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***Midterms Updates***

GoP Win Now – Progressive Agenda Key

GoP will win now – lack of movement on the progressive agenda is key

VoA 7-28
Voice of America, Obama Tries to Rally Democrats for November Elections, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Obama-Tries-to-Rally-Democrats-for-November-Elections-99486959.html

In a little more than three months, U.S. voters will go to the polls in congressional midterm elections that could have a major impact on President Barack Obama's political agenda.  Opposition Republicans are energized by this year's elections and by predictions by political experts that they could gain enough seats to regain control of one or both houses of Congress.  Democrats seem less enthusiastic about the elections.  It is shaping up to be a tough year to be a Democrat.  President Obama's public opinion ratings continue to slide, and most political experts are predicting significant Republican gains in November in the Senate and the House of Representatives.  Many liberal Democrats are also frustrated that their party's majorities in both houses of Congress have not done more to fully implement the Obama agenda.  Liberals attending the recent Netroots Nation convention in Las Vegas complained that moderate and conservative Democrats in Congress have forced too many compromises on issues like health care and climate change, and have acted as a kind of political brake on the president's ambitious agenda for change.  Democratic Senator Al Franken of Minnesota acknowledged the frustrations during a speech to the Netroots convention.  "But I agree we have not won nearly enough, and I know that progressives are frustrated - not just because we have not gotten as far as we thought we would, but because it sometimes feels like not everybody in our party is pushing forward at the same pace," said Al Franken. "We have a lot of Democratic votes in Congress, and that is a good thing.  But we do not have enough progressive votes to pass the agenda that you and I want."  President Obama addressed the group in a videotaped message.  Although he acknowledged liberal frustrations, he urged the activists to work hard to re-elect Democrats in November.  "Still, change has not come fast enough for too many Americans," said President Obama. "I know that.  It has not come fast enough for me either.  And I know it has not come fast enough for many of you who fought so hard during the election."

GoP Win Now – Anti- Spending Key

GoP will win now – loss of independents and significant democratic spending

VoA 7-28
Voice of America, Obama Tries to Rally Democrats for November Elections, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Obama-Tries-to-Rally-Democrats-for-November-Elections-99486959.html

Political analysts say a major factor boosting Republican prospects this year is growing concern over government spending and involvement in the economy, which has helped to spark the grassroots conservative and libertarian movement known as the Tea Party.  Michael Barone is a political expert with the American Enterprise Institute here in Washington:  "The rejection of this vast expansion of the size and scope of government by the Obama administration and the Democratic congressional leadership, I think that is the central issue of this campaign cycle," said Michael Barone.  Democrats won control of both houses of Congress in the 2006 midterm elections and they expanded their majorities when Mr. Obama won the White House in 2008.  But the political pendulum appears to be swinging back in favor of the Republicans, says presidential expert Bruce Buchanan of the University of Texas.  "On balance, the dynamic looks to be very much anti-incumbent," said Bruce Buchanan. "Most of the predictions that one gets from the specialists in this area suggest that there will be losses for the Democrats in both houses, significant losses possibly."  In addition to shoring up his base among Democratic voters, President Obama appears to be facing a growing challenge in keeping the support of independent voters who were a big part of his election victory two years ago.  Quinnipiac University pollster Peter Brown says some key voter groups seem to be down on the president this year.  "Males, independents and white voters are all groups that backed President Obama by larger numbers in the election of 2008 than traditionally Democrats have done among those groups," said Peter Brown. "Now in all three groups, he is getting anywhere in the high 30 percent level.  That is a pretty substantial drop off - almost 30 percent - and that is really politically where it could be problematic for the president."
GoP Win Now – Momentum

GoP will likely take over both houses now – momentum

Lambro 7-22
Donald, Midterm Elections: Anyone's Game, Town Hall, http://townhall.com/columnists/DonaldLambro/2010/07/22/midterm_elections_anyones_game

The possible collapse of the Democrats in the upcoming midterm elections is increasing with each passing week, as evidence mounts that they could lose majority control of the House and Senate. A month ago, the prospect of Democrats losing both chambers was a figment of the Republicans' wildest imagination. The GOP was expected to make major House gains, and win six to seven seats in the Senate. But toppling the Democratic majority from power was still a reach. That's now not only a possibility, but swiftly becoming reality. Some of the most entrenched Democratic Senate seats are now considered toss-ups; President Obama's approval polls continue to fall as the economy weakens; and key Democrats have turned against Obama's plan to raise tax rates on the wealthy at the end of this year. The political terrain is changing so fast that even the most veteran election trackers are having a hard time keeping up with the shifting tides that threaten to engulf Democrats and the Obama presidency. "Until about 10 days ago, I agreed with the conventional wisdom that control of the House of Representatives was up for grabs this fall, but that Republicans had yet to put the Senate in play. I no longer believe that," election analyst Stuart Rothenberg writes in the Capitol Hill newspaper Roll Call. 

Dems Win Now – August Push

Dems will retain the House and Senate – an aggressive August push will succeed

The Hill 7-30
Gibbs: Dems will keep House, Senate, http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/blog-summaries/111825-gibbs-dems-will-keep-house-and-senate-in-elections

White House press secretary Robert Gibbs doubled down on Friday on his election prediction, saying Democrats would keep the House and the Senate.  Gibbs said that Democrats were running stronger campaigns right now than Republicans, and that, despite having previously said there was "no doubt" the GOP could win the majority, Democrats would maintain theirs.  "I think it's a fairly simple choice come November," Gibbs said on ABC's "Good Morning America." "I think Democrats will be successful, and we'll keep the House and the Senate."  Gibbs had previously backtracked off his words cautioning that Republicans could be successful in their midterm efforts, an admission that angered many Democratic leaders in Congress.   But Democrats have also been working furiously to protect their majorities, bracing for a tough election cycle this fall with the added competition from freer corporate spending this year. The House Democrats' campaign committee has already reserved airtime for the final two weeks of the campaign, and plan an aggressive August strategy seeking to fight back against Republicans.   Gibbs, like those other Democrats, framed the choice voters are facing as being between Obama's policies and the previous policies sought under President George W. Bush and the last decade's Republican-controlled Congress.
No 1994-style takeover – Dems are prepared and tea-party is producing 3rd party candidates

