydrogen we produce in today’s steam reformation process, at least 10 tons of carbon dioxide are produced and released to the atmosphere, worsening the risk of climate change. Hydrogen is a basic raw material in America’s economy today. Hydrogen is the feedstock for anhydrous ammonia, the fertilizer almost all farmers in the U.S. depend on to increase their crop yields every year – whether they are growing corn, cotton, rice, soybeans or any other crop, amounting to 38 percent of the hydrogen produced today. Ethanol production from corn would also increase demand for fertilizer and its hydrogen feedstock even more. Very large amounts of hydrogen are also used today to raise the energy level of imported sour crude oil to make gasoline, truck diesel fuel and aircraft jet fuel. Gasoline production requires 37 percent of all hydrogen we make today and is growing 10 percent a year, doubling every seven years. Due to environmental concerns and America’s growing imports of foreign heavy crude oil, hydrogen demand by refineries alone is expected to double by 2010 and quadruple by 2017. Fertilizer and oil refining represent 75 percent of today’s use of hydrogen and both will grow as environmental concerns increase. Hydrogen is also a raw material in the production of a variety of chemicals and plastics.

Stable crop yields solve multiple scenarios for extinction

Lugar 2K (Richard Lugar, US Senator from Indiana, Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and a member and former chairman of the Senate Agriculture Committee, 2000)

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

AT: Russia Nat Gas

Russia Econ resilient and impact empirically denied

Stokes ‘8 (Bruce Stokes. "Don't Ignore the Russian Bear." Council on Foreign Relations,  http://www.cfr.org/publication/3225/dont_ignore_the_russian_bear.html)


A little less than a year ago, August 17 to be precise, the post-Cold War Russian economic experiment imploded. The ruble collapsed and debt payments to foreigners were frozen. Wall Street lost billions of dollars. Long Term Capital Management, one of the world's biggest hedge funds, had to be taken over by its bankers. Once burned, international investors yanked their capital out of all emerging markets— from Latin America to East Asia— causing world interest rates to spike. The global economy teetered on the edge of depression.   But, much to the surprise of most economic pundits, international markets quickly righted themselves. The Russian economy proved far more resilient than anticipated. And, in retrospect, the events of August, 1998 were little more than a very large bump in the road.   The lessons of this "crisis that wasn't" are now clear: Russia is not too big to fail (the volume of its debts do not dictate special treatment by its creditors); the financial world can cope with such failure; and the Russian economy can bounce back without much overt help from the West. But the impending $4.5 billion loan to Russia by the International Monetary Fund— reflecting Washington's gratitude for Moscow's help in Kosovo, continued fear of Russian nuclear proliferation and concern about Russia's internal political stability— demonstrates that Russia still remains too important for the world to ignore.   This contradiction— not too big to fail, but still too big to flounder— highlights the friction inherent when economic policy is used to further geo-political goals. Up until a year ago, the Clinton Administration argued that aid to Russia was needed, in part, to avoid global economic collapse. August, 1998 exposed that rationale as a charade. Now American support for assistance to Russia can only be justified for two reasons: to reinforce Russia's transition to a market economy or as ransom in Moscow's continued strategic blackmail of the West. Evidence to justify the former is dubious. Its time to own up to the latter.   Last summer's fleeting economic fright reflected Russia's staggering economic collapse. The ruble fell by more than 70 per cent in a couple of weeks. The economy shrank by 4.3 per cent. Real wages fell 41 per cent.   But the crisis was cathartic. "The shock accomplished what reform was intended to achieve," said Anders Aslund, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington. The banking system now functions better. Barter is declining. Most important, there has been no reversion to central planning, government-directed lending, industrial subsidies or government reliance on simply printing money.
Nat gas not key to the economy and corruption is an alt cause
Financial Times ’12 (9/27(Anders Åslund, Gazprom crisis casts shadow over Putin, September 27, 2012 4:08 pm, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/55c1aeb0-07c6-11e2-9df2-00144feabdc0.html#axzz29wPy8147) 

Curiously, in 2011 Gazprom was formally the most profitable company in the world with purported net profits of $46bn, but these profits were hardly real. Investment analysts opined that no less than $40bn disappeared through inefficiency or corruption. Gazprom’s cash flow was barely positive. In their 2010 booklet Putin and Gazprom , Boris Nemtsov and Vladimir Milov, the opposition politicians, detailed how assets were being stripped from Gazprom through large kickbacks on pipeline construction and cheap sales of financial and media subsidiaries to Putin cronies. Since shareholders have realised that only their dividend yield is material, Gazprom’s market value has plummeted by two-thirds from $365bn in May 2008 to $120bn today.

