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A substantial increase would be a 5% increase in energy

California Energy Commission ‘7 (California Energy Commission, Integrated Energy Policy Report, October 2007) http://www.metro.net/projects_programs/canoga_corridor/deir/4.14%20Energy%20Section.pdf)

A significant energy impact would occur if the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in energy consumption. For purposes of this analysis, “substantial increase” is defined as a five percent increase in energy consumption.

DOD only uses 1% of total energy- only 1 fifth of a substantial increase

- Karbuz ‘7 (Published May 20 2007 by Energy Bulletin, May 21 2007 US military energy consumption- facts and figures by Sohbet Karbuz, Dr. Sohbet Karbuz, is former head of non-OECD energy statistics section of the International Energy Agency (Paris). Before joining the IEA he held academic positions in Germany and Austria.

As the saying goes, facts are many but the truth is one. The truth is that the U.S. military is the single largest consumer of energy in the world. But as a wise man once said, don't confuse facts with reality. The reality is that even U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) does not know precisely where and how much energy it consumes. This is my Fact Zero.  Below I give some facts and figures on U.S. military oil consumption based mostly on official statistics.[1] If you want to reproduce them make sure you read every footnote even if you need to put on your glasses. Also read the footnotes in this article.  FACT 1: The DoD's total primary energy consumption in Fiscal Year 2006 was 1100 trillion Btu. It corresponds to only 1% of total energy consumption in USA. For those of you who think that this is not much then read the next sentence.  Nigeria, with a population of more than 140 million, consumes as much energy as the U.S. military.  The DoD per capita[2] energy consumption (524 trillion Btu) is 10 times more than per capita energy consumption in China, or 30 times more than that of Africa.  Total final energy consumption (called site delivered energy by DoD) of the DoD was 844 trillion Btu in FY2006.  

Aff isn’t topical- Here is a caselist- 

DSIRE ’12 (Database of State Incentives for Renewables & Efficiency, http://www.dsireusa.org/glossary/, 2012)
DSIRE organizes incentives and policies that promote renewable energy and energy efficiency into two general categories -- (1) Financial Incentives and (2) Rules, Regulations & Policies -- and roughly 30 specific types of incentives and policies. This glossary provides a description of each specific incentive and policy type. FINANCIAL INCENTIVES (click to expand section) show Corporate Tax Incentives show Grant Programs show Green Building Incentives show Industry Recruitment/Support show Loan Programs show PACE Financing show Performance-Based Incentives show Personal Tax Incentives show Property Tax Incentives show Rebate Programs show Sales Tax Incentives RULES, REGULATIONS & POLICIES (click to expand section) show Appliance/Equipment Efficiency Standards show Building Energy Codes show Energy Efficiency Resource Standards (EERS) show Energy Standards for Public Buildings show Equipment Certification Requirements show Generation Disclosure hide Green Power Purchasing Policies Government entities, businesses, residents, schools, non-profits and others can play a significant role in supporting renewable energy by buying electricity from renewable resources, or by buying renewable energy credits (RECs). Many state and local governments, as well as the federal government, have committed to buying green power to account for a certain percentage of their electricity consumption. Green power purchases are typically executed through contracts with green power marketers or project developers, through utility green power programs, or through community aggregation. show Interconnection Standards show Line Extension Analysis hide Mandatory Utility Green Power Option Several states require electric utilities to offer customers the option to buy electricity generated from renewable resources, commonly known as “green power.” Typically, utilities offer green power generated using renewable resources that the utilities own (or for which they contract), or they buy renewable energy credits (RECs) from a provider certified by a state public utilities commission. show Net Metering show Public Benefit Funds show Renewables Portfolio Standards (RPS) show Solar & Wind Access Policies show Solar & Wind Contractor Licensing show Solar & Wind Permitting Standards

Prefer DSIRE
Gouchoe ‘2K (NC State National Renewable Energy Laboratory, 2000, Susan, “Local Government and Community Programs and Incentives for Renewable Energy— National Report,” December 2000)
The Database of State Incentives for Renewable Energy (DSIRE) serves as the nation’s most comprehensive source of information on the status of programs and incentives for renewable energy. The database tracks these programs at the state, utility, local, and community level. Established in 1995, DSIRE is an ongoing project of the Interstate Renewable Energy Council (IREC) and is managed by the North Carolina Solar Center with funding from the U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Power Technologies. The first three phases of the DSIRE project—surveys of state financial incentives, state regulatory policies, and utility programs and incentives—have been completed. Information from these databases has been published in three previous reports: National Summary Report on State Financial Incentives for Renewable Energy (1997); National Summary Report on State Programs and Regulatory Policies for Renewable Energy (1998); and National Summary Report on Utility Programs and Incentives for Renewable Energy (1999). These reports summarize incentives, programs, and policies that promote active and passive solar, photovoltaics, wind, biomass, alternative fuels, geothermal, hydropower, and waste energy sources. Given the rapidly changing status of state activities, an updated report— National Summary Report on State Financial and Regulatory Incentives for Renewable Energy—has been produced concurrently with this report on local initiatives. While reports serve as a snapshot of the status of incentives and programs, constant revisions and additions to the database maintain DSIRE’s role as the most up-to-date, national clearinghouse of information on incentives and programs for renewable energy. Through DSIRE on Line, the DSIRE database is accessible via the web at: http://www.ncsc.ncsu.edu/dsire.htm. In 2001, federal incentives will be added to the database, thereby providing a complete and comprehensive database of renewable energy incentives at all levels—national, state, and local. IREC is a nonprofit consortium of state and local government renewable energy officials and is uniquely situated to oversee the effort to compile information on state, local, and utility incentives. IREC ensures that all information products produced are disseminated widely to federal, state and local agencies, federal laboratories, and other appropriate audiences. The primary subcontractor to IREC for the DSIRE project is the North Carolina Solar Center. Established in 1988, the Solar Center is located in the College of Engineering at North Carolina State University in Raleigh, NC and is sponsored by the State Energy Office in the North Carolina Department of Administration. The Solar Center conducts programs in four areas: policy analysis, research and commercialization, technical assistance and training, and education and outreach.