Bendavid 7-28
Naftali, DCCC Memo: Why Dems Won’t Lose the House, WSJ, Proquest

The Democratic memo is headed “Seven reasons House Democrats will be successful in November.” It says “The bottom line: Democrats will retain a strong majority in the House.”  It argues that Democrats will win at least four GOP-held seats, such as those held by Reps.Joseph Cao in Louisiana and Charles Djou in Hawaii, as well as one being vacated by Rep.Mike Castle in Delaware, who is running for Senate. That means Republicans would have to win 43 Democratic-held seats to make Boehner the House speaker. There are only 20 open Democratic seats, the memo notes, meaning the Republicans would have to defeat an extraordinary number of incumbents.  The memo also says the tea party movement, in addition to prompting the nomination of right-leaning GOP candidates and forcing centrist Republican nominees to the right, has spawned third-party candidates in a number of races. And in suggests that unlike in 1994, when Democrats lost the House for the first time in four decades, the party is prepared for a tough election.
Dems Win Now – Bush Memoirs

Alt caus and Dems win now – Bush memoirs

Budowsky 7-30
Brent, George W. Bush book will boost Democrats in November, The Hill, http://thehill.com/blogs/pundits-blog/campaign/111929-george-w-bush-book-will-boost-democrats-in-november

Democrats will receive a late campaign boost when the memoirs of former President George W. Bush are released in early November and voters spend October remembering the good old days of Republican recession, Republican corruption, the bank bailout that was begun by a Republican president and the countless failures under a Republican president and Republican Congress.  The great October surprise will be from the last Republican president, who still receives far more blame than President Obama, correctly, for the problems facing the nation. My guess is that when all is said and done, while Democrats lose seats, they will retain control over both houses of Congress.  Imagine the mass depression and anger management problems on the Republican right when Democrats keep control, as the nation is reminded of the presidency of George W. Bush and the causes of the crash and the joblessness and the deficits and the bailout that began the last time Republicans had control.

Economy Outweighs

Economy comparatively outweighs the impact of the plan

Schulz 7-31
Craig, Analyst: Economy, Not Ethics, Key to 2010, http://liveshots.blogs.foxnews.com/2010/07/31/economy-not-ethics-key-to-2010/

Despite the potential of a pair of ethics trials for Democratic members of Congress in the fall, University of Virginia political analyst Larry Sabato says questionable ethics are not likely to tip the midterm election results in one party’s favor or another, but the nation’s slow economic recovery might. Appearing on America’s News Headquarters Saturday, Sabato said the allegations swirling around Congressman Charlie Rangel (D-NY) and Congresswoman Maxine Waters (D-CA) were unlikely to be the definitive factor in the November midterms. “It’s an embarrassment, that’s obviously true,” Sabato said. “And when you have more than one it attracts the public’s attention. But to be blunt about it, I think most people are pretty cynical and they simply assume that a certain percentage of politicians are crooked, so this is not news to most Americans.” Instead, Sabato said, the key to November will be the economy. “The most important thing that happened this week was that slow economic growth figure – the gross domestic product figure – because it nearly guarantees unemployment is going to be high all the way through the election. The economy is the black hole sucking in all available light in this election.”
AT: Funding Outweighs

Democrats fundraising prowess is not an advantage- independent groups increase likelihood of GOP win

Washington Independent by Jesse Zwick

HYPERLINK "http://washingtonindependent.com/93296/with-rnc-faltering-funders-look-elsewhere" \o "Permanent Link to With RNC Faltering, Funders Look Elsewhere"With RNC Faltering, Funders Look Elsewhere 8/2/10 12:00 AM http://washingtonindependent.com/93296/with-rnc-faltering-funders-look-elsewhere 8/2/2010 

Other observers note that Republicans, well aware of the RNC’s problems, are looking elsewhere for funding and organization. “If you’re comparing the most functional part of Democrats and the least functional part of Republicans, you’ll get a misleading judgment,” cautions William Galston, former policy adviser to President Clinton and senior fellow at the Brookings Institution. Indeed, a group of major past RNC donors, fed up with Steele’s antics, pledged in June to donate their money elsewhere. The Supreme Court’s Citizens United ruling has only made it easier for outside organizations, often referred to as 527s, to spend vast sums of money on behalf of issues and candidates in the upcoming election cycle. And a number of organizations are ready to receive the funds. One of the most prominent is American Crossroads, the brainchild of former Bush strategist Karl Rove and former RNC Chairman Ed Gillespie. The 527 organization has set a goal of raising $52 million by November to wage an independent campaign to help GOP candidates win office. And Republican-friendly industry groups, like the Chamber of Commerce, health insurers and coal companies, are all contemplating their own aggressive spending strategies. In some ways, these outside groups can be more effective than the RNC. “Some of these independent groups can take more risks,” observes Meredith Megehee, policy director at the Campaign Legal Center. “They don’t have to worry about whether the party is healthy in all 50 states. They can take a much more opportunistic approach.” 
AT: Uniqueness Overwhelms Link

No inevitable winner- Senate could go either way

FOX News 100 days to decide: Can Republicans win the Senate? 7/25/2010 http://congress.blogs.foxnews .com/2010/07/25/100-days-to-decide-can-republicans-take-the-senate/ 8/2/2010

With House Republicans measuring the proverbial curtains in Speaker Nancy Pelosi's office, the focus has turned  to whether or not the balance of power could also flip in the Senate. Certainly momentum and enthusiasm, for now, appears to be on the GOP side, as often happens in the midterms with the party not occupying the Oval Office (how often do we hear that midterms are a ''referendum on the president"?), but most political oddsmakers would caution Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., not to drag out his measuring tape just yet. Indeed, even McConnell, a student of political history, has said numerous times that he does not expect such a change, though most, McConnell included, do think the chamber will come much closer to the 50-50 split from just a decade ago. Top political analyst, Charlie Cook of the Cook Political Report, recently said, "It probably won't happen this year," rather that the next two cycles, with Democrats defending twice the number of seats as Republicans, are more likely to result in a GOP majority. Republicans, according to Cook, need to snag 10 seats held by Democrats, and a look at the slate for this year does indicate that this is not outside the realm of possibility, though at this point Larry Sabato, campaign expert and director of UVA's Center for Politics, agrees with Cook and predicts that the GOP are more likely to pick up just seven seats, not an insignificant number.   
***Cap and Trade***