No impact to Russian econ

Blackwill ‘9 – former associate dean of the Kennedy School of Government and Deputy Assistant to the President and Deputy National Security Advisor for Strategic Planning (Robert, RAND, “The Geopolitical Consequences of the World Economic Recession—A Caution”, http://www.rand.org/pubs/occasional_papers/2009/RAND_OP275.pdf)

Now on to Russia. Again, five years from today. Did the global recession and Russia’s present serious economic problems substantially modify Russian foreign policy? No. (President Obama is beginning his early July visit to Moscow as this paper goes to press; nothing fundamental will result from that visit). Did it produce a serious weakening of Vladimir Putin’s power and authority in Russia? No, as recent polls in Russia make clear. Did it reduce Russian worries and capacities to oppose NATO enlargement and defense measures eastward? No. Did it affect Russia’s willingness to accept much tougher sanctions against Iran? No. Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov has said there is no evidence that Iran intends to make a nuclear weapon.25 In sum, Russian foreign policy is today on a steady, consistent path that can be characterized as follows: to resurrect Russia’s standing as a great power; to reestablish Russian primary influence over the space of the former Soviet Union; to resist Western eff orts to encroach on the space of the former Soviet Union; to revive Russia’s military might and power projection; to extend the reach of Russian diplomacy in Europe, Asia, and beyond; and to oppose American global primacy. For Moscow, these foreign policy first principles are here to stay, as they have existed in Russia for centuries. 26 None of these enduring objectives of Russian foreign policy are likely to be changed in any serious way by the economic crisis.
Russian gas is doomed now –Russia is losing every key market 

Terletsky 1/21

(2013, Is Gazprom losing its market?, http://www.rusbiznews.com/news/n1522.html, Vladimir Terletsky)

In 2012, Russian gas exports to Europe diminished. The Gazprom Group has not seen such low sales in a decade. Experts claim these reduced gas shipments are due to the policies of the managers of Russia's leading gas-producer, who prefer to concentrate on profits rather than the number of cubic meters sold. But as this columnist forRusBusinessNews has determined, by reducing output and raising prices for its products, Gazprom is at risk of losing its sales markets and, thus, its revenue. According to the group's chairman of the board, Alexei Miller, exports to non-CIS countries decreased last year from 150 to 138 billion cubic meters of gas. And in accordance with its model of business development, in 2012 Gazprom automatically reduced production by 4.9%. In December, the company was producing an average of 1.5 billion cubic meters per day, which is quite modest: for example, in 1997 average daily production measured 1.7 billion cubic meters. This drop in production can be explained by the gas monopoly's own policy. Gazprom's managers have repeatedly told journalists that total sales are not as important as total revenue. But regular increases in prices have propped up the group's profits in recent years. In Europe, a thousand cubic meters of gas sold for an average of $384 USD in 2011. In 2012 this price grew to over $400. But nevertheless, the monopoly's managers expected to maintain their exports at the previous level, i.e., at least 150 billion cubic meters per year. That didn't happen. The general director of East European Gas Analysis, Mikhail Korchemkin, thinks that lowering the maximum daily output is bad news. Naturally it's important to focus on the consumer, but by maintaining and even raising its prices, Gazprom is needlessly giving up the European market to other suppliers and is even energizing the expansion of the market for coal. The head of the National Energy Security Foundation, Konstantin Simonov, is convinced that there is only one way to safeguard the market: by increasing the production of energy supplies. Consequently, immediate investment is needed to develop new deposits. But instead, this expert commented, "We're 'killing off' new oil and gas projects and rejoicing about it, which is a ridiculous position to take." Gazprom claims to be trying to develop its raw-material base. In October 2012, Alexei Miller told Russian President Vladimir Putin that the group plans to start working on the second stage of its Eastern Gas Program, which is supposed to create two new centers of gas production: in Yakutsk and Irkutsk. The deposits there, the Chayandinskoye and Kovyktinskoye fields, contain 3.7 trillion cubic meters of gas. The plans are to sell the gas primarily on the domestic market (shipments to Western Siberia are anticipated) and also to liquefy it (a plant will be built near Vladivostok, and a 3,200-kilometer pipeline will stretch from there to Yakutia), in order to deliver the gas to countries in the Asia-Pacific region. However, Alexei Belogoryev, the head of the bureau for expertise and analysis of the fuel and energy sector at the Institute for Energy Strategy, believes that the project is actually purely political. The federal authorities announced the construction of new gas pipelines in order to use them to link the Far East with the rest of Russia. But this is somewhat complicated from an economic standpoint, as gas from Chayanda and Kovykta costs twice as much as that coming from Urengoy. Siberian residents are unlikely to be pleased by that. There are difficulties exporting the gas as well. There's not a great deal of demand in Japan or Korea - the only serious consumer in Asia is China. Twenty years ago that country suggested that Russia built a gas pipeline, but Gazprom was focused on Western markets and brushed aside the request. Turkmenistan quickly filled that niche, directing two pipeline branches into the Middle Kingdom. China gained control of the situation and now refuses to buy Russian gas costing more than $250 USD per thousand cubic meters. The parties involved cannot come to an agreement about the price, and so the construction of the Altai pipeline had to be put on hold. Liquified natural gas from Kovykta is unlikely to improve the situation. The spot (exchange) prices for LNG are currently such that even Japan is turning instead to heavy fuel oil. Thus the world's leading LNG suppliers are trying to sign long-term contracts that can undercut the price for that oil. But this won't help Gazprom, because its production costs are higher than in other parts of the world. The experts all agree: Gazprom will not be able to increase its output by converting methane into liquified natural gas.
Their internal link card – the newest card in the 1NC – is a massive non-unique card – it says Russian energy is over because of the massive and global shale gas revolution 

Tucker, their newest 1NC author, Assistant Director of the Energy Institute at the University of Texas at Austin, 1/9/2013

(Aviezer, take a look at the full article title… “The New Power Map: World Politics After the Boom in Unconventional Energy,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/138597/aviezer-tucker/the-new-power-map?page=show)

[Start of article]
The energy map of the world is being redrawn -- and the global geopolitical order is adrift in consequence. We are moving away from a world dominated by a few energy mega-suppliers, such as Russia, Saudi Arabia, and Venezuela, and toward one in which most countries have some domestic resources to meet their energy needs and can import the balance from suppliers in their own neighborhood. This new world will feature considerably lower energy prices, and in turn, geopolitics will hinge less on oil and gas. Within the next five to ten years, regimes that are dependent on energy exports will see their power diminished. No longer able to raise massive sums from energy sales to distribute patronage and project power abroad, they will have to tax their citizens.