DOD

No impact to grid

Rahman ’10 (Arifeen Rahman, SEA National Security Intern, Scientist and Engineers for America, “Bringing Cybersecurity Back to Reality”, http://www.sefora.org/2010/08/11/rahman_0811/, August 11, 2010, LEQ)

One common misconception is that a cyber-attack is easier to commit than a conventional attack – its tools easier to obtain and deploy.  This renders the false image of a lone hacker singlehandedly bringing down the US electric grid. In reality, creating such an orchestrated attack would require over “$200 million, country-level intelligence and five years of preparation time.” As a result, the probability of a wide-scale attack required to inflict high- magnitude destruction remains increasingly low.  Fears of a Chinese attack on this scale appear unfounded, given the economic impact that it would have on the United States. The economic relationship between China and the United States still remains a two-way street, and would be foolish to compromise at the current time.

Guam hurts alliances and can’t solve deterrence
Klingner, Heritage Foundation Northeast Asia Senior Research Fellow, 2009 

[Bruce, "U.S. Should stay firm on implementation of okinawa force realignment", Backgrounder, Published by the Heritage Foundation, No. 2352, December 15, 2009] 

Okinawa has four long runways: two at Kadena Air Base, one at Futenma, and one at Naha civilian airfield. The Futenma runway would likely be eliminated after return to Okinawa control to enable further civilian urban expansion. The planned FRF would compensate by building two new (albeit shorter) runways at Camp Schwab. However, if the Futenma unit redeployed to Guam instead, no new runway on Okinawa would be built. Japan would have thus lost a strategic national security asset, which includes the capability to augment U.S. or Japanese forces during a crisis in the region. Not having runways at Futenma or Schwab would be like sinking one’s own aircraft carrier, putting further strain on the two runways at Kadena. Redeploying U.S. forces from Japan and Okinawa to Guam would reduce alliance deterrent and combat capabilities. Guam is 1,400 miles, a threehour flight, and multiple refueling operations farther from potential conflict zones. Furthermore, moving fixed-wing aircraft to Guam would drastically reduce the number of combat aircraft sorties that U.S. forces could conduct during crises with North Korea or China, while exponentially increasing refueling and logistic requirements. 

Prolif

The attempt to control nuclear tech will directly destroy non-proliferation efforts

- ISAB ‘8 (ISAB, April 7, 2008, Report of the International Security Advisory Board (ISAB), a Federal Advisory  Committee established to provide the Department of State with a continuing source of  independent insight, advice and innovation on scientific, military, diplomatic, political, and  public diplomacy aspects of arms control, disarmament, international security, and  nonproliferation.  The views expressed herein do not represent official positions or policies of  the Department of State or any other entity of the United States Government. “Report on   Proliferation Implications of the Global  Expansion of Civil Nuclear Power”,  )

While this aim is obviously the opposite of exploitive behavior, it will nevertheless be important that any relationships we establish among these nuclear suppliers must never seek to exploit or negatively impact on the recipients’ nuclear programs, energy production, or their economies. Any actions which might appear to be driven by a desire to dominate worldwide supply of nuclear materials for economic reasons (i.e., in cartel-like behaviors) would undoubtedly undercut the likelihood that new nations would continue to accept fuel supplies or to honor nonproliferation provisions. Indeed, a likely reaction of the receiving nations might be to develop their own means to supply the needed nuclear materials, directly defeating our intended nonproliferation benefits. 
They cause opaque prolif- turns solvency and causes war