Cap and Trade Dead
Cap and trade will never pass

Business Times Singapore, "Climate change bill likely to be put on ice; Lack of public support, political capital, and realities of American life make chances of getting Congress approval very slim," 7/30, lexis, Alex Agne
Indeed, Democratic leaders in the Senate made it clear last week that they have discarded their earlier plans to pass a bill known as the 'cap and trade' legislation that would have put a price on carbon emissions, which according to scientists contribute to changes in the weather that helped bring about this year's heavy snow storms and unbearable heat waves.  'We know where we are,' Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, a Democrat from Nevada, told reporters. 'We know that we don't have the votes,' he explained last Thursday.  The earlier failure of the Copenhagen conference to produce an international emissions deal, and now, the collapse of 'cap and trade' are considered to be major blows to the ambitious environmental agenda of President Barack Obama and the Democrats.  With most political analysts predicting major Republican wins in the coming mid-term Congressional election in November, the chances for getting any meaningful energy bill approved by Congress in the next two years are very slim - perhaps non-existent.  While it was a legislative coalition of Republican and conservative Democrats, backed by the powerful energy industry, that helped kill 'cap and trade', it is also clear that a lack of public enthusiasm has made it even more difficult for the White House and the Democrats to win support for their energy legislation.  Public opinion polls indicate that American voters remain mostly concerned with jobs and the economy, as the issue of global warming keeps sliding to the bottom of their list.  Moreover, the media have focused a lot of attention on the so-called 'climategate', the hundreds of private e-mail messages sent among American and British climate scientists at the National Centre for Atmospheric Research and the University of East Anglia - hacked from a university computer server - which led to accusations that researchers may have edited the presentation of data to overstate the threat of global warming.  In any case, with Mr Obama and the Democrats investing much of their political capital on getting Congress to approve a huge economic stimulus, an historic healthcare insurance programme, and a major financial regulatory reform bill, they could not muster the energy to fight with the Republicans over the contentious climate-change issue as well.  

Cap and trade is as dead as a doornail

Toronto Star, "The last resort on climate change," 8/2, lexis, Alex Agne

It may seem premature to talk about last-ditch measures to deal with runaway climate change, but Ben Lieberman has it right. Lieberman, an energy expert at the Heritage Foundation, a Washington think-tank, responded to the news that the U.S. Senate will not pass any climate  legislation this year by saying: "It's pretty clear that no post-Kyoto treaty is in the making - certainly not in Cancun, and maybe not ever."  The Cancun meeting next December is where the optimists hoped to untangle the mess left by last December's abortive climate summit in Copenhagen and create a new treaty to replace the Kyoto accord, which expires in 2012. It was always a slim hope, but the U.S. Senate has decisively crushed it. Big Coal and Big Oil win again.  As Senate majority leader Harry Reid put it: "We know that we don't have the votes." The Democrats control 59 out of a 100 seats in the Senate, but some of their more vulnerable members have been picked off by the fossil fuel lobby, so there will be no serious climate legislation in the United States before the mid-term congressional elections in November. And it's not going to get better after November, on current forecasts.  Maybe Barack Obama will be back in office in early 2013 with a bigger majority in the Senate, but that's the earliest we can hope for any U.S. commitment to cut its emissions - and it's far from sure even then. Until the United States makes that commitment, you may be sure that none of the rapidly growing economies like China, India and Brazil will make it either
***START Updates***

START Will Pass

Will pass-Obama will appease Republicans

David Drezner 7-23-2010, Daniel W. Drezner is professor of international politics at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University,