The revolution in unconventional energy production results from technologies that make drilling and extraction from underground shale formations increasingly easy and cheap. One cutting-edge procedure, hydraulic fracturing, involves injecting a mixture of sand, chemicals, and either water, gel, or liquefied greenhouse gases into shale rock formations to extract hydrocarbons. Although the technique was first conceptualized in 1948, only recently have other technologies arrived to make it commercially viable. (One such procedure, horizontal drilling, allows operators to tap into shallow but broad deposits with remarkable precision.)

Hydraulic fracturing has been used widely for only about the past five years. But the result -- a staggering glut of natural gas in the United States -- is already clear. The price of natural gas in the country has plunged to a quarter of what it was in 2008. The low price has prompted changes throughout the U.S. economy, including the projected retirement of one-sixth of U.S. coal power generation capacity by 2020, the conversion of hundreds of thousands of vehicles from gasoline to compressed gas, and the construction and repatriation from China of chemical, plastic, and fertilizer factories that use natural gas as both raw material and fuel. By 2025, the professional services firm PricewaterhouseCoopers predicts, energy-intensive industries will create a million new U.S. jobs.

Meanwhile, the United States is using innovative energy technologies ever more frequently to extract shale oil, tight oil, and methane from coal beds. Accordingly, the share of U.S. oil consumption that is imported from abroad has fallen sharply, from about 60 percent in 2005 to less than 45 percent this year. It will likely continue to decrease until the country, or at least North America, is energy self-sufficient.

The economic and geopolitical shockwaves will be felt worldwide. Decreasing demand in the United States for liquid natural gas, oil imports, and domestic coal is already reducing global prices for these commodities. As a result, European countries have a stronger position in negotiations over natural gas imports with Russia, from which they receive a quarter of their supply. The newfound leverage might have emboldened the European Union to open an investigation in September into a possible price-fixing scheme by Gazprom, the Russian energy giant. In addition, European countries have been negotiating fewer long-term gas contracts with Russia in which the agreed-upon price for the gas is pegged to that of oil -- the kind that Gazprom favors. Instead, they are opting for spot purchases -- short-term acquisitions based on market prices -- in the expectation of rising supplies and falling prices. Russia has already granted some countries roughly ten percent discounts on existing contracts.

[Their card starts]
Until recently, Gazprom was in denial about the shale gas revolution, claiming that unconventional gas technology was not commercially viable, and that it posed severe risks to the environment. Given that Russia raises most of its federal revenue from energy exports -- about 60 percent, according to most estimates -- a reduction in natural gas sales would be politically catastrophic. Both the collapse of the Soviet Union and the downfall of former Russian President Boris Yeltsin in the late 1990s coincided with periods of low energy prices; Vladimir Putin, the current president, knows this history all too well.

The problem is that all of his options in a world awash with cheap energy are bad. His regime could try to maintain Russia's market share in Europe by continuing to reduce prices, but that would mean accepting drastically smaller revenues. To make matters worse, Gazprom's profit margins are low. Given that it sells 60 percent of its gas domestically at a loss, Gazprom must obtain wide profit margins from its European exports to stay afloat. (Currently, it sells gas in Europe at about a 66 percent profit margin.)

[Their card ends]
On its exports to Europe, Gazprom needs to earn $12 per thousand cubic feet of natural gas just to break even. (The price of natural gas in the United States today is below $3 per thousand cubic feet.) Part of the reason for this is that the state and the elite siphon billions from the politicized, inefficient, and opaque monopoly. Such plain corruption coincides with geopolitical maneuvering in large pipeline projects: just as neighboring Alaska has its infamous bridge, Russia has pipelines to nowhere.

Consider, for example, Nord Stream, the undersea natural gas pipeline that connects Russia directly to Germany, bypassing both Ukraine and Poland. The project had no economic rationale; it would have been far cheaper for Moscow to come to terms with Kiev over transit fees. But Russia was unwilling to do so. As usual, corruption played a role, too: Arkady Rotenberg, the owner of the company that laid the pipelines, is Putin's childhood friend, and the Russian government paid him an exorbitant fee -- amounting to a profit margin of 30 percent -- for his work. Now, Gazprom is planning another pipeline folly, South Stream, which will again bypass Ukraine by traveling under the Black Sea to southern Europe.