Wesley ‘5 (Michael Wesley, Director of the Griffith Asia Institute at Griffith University,  2005, 'It's time to scrap the NPT', Australian Journal of International Affairs, 59:3, 283 — 299, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10357710500231230 
By prohibiting proliferation, without the capacity or moral authority to enforce such a prohibition, the NPT makes opaque proliferation the only option for aspiring nuclear weapons states.4 Opaque proliferation is destabilising to regional security. It breeds miscalculation*/both overestimation of a state’s nuclear weapons development (as shown by the case of Iraq), and underestimation (in the case of Libya)*/that can force neighbouring states into potentially catastrophic moves. Even more dangerous, argues Lewis Dunn, is the likelihood that states with covert nuclear weapons programs will develop weak failsafe mechanisms and nuclear doctrine that is destabilising: In camera decision making may result in uncontrolled programs, less attention to safety and control problems and only limited assessment of the risks of nuclear weapon deployments or use. The necessary exercises cannot be conducted, nor can procedures for handling nuclear warheads be practised, nor alert procedures tested. As a result, the risk of accidents or incidents may rise greatly in the event of deployment in a crisis or a conventional conflict. Miscalculations by neighbours or outsiders also appear more likely, given their uncertainties about the adversary’s capabilities, as well as their lack of information to judge whether crisis deployments mean that war is imminent (1991: 20, italics in original). And because both the NPT and the current US counter-proliferation doctrine place such emphasis on preventing and reversing the spread of nuclear weapons, states such as Pakistan, which desperately need assistance with both failsafe technology and stabilising nuclear doctrine, have been suspicious of US offers of assistance (Pregenzer 2003). As the dramatic revelations of the nature and extent of the A. Q. Khan network showed, some states undertaking opaque proliferation have been prepared to rely on transnational smuggling networks to gain vital components, materials and knowledge. Quite apart from the incapacity of the NPT regime to deal with this new form of proliferation (Clary 2004), such non-state networks raise very real risks that for the right price, criminals or other facilitators could pass nuclear materials to terrorist groups or extortionists (Albright and Hinderstein 2005). Both through its inadequacies and its obsessive focus on stopping the spread of nuclear weapons, the NPT could be contributing to the ultimate nightmare: terrorists armed with nuclear or radiological weapons. 

These methodology indicts prove no impact
Gavin 10 (Francis, Tom Slick Professor of International Affairs and Director of the Robert S. Strauss Center for International Security and Law @ the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs @ the University of Texas at Austin, “Sam As It Ever Was; Nuclear Alarmism, Proliferation, and the Cold War,” Lexis)

Fears of a tipping point were especially acute in the aftermath of China's 1964 detonation of an atomic bomb: it was predicted that India, Indonesia, and Japan might follow, with consequences worldwide, as "Israel, Sweden, Germany, and other potential nuclear countries far from China and India would be affected by proliferation in Asia." 40 A U.S. government document identified "at least eleven nations (India, Japan, Israel, Sweden, West Germany, Italy, Canada, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Rumania, and Yugoslavia)" with the capacity to go nuclear, a number that would soon "grow substantially" to include "South Africa, the United Arab Republic, Spain, Brazil and Mexico." 41 A top-secret, blue-ribbon committee established to craft the U.S. response contended that "the [1964] Chinese nuclear explosion has increased the urgency and complexity of this problem by creating strong pressures to develop independent nuclear forces, which, in turn, could strongly influence the plans of other potential nuclear powers." 42  These predictions were largely wrong. In 1985 the National Intelligence Council noted that for "almost thirty years the Intelligence Community has been writing about which nations might next get the bomb." All of these estimates based their largely pessimistic and ultimately incorrect estimates on factors such as the increased "access to fissile materials," improved technical capabilities in countries, the likelihood of "chain reactions," or a "scramble" to proliferation when "even one additional state demonstrates a nuclear capability." The 1985 report goes on, "The most striking characteristic of the present-day nuclear proliferation scene is that, despite the alarms rung by past Estimates, no additional overt proliferation of nuclear weapons has actually occurred since China tested its bomb in 1964." Although "some proliferation of nuclear explosive capabilities and other major proliferation-related developments have taken place in the past two decades," they did not have "the damaging, systemwide impacts that the Intelligence community generally anticipated they would." 43  In his analysis of more than sixty years of failed efforts to accurately predict nuclear proliferation, analyst Moeed Yusuf concludes that "the pace of proliferation has been much slower than anticipated by most." The majority of countries suspected of trying to obtain a nuclear weapons capability "never even came close to crossing the threshold. In fact, most did not even initiate a weapons program." If all the countries that were considered prime suspects over the past sixty years had developed nuclear weapons, "the world would have at least 19 nuclear powers today." 44 As Potter and Mukhatzhanova argue, government and academic experts frequently "exaggerated the scope and pace of nuclear weapons proliferation." 45  Nor is there compelling evidence that a nuclear proliferation chain reaction will ever occur. Rather, the pool of potential proliferators has been shrinking. Proliferation pressures were far greater during the Cold War. In the 1960s, at least twenty-one countries either had or were considering nuclear weapons research programs. Today only nine countries are known to have nuclear weapons. Belarus, Brazil, Kazakhstan, Libya, South Africa, Sweden, and Ukraine have dismantled their weapons programs. Even rogue states that are/were a great concern to U.S. policymakers--Iran, Iraq, Libya, and North Korea--began their nuclear weapons programs before the Cold War had ended. 46 As far as is known, no nation has started a new nuclear weapons program since the demise of the Soviet Union in 1991. 47 Ironically, by focusing on the threat of rogue states, policymakers may have underestimated the potentially far more destabilizing effect of proliferation in "respectable" states such as Germany, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan.