 http://drezner.foreignpolicy.com/blog/2188
Peter Baker provides some lay of the land on START in his New York Times write-up: With time running out for major votes before the November election, the White House is trying to reach an understanding with Senate Republicans to approve its new arms control treaty with Russia by committing to modernizing the nuclear arsenal and making additional guarantees about missile defense.      The White House pressed allies in Congress in recent days to approve billions of dollars for the nation’s current nuclear weapons and infrastructure even as administration and Congressional officials work on a ratification resolution intended to reaffirm that the treaty will not stop American missile defense plans....      The critical player is Senator Jon Kyl of Arizona, the Republican whip, who has criticized the treaty but also signaled that his reservations could be assuaged. In particular, he has sought to modernize the nuclear force, and the administration has proposed spending more than $100 billion over 10 years to sustain and modernize some strategic systems.      “I’ve told the administration it would be much easier to do the treaty right than to do it fast if they want to get it ratified,” Mr. Kyl said Thursday in an interview. “It’s not a matter of delay,” he added, but “until I’m satisfied about some of these things, I will not be willing to allow the treaty to come up.”      Mr. Kyl sounded hopeful that he could reach agreement, ticking off three ways the White House could assure him that the proposed nuclear modernization program would be adequate: ensure enough first-year money in the next round of appropriations bills, include enough second-year money in a follow-up budget proposal and revise the long-range modernization plan to anticipate additional costs in later years.      “I’m not questioning the administration’s commitment to this,” he said, “but this is a big deal, and it needs to have everybody’s commitment to it at takeoff, and I really don’t see that the groundwork has really been laid.”      Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr. has met with Mr. Kyl once and invited him and other senators to talk about the treaty again next week. Senator John Kerry, Democrat of Massachusetts and chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, has likewise been talking with Mr. Kyl regularly and is trying to help resolve Republican demands to inspect at least some of the secret negotiating record.  For all the hand-wringing, this sounds like START is gonna get ratified.  Kyl has been very careful to avoid boxing himself into a situation where he has to vote no.  His asking price is not unreasonable, and it sounds like the Obama administration will meet it.   This would be good - not because START is all of that and a bag of chips, but because it suggests some Very Useful Conclusions:  1)  Mitt Romney's Know-Nothing anti-START gambit failed to have any effect;  2)  Republicans are being reasonable and constructive on arms control (Kyl's requests make a good deal of sense to me);  3)  There can be bipartisan cooperation on important foreign policy questions.  4)  Spencer Ackerman was wrong and I was right.  Ha!!  [It's all about score-settling with you this week, isn't it?--ed.  It's the summer -- allow me my small, petty victories.]Am I missing anything?  
START Will Pass
Will pass – GOP concerns are going to be met and there is massive support
Huffington Post, Joe Cirincione, “Nuclear Start Align for New START,” 7-29-10, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/joe-cirincione/nuclear-stars-align-for-n_b_663857.html
Nine of the ten former and current commanders of America's nuclear forces have now told the Senate that it is time to approve a new arms pact with Russia. Will the senators listen to our top military leaders?  The substantive debate over the New START treaty between the United States and Russia is now over. The treaty would reduce the forces on both sides by 30 percent form previously agreed levels. It would also put in place a stringent new inspection regime that would allow the United States to keep a close eye on Russia's nuclear arsenal -- the only arsenal in the world that can destroy this nation.  Administration officials have thoroughly answered all the questions that skeptics posed about the treaty on its effect on missile defense, Russia's tactical nuclear weapons, verifications regimes and maintaining the U.S. nuclear arsenal.  The treaty does not affect U.S. missile defenses and it paves the way for negotiated reductions on Russia's tactical weapons. Without the treaty, we cannot inspect Russia's arsenal. To ensure that we can fully maintain our arsenal, the Obama administration has budgeted $180 billion over the next ten years (much more than the Bush administration).  That is why the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the commanders of U.S. missile defense programs are solidly behind the treaty. It is why the previous secretaries of defense, secretaries of state and national security advisers who have spoken on the treaty have supported it. There is not a single, senior military or national security official from any administration going back to the Nixon administration that opposed the treaty.  The clincher came this week, with a statement from seven of the eight former commanders of America's nuclear forces urging quick approval of the treaty.  Gen. Eugene Habiger, who organized the letter, told POLITICO's Morning Defense that opposition to the treaty seems entirely politically motivated and not based in substance.  It's extremely rare, he noted, to have every former commander who "sat in the nuclear seat" over the last 30 years line up on one side of an issue. In this case all seven past STRATCOM commanders signed on to the letter, and the other two -- Gen. James Cartwright and Gen. Kevin Chilton -- are still on active duty backing the treaty. "You have virtually nine of the individuals... all stepping up to the plate to say we support the treaty. And then you have folks on the sideline saying not so fast," Habiger said. "It doesn't make a whole lot of sense. The commanders argument in brief is direct and compelling. In their letter, they say:  As former commanders of Strategic Air Command and U.S. Strategic Command, we collectively spent many years providing oversight, direction and maintenance of U.S. strategic nuclear forces and advising presidents from Ronald Reagan to George W. Bush on strategic nuclear policy. We are writing to express our support for ratification of the New START Treaty. The treaty will enhance American national security in several important ways. We will understand Russian strategic forces much better with the treaty than would be the case without it... That kind of transparency will contribute to a more stable relationship between our two countries. It will also give us greater predictability about Russian strategic forces, so that we can make better-informed decisions about how we shape and operate our own forces. Although the New START Treaty will require U.S reductions, we believe that the post-treaty force will represent a survivable, robust and effective deterrent, one fully capable of deterring attack on both the United States and America's allies and partners. The New START Treaty will contribute to a more stable U.S.-Russian relationship. We strongly endorse its early ratification and entry into force. The letter was signed by seven of the eight former commanders of Strategic Air Command and U.S. Strategic Command: Gen. Larry Welch, Gen. John Chain, Gen. Lee Butler, Adm. Henry Chiles, Gen. Eugene Habiger, Adm. James Ellis, and Gen. Bennie Davis. The eighth former commander, Adm. Richard Mies, does not sign group letters but is said to also support the treaty.  The Senate should take this advice and consent to the quick approval of this vital national security 

START Will Pass

GOP concerns will be met
AP, Robert Burns, “US official says nuclear treaty disputes lingered,” 7-29-10 http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iTHX7AqDA5sMraGt_eviK13omVHQD9H891OG0
U.S. complaints about Russian compliance with the 1991 START nuclear arms control treaty had not been resolved when the pact expired last year, but the disputes never amounted to allegations of cheating, a senior administration official said Wednesday. Rose Gottemoeller, chief U.S. negotiator of the newly completed follow-on START treaty, said in an interview that the most significant compliance issues were settled before negotiations began. "We solved a whole load of problems in the last two years or so," she said. Gottemoeller's remarks appeared designed to rebut opposition to the treaty in the Senate, where it has attracted strong criticism from some Republicans. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee had hoped to vote on the measure before its August recess, but there now is a chance the treaty won't get a Senate vote until after the November elections. Gottemoeller is scheduled to testify on New START before the Senate Armed Services Committee on Thursday. Meanwhile, seven former commanders of U.S. strategic nuclear forces endorsed the treaty in a letter to key senators Wednesday. Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, also favor it. In their letter, the former commanders said "there is little concern today about the probability of a Russian nuclear attack." The treaty, they wrote, sustains limits on Russian forces while allowing the U.S. to make needed reductions in its own forces. President Barack Obama considers the pact a milestone for U.S.-Russian relations, but some Republicans in Congress have raised doubts about the treaty's value. Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed the pact in April. When disagreements over implementing the START treaty arose they were handled by a special U.S.-Russia dispute resolution commission. None ever rose to the status of an alleged violation, Gottemoeller said. Of the compliance disputes that remained when the 1991 treaty expired, "these were minor issues that went away when START went out of force," she said, adding there were "some concerns that we had about them, some concerns that they had about us." The most significant disputes, like movement of Russian SS-27 mobile missile launchers and U.S. inspection of re-entry vehicles aboard certain Russian missiles, were resolved, Gottemoeller said. "We put our priority on resolving the main issues," she said. Gottemoeller said neither side accused the other of violating provisions of START at any point. Senate ratification of New START initially seemed certain, but Republicans, led by Sen. Jon Kyl, R-Ariz., have questioned whether the administration has committed sufficient resources to maintaining the remaining U.S. strategic nuclear arsenal — missiles aboard long-range bombers and submarines, and land-based missiles. Also in question is whether New START constrains U.S. options for improving its missile defenses. Another potential problem for the administration is the Senate's request for the written record of the yearlong negotiations between the U.S. and Russia. The administration has balked, saying that could limit its ability to maneuver in future negotiations. The State Department on Wednesday released an unclassified version of a compliance report to Congress, the first such assessment of compliance on a range of arms control treaties since 2005. Republicans had pressed for details on Russia's treaty compliance record. Gottemoeller said the unresolved disputes cited in the new State Department report have no practical bearing on the New START treaty because all those disputes have been dropped. Nor should those disputes raise questions about Russia's reliable implementation of arms agreements, she said. In releasing the report, State Department spokesman P.J. Crowley said that throughout the life of the 1991 START treaty, Russia was in compliance with the pacts' "central limits." The released report is a condensed 95-page version of a classified, more detailed document submitted to Congress. The document said implementation of the 1991 treaty was successful, but added that "a number of long-standing compliance issues that were raised" in a U.S.-Russia dispute resolution commission remained unresolved when the treaty expired Dec. 5, 2009. The report did not describe any of the unresolved issues. Gottemoeller said both sides had agreed to keep them confidential. She described the disputes as minor, technical matters. The State Department report also said it was unclear whether Russia fulfilled its obligations as a signatory to the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention, which prohibits development, production and storage of biological agents or toxins of types not used for peaceful purposes. 