Such outrageous infrastructure projects might become even more routine if Gazprom attempts to recoup its falling revenues in Europe by upping its sales to China. To do that, it would have to build long pipelines across unforgiving Siberian terrain. That task would pale in comparison to the challenge of convincing China to pay anything close to what Russia currently charges European countries -- not only because the Chinese are tough negotiators but also because China possesses the largest deposits of shale gas of any country in the world (886 trillion cubic feet compared with the United States' 750 trillion, the world's second-largest deposits). Although China is just beginning to tap its gas deposits, by the time any Sino-Russian pipeline project could be completed, it might be churning out enough unconventional gas to be energy self-sufficient. According to Chinese government estimates, the country has enough natural gas to provide for its domestic needs for up to two centuries. The only hope for Gazprom is that Chinese shale rock formations will not respond well to the new technologies -- but there is no reason to believe that this will be the case.

For now, Russia has been attempting to protect its market share by simply preventing unconventional energy technologies from spreading. For its part, the United States, through its 2010 Unconventional Gas Technical Engagement Program, transfers technologies to nations that it would like to see become more energy independent, such as India, Jordan, Poland, and Ukraine. Countries that achieve greater energy independence, Washington assumes, will be less susceptible to bullying from unfriendly petro-states.

Russia, meanwhile, is attempting to block or at least slow the process. One of Moscow's favorite tactics involves pressuring companies that want to do business in Russia not to explore for shale gas elsewhere. For example, Moscow might have pressed ExxonMobil to pull out of Poland, which could have the largest shale gas deposits in all of Europe, in exchange for a cooperation agreement with Rosneft. As always in the free market, however, when one company exits, another rushes to fill the void. The U.S. company Chevron has commenced shale gas and oil exploration throughout the region between the Baltic and Black Seas. The financier George Soros, moreover, has already invested $500 million in unconventional energy projects in Poland.

A more effective Russian tactic involves financing environmentalist groups to lobby against shale gas. So far, there is no credible scientific evidence that hydraulic fracturing has adverse effects on either air or water. Several studies, including ones conducted by the Royal Society, the U.S. Secretary of Energy Advisory Board, and the International Energy Agency, have concluded that hydraulic fracturing is reasonably safe when properly regulated. Yet, following a swell of environmentalist protests, both Bulgaria and the Czech Republic recently imposed moratoria on the use of the technology. The mark of outside influence is clear: In Bulgaria, there are rarely demonstrations of any kind, and in the Czech Republic, environmentalist groups have remained mum on other major issues, namely, the planned expansions of the nuclear power station in Temelín.

The former members of the Soviet bloc -- such as Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Poland, and Ukraine -- still purchase all or most of their natural gas from Gazprom. Poland and Ukraine have enough potential shale deposits to free themselves entirely from this dependency. Although Bulgaria and the Czech Republic are not so blessed, even modest domestic production can challenge Gazprom's monopoly power and reduce the price of imported natural gas.

Some analysts have predicted that Asian demand for energy is virtually endless, and thus that energy prices are unlikely to fall substantially. But as the Morgan Stanley analyst Ruchir Sharma has argued, Asian economic growth is slowing and might soon flatten. Meanwhile, with ever-growing energy supplies from unconventional sources, newly discovered undersea gas fields off the coast of East Africa and Israel, and increased drilling in the Arctic, the world may soon enjoy an energy glut. At the very least, an era of lower global energy prices appears inevitable.
For Russia, the best scenario is that the energy glut will force structural reforms akin to those that Estonia and Poland underwent in the 1990s and that Russia started but never completed. Such changes could eventually lead to the establishment of real democracy and the rule of law there. In the coming years, sheer economic necessity and looming bankruptcy will force Russia to reform. But throughout Russian history, modernization has not normally resulted in liberalization; and there is little evidence that this time will be any different.

Nevertheless, unconventional energy technology has not only arrived -- it is here to stay. As new lines are drawn on the energy map of the world, many of the oldest and most stable geopolitical truths will be turned on their heads. It would be prudent for the tyrants who depend on revenues from energy exports to start planning for retirement.

[End of article]

AT: Canada

Non-unique- Toshiba reactor for oil sands now

Huff Post, 13 

[Huffington Post Canada, Business, 1-18-13, www.huffingtonpost.ca/2013/01/18/toshiba-oil-sands-reactor_n_2505738.html, accessed 1-27-13, mss]

The Daily Yomiuri reports Toshiba is building the reactor at the request of an unnamed oilsands company. The reactor would generate between one per cent and 5 per cent as much energy as produced by a typical nuclear power plant, and would not need refueling for 30 years. It would be used to heat water in order to create the steam used to extract bitumen from the oil sands. Toshiba has completed design work on the reactor and has filed for approval with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Nikkei.com reported. The company is expected to seek approval from Canadian authorities as well. The New Energy and Fuel blog speculates that the company has been at work on the reactor for a long time, given the relatively short amount of time in which it expects to have the reactor online.

Alt cause- transportation infrastructure

Parkinson, 12-28 -- Globe and Mail 

[David, "Stalled pipelines cast shadow over Canada's economy," 12-28-12, www.theglobeandmail.com/report-on-business/industry-news/energy-and-resources/stalled-pipelines-cast-shadow-over-canadas-economy/article6786753/, accessed 1-26-13, mss]

While 2012 marked some controversial policy decisions from Ottawa on foreign investing in Canada’s oil and gas sector, 2013 will shift the focus to an issue that threatens the industry in a more fundamental way. The country faces a critical shortage of transportation infrastructure to get its oil to key markets – and it’s threatening to cut down Canada’s energy companies at the knees.“Western Canada’s oil industry faces faces a serious challenge to its long-term growth,” Toronto-Dominion Bank said in a report this month. “Production growth will become constrained unless new pipeline capacity is built to access new markets.”