START Will Pass / PC Key

Will get GOP on board but PC is key

Matt Canham, writer Salt Lake Tribune, “Bennett leaning toward backing nuclear arms treaty,” 7-29-10, http://www.sltrib.com/sltrib/home/50017168-76/treaty-bennett-nuclear-russia.html.csp
Washington • Senate Democrats need to find eight willing Republicans to ratify a new nuclear arms control agreement with Russia. They may have one in Utah Sen. Bob Bennett, who all but announced his support for the New Start treaty signed by President Barack Obama and Russia President Dmitry Medvedev in early April.  “We are now at a point where I think this is probably a good idea,” Bennett told The Salt Lake Tribune in an interview this week. “I think it is a step in the right direction, a continuation of the thawing, if you will, of relationships between the United States and Russia that goes all the way back to Ronald Reagan.”  Bennett said he had a friendly conversation with Vice President Joe Biden about the treaty that would require the two countries to reduce their long-range nuclear arsenals to 1,550 from about 2,200. The Utah senator who leaves office in January wouldn’t officially announce his support until Arizona GOP Sen. Jon Kyl, the Republican point man on the issue, finishes his review.  “But he is leaning yes; I am leaning yes,” he said.  Bennett’s potential support runs counter to the criticisms of many national Republicans, most prominently Mitt Romney, who has called it Obama’s “worst foreign policy mistake” because he thinks it’s too favorable to the Russians.  Sen. Orrin Hatch said he is continuing to review the treaty but he has some concerns.  “I am particularly concerned about the proposed treaty’s effect on our ability to deploy a robust missile defense system,” he said. “It also is important to weigh its impacts on the solid rocket motor industry in Utah, which plays a critical role in maintaining our nuclear deterrence system.”  Other Republicans question whether Russia lived up to the first Start treaty. which was ratified in 1991. 
START will pass but Obama’s capital is necessary to get the GOP on board
Washington Post, “The START debate,” 7-26-10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/25/AR2010072502243.html
THE NEW NUCLEAR weapons treaty with Russia under consideration by the Senate is a modest achievement for arms control. New START, as the latest Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty is called, sets a limit of 1,550 deployed warheads, reflecting a 30 percent cut from present levels. Russia is likely to reduce its arsenal even more in coming years, with or without a treaty. Still, ratification of the accord will ensure that inspections of Russian weapons continue; the regime established by the previous START treaty lapsed last year. It will also provide the United States some credibility as it seeks to persuade Russia and other key nations around the world to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons to Iran and other states.  So the treaty is hardly a breakthrough toward President Obama's vision of a nuclear-free world -- but neither is it the sellout to Moscow or compromise of U.S. national security described by some Republicans. Much of this criticism, including an op-ed published on the opposite page this month by former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney, has been lacking in substance. The most common claim is that the treaty would somehow limit U.S. development of missile defense systems, in Europe or elsewhere. But attempts by Moscow to insert such controls into the treaty failed. The provisions Republicans point to -- a reference in the nonbinding preamble to a linkage between offensive and defensive weapons, and language allowing either side to withdraw from the treaty -- also appeared in the previous START treaty with Russia, negotiated by the first Bush administration.    It has been refreshing, and encouraging, to see one of the leading Republican spokesmen on START, Sen. Jon Kyl (Ariz.), focus on more constructive issues. In an op-ed column in the Wall Street Journal this month, the senator said that "most senators will likely view the treaty as relatively benign" if "the Obama administration was clearly articulating" that remaining U.S. nuclear weapons and facilities are "going to be strong and properly resourced."  This is a legitimate concern. The U.S. weapons stockpile is in need of renewal, as are the laboratories and industrial complex that sustain it. Despite its official embrace of the goal of eliminating nuclear weapons, the Obama administration accepts this priority and, to its credit, has been working hard to persuade Mr. Kyl and other Republicans of its commitment to it. Among other things, officials have prepared a plan for $80 billion in spending on the nuclear weapons complex over the next decade and have pressed Democrats in the House and Senate to support a $7 billion installment in next year's budget.  Mr. Kyl is not satisfied. He says that he wants to see the 2011 money appropriated by Congress before the Senate votes on the treaty. Republicans are further asking to review the official negotiating record with Russia, a demand that the administration is resisting. All this could have the effect -- perhaps intended -- of thwarting Democratic hopes that the Senate Foreign Relations Committee will vote on START by early next month, so that the full Senate can take it up before the November election.  What's needed is some trust on both sides that the other will deliver -- funding from the Democrats, treaty ratification votes from Republicans. That's not easy in the current climate. But given where the discussion stands, ratification of START is something that could, and should, get done this year.
Top Priority
Top priority 
RTT News, “Tauscher: Ratification Of START Treaty Top Priority,” 7-30-10, http://www.rttnews.com/Content/MarketSensitiveNews.aspx?Id=1376952&SM=1
A senior State Department official in charge of Arms Control and International Security has said that the ratification of Russia-US nuclear arms reduction treaty that reduces their nuclear stockpiles considerably is a top priority of the Obama administration.  Ellen Tauscher, US Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security, was speaking Thursday in the Conversations with America program, an on-line video series recently launched by the Department of State..  Highlighting the importance of the treaty for global security, Tauscher made it cleat that the US government's "priority now is to have new START treaty ratified by the Senate."   Passage of the START treaty before summer break in August requires a two-thirds majority in the 100-member Senate, overcoming Republican opposition.  The new deal, binding on the world's two major powers, was signed by the presidents of both the countries in Prague on April 8.     It replaces the cold war-era Strategic Arms Reductions Treaty (START), which expired on December 5 last year.   The treaty, based on a Moscow understanding between US President Barack Obama and his Russian counterpart Dmitry Medvedev, calls for reducing nuclear warheads held by each country to 1,550 and delivery vehicles to 700 - ballistic missiles and heavy bombers - by the end of 2017. This is 74% lower than the 1991 Start Treaty and 30% lower than the 2002 Moscow Treaty.  The new limits must be implemented within seven years of the treaty coming into force. The terms of the agreement will come into force only after it is passed into law by the parliament of both countries.  Both the presidents have agreed that the ratification processes should be simultaneous.
AT: Uniqueness Overwhelms Link
START will pass – Kyle will vote for it and he swings other key Republicans but it still needs to be pushed

Josh Rogin, covered defense and foreign policy as a staff writer for Congressional Quarterly, The Cable: Foreign Policy, “GOP senators leaning toward yes on New START,” 7-27-10, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/27/gop_senators_leaning_towards_yes_on_new_start
As the Senate Foreign Relations Committee gets ready to vote on President Obama's nuclear arms reductions treaty, several Republican senators are now hinting that they will support the agreement and are working toward bipartisan ratification.  The key senator to watch is Minority Whip Jon Kyl of Arizona, the Republican point man on the treaty. Kyl, who is in talks with the office of Vice President Joseph Biden, isn't saying which way he's leaning -- but his friends say Kyl is getting closer to supporting ratification.  Utah Sen. Bob Bennett told The Cable in an exclusive interview Tuesday that he wants to vote for the treaty, but is holding off until he gets the nod from his leadership.  "I'm waiting for Senator Kyl to finish his analysis, but he's leaning yes and I'm leaning yes," Bennett said.  Contrary to some Republicans who don't believe that reducing nuclear stockpiles is a good idea at all, such as Jim DeMint, R-SC, James Inhofe, R-OK, and former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney, Bennett said the treaty is a good idea and even characterized it as a constructive part of President Obama's reset policy with Russia.  "I think it's a step in the right direction and a continuation of the thawing of the relationship between the United States and Russia that goes all the way back to the Ronald Reagan. We're now at the point where this is probably a good idea."  Bennett had a "friendly conversation" with Biden last week. Biden's office has been taking the lead on the issue, using his deputy national security advisor Brian McKeon to coordinate ratification strategy, administration sources said. Kyl had denied to The Cable that he was negotiating with Biden, but a spokesman confirmed that Kyl did meet with Biden but just didn't want to characterize it as "negotiating."  The White House has taken the lead role in Congress although State Department officials did the heavy lifting in negotiating the deal with Russia over the last year. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton is still involved -- she met with another potential GOP vote, Tennessee Sen. Bob Corker, on the issue this month -- but the strategy is being driven in the Old Executive Office.  "It's a White House priority, so that's the way it is," one administration source relates.  Meanwhile, back on Capitol Hill, other senior Republican senators are signaling they are getting ready to support ratification.  "Hopefully we can create an environment, after general study, that would permit the Senate to ratify the treaty in a bipartisan way," Sen. Lamar Alexander, R-TN, the third-ranking senator in the Republican caucus, told The Cable. "But we're not there yet."  "It will depend primarily on whether we can have an adequate nuclear modernization program going forward," he said. "I'm working very closely with Senator Kyl to make that happen."  Other GOP senators aren't yet showing their cards, and are withholding their support until their particular concerns are addressed.  Sen. John Thune, R-SD, told The Cable that he is waiting for a response to his request for a briefing from the Defense Department about the Pentagon's intentions regarding delivery systems for nuclear weapons. In Thune's eyes, the new treaty doesn't have enough clarity on the mix of bombers, missiles, and submarines that will be used going forward.  Ellsworth Air Force Base in Thune's state would stand to benefit greatly if a new bomber was built.  Thune also expressed the lingering feeling among many Republicans that New START isn't a great deal for the United States.  "I don't disagree with the idea that we ought to try to have some equilibrium between their capabilities and ours, but it seems to me right now that we have made reductions without any sort of comparable type of reductions from the Russians," he said.  The treaty text requires each side to cap its arsenal to 1,500 deployed warheads and 700 deployed delivery vehicles. Thune's contention is that the Russians were already planning to reduce to those levels.  With Senate Foreign Relations ranking Republican Richard Lugar, R-IN, as a firm yes vote, the committee can approve the treaty whenever it chooses. But Lugar and his chairman, John Kerry, D-MA, don't want to force GOP fence sitters to make a call before they are ready. And Kyl has made clear he won't let the treaty come to the Senate floor until his concerns are addressed.  But time is of the essence for treaty supporters. The Senate leaves for recess next after next week and ratification would have to be fit into a hectic, politically charged session beginning after Labor Day and leading up to the midterm elections. "Senator Kerry is working with his colleagues and the administration to hear views and address questions raised by senators about the new START treaty and related issues as quickly as possible," said committee spokesman Fred Jones.  There's no decisions yet on when to bring up the agreement. "Ultimately, the goal is to build consensus for the timely ratification of this vital treaty," he said.