AT: Budget Politics

Competitiveness not key to heg

Brooks and Wohlforth, 8

[Stephen G. Brooks is Assistant Professor and William C. Wohlforth is Professor in the Department of Government at Dartmouth College, “World out of Balance, International Relations and the Challenge of American Primacy,” p. 32-35]

American primacy is also rooted in the county's position as the world's leading technological power. The United States remains dominant globally in overall R&D investments, high-technology production, commercial innovation, and higher education (table 2.3). Despite the weight of this evidence, elite perceptions of U.S. power had shifted toward pessimism by the middle of the first decade of this century. As we noted in chapter 1, this was partly the result of an Iraq-induced doubt about the utility of material predominance, a doubt redolent of the post-Vietnam mood. In retrospect, many assessments of U.S. economic and technological prowess from the 1990s were overly optimistic; by the next decade important potential vulnerabilities were evident. In particular, chronically imbalanced domestic finances and accelerating public debt convinced some analysts that the United States once again confronted a competitiveness crisis.23 If concerns continue to mount, this will count as the fourth such crisis since 1945; the first three occurred during the 1950s (Sputnik), the 1970s (Vietnam and stagflation), and the 1980s (the Soviet threat and Japan's challenge). None of these crises, however, shifted the international system's structure: multipolarity did not return in the 1960s, 1970s, or early 1990s, and each scare over competitiveness ended with the American position of primacy retained or strengthened.24 Our review of the evidence of U.S. predominance is not meant to suggest that the United States lacks vulnerabilities or causes for concern. In fact, it confronts a number of significant vulnerabilities; of course, this is also true of the other major powers.25 The point is that adverse trends for the United States will not cause a polarity shift in the near future. If we take a long view of U.S. competitiveness and the prospects for relative declines in economic and technological dominance, one takeaway stands out: relative power shifts slowly. The United States has accounted for a quarter to a third of global output for over a century. No other economy will match its combination of wealth, size, technological capacity, and productivity in the foreseeable future (tables 2.2 and 2.3). The depth, scale, and projected longevity of the U.S. lead in each critical dimension of power are noteworthy. But what truly distinguishes the current distribution of capabilities is American dominance in all of them simultaneously. The chief lesson of Kennedy's 500-year survey of leading powers is that nothing remotely similar ever occurred in the historical experience that informs modern international relations theory. The implication is both simple and underappreciated: the counterbalancing constraint is inoperative and will remain so until the distribution of capabilities changes fundamentally. The next section explains why.

The only comprehensive study proves no impact to heg
MacDonald and Parent 11—Professor of Political Science at Williams College & Professor of Political Science at University of Miami [Paul K. MacDonald & Joseph M. Parent, “Graceful Decline? The Surprising Success of Great Power Retrenchment,” International Security, Vol. 35, No. 4 (Spring 2011), pp. 7–44]
In this article, we question the logic and evidence of the retrenchment pessimists. To date there has been neither a comprehensive study of great power retrenchment nor a study that lays out the case for retrenchment as a practical or probable policy. This article fills these gaps by systematically examining the relationship between acute relative decline and the responses of great powers. We examine eighteen cases of acute relative decline since 1870 and advance three main arguments. First, we challenge the retrenchment pessimists’ claim that domestic or international constraints inhibit the ability of declining great powers to retrench. In fact, when states fall in the hierarchy of great powers, peaceful retrenchment is the most common response, even over short time spans. Based on the empirical record, we find that great powers retrenched in no less than eleven and no more than fifteen of the eighteen cases, a range of 61–83 percent. When international conditions demand it, states renounce risky ties, increase reliance on allies or adversaries, draw down their military obligations, and impose adjustments on domestic populations. Second, we find that the magnitude of relative decline helps explain the extent of great power retrenchment. Following the dictates of neorealist theory, great powers retrench for the same reason they expand: the rigors of great power politics compel them to do so.12 Retrenchment is by no means easy, but necessity is the mother of invention, and declining great powers face powerful incentives to contract their interests in a prompt and proportionate manner. Knowing only a state’s rate of relative economic decline explains its corresponding degree of retrenchment in as much as 61 percent of the cases we examined. Third, we argue that the rate of decline helps explain what forms great power retrenchment will take. How fast great powers fall contributes to whether these retrenching states will internally reform, seek new allies or rely more heavily on old ones, and make diplomatic overtures to enemies. Further, our analysis suggests that great powers facing acute decline are less likely to initiate or escalate militarized interstate disputes. Faced with diminishing resources, great powers moderate their foreign policy ambitions and offer concessions in areas of lesser strategic value. Contrary to the pessimistic conclusions of critics, retrenchment neither requires aggression nor invites predation. Great powers are able to rebalance their commitments through compromise, rather than conflict. In these ways, states respond to penury the same way they do to plenty: they seek to adopt policies that maximize security given available means. Far from being a hazardous policy, retrenchment can be successful. States that retrench often regain their position in the hierarchy of great powers. Of the fifteen great powers that adopted retrenchment in response to acute relative decline, 40 percent managed to recover their ordinal rank. In contrast, none of the declining powers that failed to retrench recovered their relative position. Pg. 9-10