Now Key

Now is key-only weeks before a lame duck session and recess – new items can tradeoff

NYT 7-22-2010, “White House Presses Republicans on Arms Treaty”,

http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/23/us/politics/23start.html

With time running out for major votes before the November election, the White House is trying to reach an understanding with Senate Republicans to approve its new arms control treaty with Russia by committing to modernizing the nuclear arsenal and making additional guarantees about missile defense. Blog The Caucus  The latest on President Obama, his administration and other news from Washington and around the nation. Join the discussion.      * More Politics News  The White House pressed allies in Congress in recent days to approve billions of dollars for the nation’s current nuclear weapons and infrastructure even as administration and Congressional officials work on a ratification resolution intended to reaffirm that the treaty will not stop American missile defense plans.  The effort to forge a genuine bipartisan coalition contrasts with most of President Obama’s legislative drives in the past year because a treaty requires a two-thirds vote, meaning that the president needs at least eight Republicans. White House officials are optimistic that they can reach an agreement that will attract enough Republicans but are racing against the calendar because the closer it gets to the election, the more partisan the debate may become.  At stake is perhaps Mr. Obama’s most tangible foreign policy achievement, a treaty that bars the United States and Russia from deploying more than 1,550 strategic warheads and 700 launchers. If the president fails to get the New Start treaty ratified, it will undercut his effort to rebuild the relationship with Moscow and his broader arms control agenda.  The critical player is Senator Jon Kyl of Arizona, the Republican whip, who has criticized the treaty but also signaled that his reservations could be assuaged. In particular, he has sought to modernize the nuclear force, and the administration has proposed spending more than $100 billion over 10 years to sustain and modernize some strategic systems.  “I’ve told the administration it would be much easier to do the treaty right than to do it fast if they want to get it ratified,” Mr. Kyl said Thursday in an interview. “It’s not a matter of delay,” he added, but “until I’m satisfied about some of these things, I will not be willing to allow the treaty to come up.”  Mr. Kyl sounded hopeful that he could reach agreement, ticking off three ways the White House could assure him that the proposed nuclear modernization program would be adequate: ensure enough first-year money in the next round of appropriations bills, include enough second-year money in a follow-up budget proposal and revise the long-range modernization plan to anticipate additional costs in later years.  “I’m not questioning the administration’s commitment to this,” he said, “but this is a big deal, and it needs to have everybody’s commitment to it at takeoff, and I really don’t see that the groundwork has really been laid.”  Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr. has met with Mr. Kyl once and invited him and other senators to talk about the treaty again next week. Senator John Kerry, Democrat of Massachusetts and chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, has likewise been talking with Mr. Kyl regularly and is trying to help resolve Republican demands to inspect at least some of the secret negotiating record.  “If they get Kyl, it’s over,” said Samuel Charap, an analyst at the Center for American Progress, a research organization close to Mr. Obama. “He carries a lot of weight, and he has made himself such a hard get that if they get him, it will be a big deal. But the question is, are they willing to pay the price he’s asking in light of what they want to do in the future?”  So far, administration officials say they are willing to pay that price because they are also committed to modernization. With Senator Richard G. Lugar of Indiana, the Foreign Relations Committee’s ranking Republican, already supporting the treaty, Democrats hope they can win the votes of other Republicans on the committee like Senators Bob Corker of Tennessee and Johnny Isakson of Georgia.  “We certainly would like to support Start,” Mr. Corker said in an interview. “The crux of what’s happening right now for folks like me that would like to support the Start treaty is really ensuring that we have an appropriate and thoughtful modernization program.”  While he said the current plan was still too vague, he added, “I really think there’s a good opportunity to have a good outcome here.”  But Baker Spring, an analyst at the Heritage Foundation and a treaty critic, said Republicans were not simply bargaining for the best deal. “Either the administration meets the admittedly varied goals of the New Start skeptics or they will vote against it,” he said.  The White House is working closely with Mr. Kerry and Mr. Lugar as they draft a joint resolution of ratification that could include language intended to reaffirm that the treaty does not impose any meaningful restriction on American missile defense plans. To reassure Republicans, Mr. Biden also lobbied lawmakers to approve the first-year expense of the modernization program. A Senate committee supported the administration’s spending request on Thursday, but last week a House subcommittee cut it back by $99 million, angering Republicans. Democrats want to offset that with $80 million in unspent money from other programs.  Mr. Kerry has said he wants his committee to vote on the treaty before the Senate leaves town for summer recess, possibly Aug. 3 or 4. That would mean a fall floor debate in the midst of the campaign or perhaps during a postelection lame duck session.  “We’re at a very delicate juncture now,” said Daryl G. Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association, an advocacy group. “We’ve only got a certain number of weeks left before the November election.”
START Won’t Pass
Won’t pass - too much GOP opposition 
Politico, Laura Rozen, politico writer, “START vote Next Week Uncertain,” 7-29-10, http://www.politico.com/blogs/laurarozen/0710/START_vote_next_week_uncertain.html
 The Senate Foreign Relations Committee has added a Wednesday Aug. 4 business meeting to next week’s schedule to consider the START nuclear arms reduction treaty with Russia.   The administration is still hoping for a committee vote on the treaty next week before the Senate breaks for August recess. But some on the committee are skeptical that everything can come together by then.   “Senator Kerry is working with his colleagues and the administration to hear views and address questions raised by senators about the New START treaty and related issues as quickly as possible,” committee spokesman Frederick Jones told POLITICO's Jen DiMascio.  “These efforts and discussions are ongoing, and as of now no final decision has been made about whether to proceed with the vote in the Foreign Relations Committee next week," Jones said.    There's a full court press to try to get Republicans on board by then. Vice President Joe Biden will meet with Sens. Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.), Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.), and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) at 9:45 a.m. today at the White House where the issue is expected to be discussed.   Sens. Bob Corker (R-Tenn.) and Johnny Isakson (R-Ga.) held meetings with Assistant Secretary of State for Verification Rose Gottemoeller this week. Gottemoeller showed both Senators a "summary" of the negotiating record on key topics such as missile defense in a bid to satisfy Republican members requests for the complete record. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has also met twice with Corker and Isakson on the issue this month.   Meantime, Sens. Jon Kyl, Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.), Corker, Jim Risch (R-Idaho), and John Thune (R-S.D.) are going this weekend to Los Alamos and Sandia national nuclear laboratories to get assurances about funding for U.S. nuclear labs.   The State Department released the unclassified compliance report on arms control and nonproliferation treaties Wednesday, a classified version of which went to Congress earlier this month. It found “Russia was in compliance with START’s central limits during the treaty’s lifespan,” State Department spokesman P.J. Crowley said Wednesday.  “GOP Senators have been very clear about what they need to even get ready to consider the Resolution of Ratification,” a Republican Senate aide told POLITICO, citing the negotiating record, the answers to questions for the record submitted by U.S. government witnesses, the opportunity to review those along with the State compliance report, the National Intelligence Estimate on the treaty’s monitoring and verification provisions and a verifiability assessment.   The final Senate Armed Services Committee hearing on the treaty is taking place today.  As yet, Sen. Richard Lugar (R-Indiana) is the only Republican Senator who has definitively said he will vote to ratify the treaty.   
START Won’t Pass
Not all Republican concerns have been met
Washington Post, Walter Pincus and Mary Beth Sheridan, staff writers, “Report findings about Russia could complicate debate on new START pact,” 7-28-10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/27/AR2010072706048.html