Budget being delayed now –
Krawzak 1-8. [Paul, staff writer, "Obama's budget is running late" Roll Call -- www.rollcall.com/news/obamas_budget_is_running_late-220638-1.html]

The Obama administration’s fiscal 2014 budget is widely expected to arrive late on Capitol Hill, possibly not until sometime in March, primarily as a result of uncertainty created by fiscal cliff negotiations.¶ The White House and Office of Management and Budget have not said when the budget will be released. By law, the spending proposal is due the first Monday in February, which will be Feb. 4. Fiscal 2014 will begin Oct. 1.¶ “I think everyone that I’ve talked to, everyone’s expecting March,” said Patrick Lester, federal fiscal policy director at the Center for Effective Government, formerly called OMB Watch.¶ One Republican congressional aide guessed that the earliest the budget would be released would be Feb. 11 but said Feb. 18 was more likely.¶ A Pentagon official said that as of the end of last week, departments and agencies had not yet been told by the White House how much money they will have to work with in their fiscal 2014 budgets, a process known as “passback.” That information is usually conveyed in late November, after the administration has reviewed the agencies’ budget requests.¶ By this point in the budgeting process, the administration has typically communicated to departments the changes it has decided to make in their budget requests, and the agencies have responded by appealing decisions they do not like or by trying to work out a compromise with the OMB. Agencies begin submitting budget data to the OMB after passback.¶ Robert F. Hale, the Pentagon’s comptroller, said Monday that he expects the defense budget to be late. “I think it’s almost inevitable there will be some delay, I just don’t know what,” he said. “Normally, we would be transmitting data to OMB right now, and we’re not ready to do that.”
GOP has more leverage than Obama- continuous fights are ienvitable
LoGiurato, 13 – Business Insider staff

[Brett, "John Boehner Says Obama Made A 'Miscalculation' That Could Haunt Him In The Next Big Fight," 1-7-13, www.businessinsider.com/boehner-sequester-debt-ceiling-limit-spending-cuts-2013-1, accessed 1-27-13, mss]
The Republicans' stronger card, Mr. Boehner believes, will be the automatic spending sequester trigger that trims all discretionary programs—defense and domestic. It now appears that the president made a severe political miscalculation when he came up with the sequester idea in 2011. As Mr. Boehner tells the story: Mr. Obama was sure Republicans would call for ending the sequester— the other "cliff" — because it included deep defense cuts. But Republicans never raised the issue. "It wasn't until literally last week that the White House brought up replacing the sequester," Mr. Boehner says. "They said, 'We can't have the sequester.' They were always counting on us to bring this to the table." The sequester — part of the Budget Control Act of 2011 — trims the non-war defense budget to $491 billion in 2013, which is down about 9 percent from 2012. Defense programs would see cuts up to 10 percent. But where Boehner sees his leverage is in the other cuts of the sequester. In 2013 alone, the White House's Office of Management and Budget projects that payments to Medicare providers will be reduced by 2 percent. Cuts to non-defense spending, such as some elementary and secondary education programs, will be slashed either 8.2 percent or 7.4 percent. Boehner told the WSJ that he has Republican support for letting the sequester go into effect, even from defense hawks. The cuts to entitlements, Boehner rationalizes, will bring Obama to the table because of pressure from the left. "Think of it this way," Boehner said. "We already have an agreement [capping] discretionary spending for 10 years. And we're already in our second year of it. This whole discussion on the budget over the next several months is going to be about these entitlements." Obama's "severe political miscalculation," then, came when he assumed Republicans would blink on the defense cuts. At least publicly, Boehner is trying to create the impression that Democrats are going to be the party that blinks on the sequester's cuts. Boehner views the debt ceiling, meanwhile, as a lesser point of leverage. He suggested that because of his insistence on the so-called "Boehner rule" — every dollar of a debt ceiling increase must coincide with a dollar of spending cuts — there may be a series of month-by-month debt ceiling raises.

No compromise to be had

Jake Sherman, 1/24/13, Fiscal fights: Who will blink first?, dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=DAF3F782-0EAA-44CC-AA47-5CBC99BD0784

Speaker John Boehner’s House Republicans and President Barack Obama — joined by congressional Democrats — want entirely different things out of the three-step fiscal fight that will take place over the next 90 days.

Congress’s next battle will be to keep the government open after March 27 while simultaneously stopping massive spending cuts to the Pentagon and other government programs that take hold March 1. And that fight shows how steep the hill is to climb. The GOP wants to replace automatic spending cuts with changes to mandatory programs like Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid without any additional tax increases. Obama and Democrats, meanwhile, are pushing for additional revenue — which the GOP refuses to countenance after the fiscal cliff deal — and are serious about protecting entitlement programs. But there’s almost no way for both sides to get what they want — setting the nation on a course to a possible government shutdown or deep cuts to government programs that no one wants, unless someone blinks.

Weigant, Huff Post, 1-23-13
(Chris, “Handicapping Obama's Second Term Agenda,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/obama-second-term_b_2537802.html, accessed 1-24-13, CMM)

The ceremonies are all over and Congress has slunk back into Washington, meaning President Obama's second term can now truly begin. Obama laid out an impressive and optimistic agenda in his speech on Monday, which leads to the question of how much of this agenda will actually be passed into law. Obama faces a Senate with a Democratic edge, but not a filibuster-proof edge. Obama also faces a House with fewer Republicans in it, but still enough for a solid majority. From the viewpoint of the past two years, this seems to indicate that not much of what Obama wants will get done. But perhaps -- just perhaps, mind you -- things will be a little different for the next two years.¶ Obama, like all second-term presidents, will only have a short window of time to push his issues. There is one way this conventional wisdom could turn out to be wrong, but it is a long shot, at best. If Democrats can manage to hold their edge in the Senate and take control of the House in the 2014 midterm elections, then Obama could defy second-term expectations and actually get a lot done in his final two years in office. But, as I said, this should be seen as a remote possibility at this point. Remember 2010, in other words.¶ Realistically, Obama's only going to have anywhere from a few months to (at most) a year and a half to get anything accomplished. Which is why he is right to push his agenda immediately, as evidenced by his inaugural speech. But even he must realize that he's not going to get everything he wants, so it will be interesting to see what makes it through Congress and what dies an ignoble legislative death.¶ There is reason for hope. Obama begins from a position of strength, politically. His job approval ratings have been consistently over 50 percent since he was re-elected -- a range Obama hasn't seen since 2009. As mentioned, the Republican presence in both houses of Congress has shrunk. More importantly, though, the House Republicans are visibly chastened (or even "shaken") by the election's outcome.¶ This has already allowed Obama to rack up two early victories in the endless budget debates -- and in both, Obama got almost everything he asked for, did not give up much of anything, and held firm on some very bold negotiating tactics. Obama won the fight over the fiscal cliff, which resulted in the first rise in income tax rates in two decades, and the only thing he had to budge on was the threshold for these higher taxes. Today, the House Republicans passed a "clean" rise in the debt ceiling, after Obama swore over and over again that he "was not going to negotiate" on the issue at all. The score so far is: Obama two, House Republicans zero (to put it in sporting terms).¶ Of course, the Republicans only extended the debt ceiling for a few months, but this shouldn't really worry anyone, because a longer-term extension will doubtlessly be a part of any sort of grand bargain on the budget talks. The Republicans, very wisely, realized they were playing a losing game and decided to reshuffle the deadlines on the calendar. Rather than being faced with the debt ceiling crisis first, and then two budgetary crises, they have moved the debt ceiling problem to the end of the list.¶ Which means the next big fight Obama faces is going to be another haggle over the budget. This is going to be a tough battle, and Obama is bound to disappoint some of his supporters in the midst of it. Some sacred cows are going to wind up as hamburger, although at this point it's hard to see which ones. The real measurement of success here will be whether the House Republicans and Obama can come to terms with a budget for the next year or year-and-a-half. Long-term budget stability has been largely absent from Washington for a while now, so if any agreement can be reached perhaps it'll help the economy recover a lot faster throughout 2013 and 2014. In the long run, that will be a positive thing, no matter what such a budget agreement actually contains. One safe bet for what will be in it, though, is a long-term extension of the debt ceiling. -----End of card---Budget battles are going to happen no matter what else does -- that's another safe bet. What is more interesting, though, is handicapping which of Obama's agenda items will actually see some action. There are three major initiatives that Obama is currently pushing: action on global warming, comprehensive immigration reform, and gun control. Obama did mention other issues in his speech, but these are the big three for now. Gay marriage, for instance, is in the hands of the Supreme Court right now, and no matter how they rule it's hard to see any legislative action (good or bad) happening on it immediately afterwards. Gun control will likely be the first of these debated in Congress. Vice President Biden laid out a wide array of possible actions Congress could take on the issue, all of which Obama then backed. While the Newtown massacre did indeed shift public opinion dramatically on the overall issue, the biggest initiative is not likely to become law. An assault rifle ban is very important to some Democrats, but the way I read it is that this was included to have something to "trade away" in the negotiations. If Obama gets most of the other gun control initiatives -- closing loopholes on background checks, much better tracking of weapons, and all the other "small bore" (sorry about that pun) ideas -- then he will at least be able to say he accomplished something at the end of the day. Perhaps this is pessimistic, but the mechanics of banning "assault weapons" become very tricky, when you have to actually define what they are in legal language. And such a ban may not get universal Democratic backing anyway, so I fully expect this will be shelved at some point in exchange for support for all the other initiatives. Without such a ban, the prospects for other meaningful gun control legislation get a lot better, though, and I think that a bill will eventually pass. The second big agenda item is immigration reform. President Obama holds virtually all the cards, politically, on this one. All Republicans who can read either demographics or polling numbers know full well that this may be their party's last chance not to go the way of the Whigs. Their support among Latinos is dismal, and even that's putting it politely. Some Republicans think they have come up with a perfect solution on how to defuse the issue, but they are going to be proven sadly mistaken in the end, I believe. The Republican plan will be announced by Senator Marco Rubio at some point, and it will seem to mirror the Democratic plan -- with one key difference. Republicans -- even the ones who know their party has to do something on the immigration problem -- are balking at including a "path to citizenship" for the 11 million undocumented immigrants who are already in America.

Econ impact empirically denied and long-term budget doesn’t solve the economy

David Lynch, 1/10/13, Obama-Congress U.S. Budget Battle Benefits From No Grand Bargain, www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-01-10/obama-congress-u-s-budget-battle-benefits-from-no-grand-bargain.html

Twice in less than two years, President Barack Obama and U.S. House Speaker John Boehner failed to negotiate a sweeping solution to the nation’s financial challenges. That may not be such a bad thing. From the establishment of Medicare to across-the-board tax cuts, history shows that presidents’ most ambitious ventures often create as many problems as they solve. “Presidents act first and think later about the long-term consequences,” says Barbara Perry, an expert on the presidency at the University of Virginia’s Miller Center. “Then 50 years from now, or even 10 years from now, we’ll say: ‘Oh, why didn’t he see that this wasn’t going to work properly?’” Republicans are now pressing Obama to revamp entitlement programs before they’ll raise the country’s $16.4 trillion borrowing limit, with both sides agreeing that costs must be contained. A comprehensive rewrite of the 4 million words in the U.S. tax code is also on the 2013 agenda. For Obama, who came to office vowing to be a transformational chief executive, the risks of unintended consequences are greater than most. Already, he has pushed through Congress a health-care plan that will alter an industry that makes up about 18 percent of the economy as well as the broadest rewrite of financial-industry regulations since the 1930s.

Winners win

Baker ’11-7-12 (11/7/12 (Peter, New York Times Political Analyst, Citing Patrick Griffin Clinton’s liaison to Congress and is now associate director of the Center for Congressional and Presidential Studies at American University. “Question for the Victor: How Far Do You Push?”, New York Times)

Ilya Sheyman, the campaign director of MoveOn.org, said Mr. Obama’s base would be hungry for action, not accommodation. “We see the president’s re-election as a precondition for progress and not progress in itself,” he said. Likewise, Lorella Praeli, director of advocacy and policy for the United We Dream Network, a group advocating for young immigrants, said her members would push Mr. Obama to revamp the immigration system. “We will hold the president accountable not only on his promise on legislative relief, but also what he can do administratively,” she said. Mr. Obama seemed to address this tension in the closing speeches of his campaign. “I want to see more cooperation in Washington,” he said in Mentor, Ohio. “But if the price of peace in Washington” means slashing student aid, reversing his health care program or cutting people from Medicaid, he added, “that’s not a price I’ll pay.” Still, Mr. Obama arguably did not help himself with a campaign strategy that left many issues unaddressed. While he and his aides indicated occasionally in interviews that he hoped to tackle the immigration system and climate change in a second term, he rarely mentioned them in his campaign speeches. As a result, it may be hard for him to claim a mandate on those issues. “Nothing about the campaign has approved a mandate or an agenda,” said Ed Rogers, a White House official under President Ronald Reagan and the first President Bush who is now a top lobbyist. “I don’t think the House will meet him where he wants to be met. I’m just pessimistic about our president having much authority or much juice. Nobody’s going to be afraid of him.” Mr. Obama is acutely aware that time for progress is limited in any second term, as he increasingly becomes a lame duck. “The first 14 months are productive, the last 14 months are productive, and you sag in the middle,” said Mayor Rahm Emanuel of Chicago, Mr. Obama’s first White House chief of staff. Given that dynamic, Democrats said Mr. Obama must move quickly to establish command of the political process. “If you don’t put anything on the board, you die faster,” said Patrick Griffin, who was President Bill Clinton’s liaison to Congress and is now associate director of the Center for Congressional and Presidential Studies at American University. “If you have no credibility, if you can’t establish some sort of victory here, you will be marginalized by your own party and the other side very quickly.”
Nuclear has unanimous support

Press Action ’12 (3/12/12 (“US Nuclear Industry Operates as if Fukushima Never Happened”) http://www.pressaction.com/news/weblog/full_article/nuclearsubsidies03122012/
Both Democrats and Republicans have had a long love affair with commercial nuclear power, and the relationship is showing no signs of losing steam. Since the 1950s, members of both parties have enthusiastically lavished electric utility companies with expensive gifts, ranging from subsidies to protection from liability for disasters to loan guarantees, all underwritten by U.S. taxpayers. The political calculus is simple: nuclear power enjoys unanimous support in Washington. Try to name one member of the U.S. Senate or House of Representatives who favors shutting down the nation’s 104 commercial nuclear reactors. Federal agencies, from the Atomic Energy Commission to the Department of Energy to the Nuclear Regulatory, have worked diligently through the years to promote nuclear power. At the state level, support for nuclear power also is extremely strong, although there are some politicians—albeit a tiny number—who have publicly called for the closure of certain nuclear plants. On the one-year anniversary of the start of the nuclear disaster at the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power plant in Japan, one would assume a voice in official Washington would have emerged calling for an end to the nation’s experiment with nuclear power. In Germany, government officials made the decision to phase out nuclear power by 2022 in response to Fukushima. There’s no such sentiment among the ruling elite in the United States. Locating a member of Congress opposed to the continued operation of nuclear power plants is as hard as finding a lawmaker who favors breaking ties with Israel over its mistreatment of Palestinians for the last 60 years. In fact, it’s more than hard, it’s impossible. It’s very rare to find an issue where there is a noteworthy difference between Democrats and Republicans. When there are differences, they tend to be subtle, although party officials and the corporate media will attempt to sensationalize a slight difference to create an impression that the U.S. political system permits honest and real debate. 