The State Department Compliance Report had been requested earlier this month by seven of the eight Republicans on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. They were concerned because the last report in 2005 highlighted what they described as "direct violations of START I by the Russians, " a reference to the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty signed in 1991.  The report comes at a crucial time, as the Senate considers a new treaty that would replace START I. The Obama administration hopes to have it ratified by year's end, when Democrats will likely lose some of their Senate seats. The Foreign Relations Committee could vote on the treaty as early as next week.  But key Republicans are establishing tough conditions for approval -- including ironclad commitments from the White House to dramatically increase spending on the maintenance of the nuclear-weapons complex. President Obama has tried to address those concerns by laying out a plan to spend $80 billion on the nuclear weapons complex over the next decade.    The new compliance report, obtained by the Washington Post, says that several issues raised in the 2005 version have been resolved, on subjects such as the movement of Russian road-mobile missiles and inspection of reentry vehicles. But the report may nonetheless fuel the debate over the new treaty, because it says a number of other compliance issues remained unresolved when the treaty expired last December. The unclassified version of the report does not identify them.  To pass, the treaty will need at least eight Republican votes plus those of all 57 Democrats and the two independents. Most Republicans haven't yet indicated which way they will go.  In recent weeks, the battle over the treaty has intensified, with the Heritage Foundation launching a nationwide campaign against it, and former presidential candidate Mitt Romney branding it Obama's "worst foreign policy mistake."  For its part, the administration has amassed a bipartisan national security Who's Who of supporters of the treaty, including five former defense secretaries and six former secretaries of state.  On Tuesday, seven of the eight retired commanders of U.S. nuclear forces added their voices to those calling on the Senate to ratify the treaty. "We will understand the Russian strategic forces much better with the treaty than would be the case without it," said the letter to the Senate foreign relations and armed services committees.  It was signed by every leader of the strategic nuclear command from 1981 to 2004, except retired Adm. Richard W. Mies.  The new treaty would reduce each side's deployed long-range nuclear warheads to 1,550, from 2,200. The treaty preserves a 15-year-old verification system that allows the Russians and Americans to "look under the hood" of each other's nuclear facilities.  Some critics say they don't want to kill the treaty. Sen. Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.), the Republican whip, said he wants to ensure enough funding so the nuclear-weapons complex is still effective. Republicans are also concerned about whether the new treaty could constrain future U.S. missile defense systems.  Some treaty supporters suspect that Republicans are dragging their heels to deny Obama a victory before the November election. Kyl rejected that idea.  "It is not my purpose to delay, but if our legitimate requests are not dealt with appropriately, then it could be delayed," he said in an interview.  The full compliance report, with classified sections, was sent to Congress earlier this month, but many senators have not yet read it.  The document says the U.S. government does not believe Russia is in compliance with the Chemical Weapons Convention because it has not declared all its stockpiles nor destroyed those it has acknowledged, despite a 1997 plan to do so.  The report also says Russia may not be in compliance with the international convention banning biological weapons. Russia committed in 1992 to dismantle a secret biological weapons program it inherited from the Soviet Union. Although Russia has said it is in compliance, it has "not satisfactorily documented whether this program was terminated," according to the report. 
START Won’t Pass
Won’t Pass- Republicans and fears of Russia cheating

NYT 7-28-2010, “Uncertainty in Senate Over Hearing on Russia Treaty”
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/29/world/europe/29arms.html?partner=rss&emc=rss?pagewanted=print

Senator John Kerry, the chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, put the New Start arms control treaty with Russia on his panel’s schedule for next week but then left open the possibility on Wednesday that he might not call a vote after all. Enlarge This Image Brendan Smialowski for The New York Times  Senator John Kerry this week in Washington, where the White House is looking for Republican votes for the New Start treaty.  Mr. Kerry, a Massachusetts Democrat, slated the treaty for consideration next Wednesday, signaling that he would advance one of President Obama’s top priorities before the summer recess. But amid negotiations with Republicans, he issued a statement saying he had not made a final decision to hold the vote.  “Senator Kerry is working with his colleagues and the administration to hear views and address questions raised by senators about the New Start treaty and related issues as quickly as possible,” said the statement issued by his spokesman, Frederick Jones. “These efforts and discussions are ongoing, and as of now no final decision has been made about whether to proceed with the vote in the Foreign Relations Committee next week.”  By putting the issue on the schedule, Mr. Kerry met notification requirements and gave himself flexibility to call the vote if he can. But by not committing to following through, he underscored the fluid situation facing the treaty as he and the White House try to assuage concerns to win over at least some Republicans.  The treaty was signed by Mr. Obama and President Dmitri A. Medvedev of Russia four months ago, but Republicans have been expressing concerns about whether Moscow would cheat. A new State Department report released Wednesday concluded that Russia lived up to the “central limits” of the original Start treaty before it expired last December, but it also documented several disputes over compliance.  “Notwithstanding the overall success of Start implementation, a number of longstanding compliance issues” remained unresolved when the treaty went out of force, the report said. It said that the United States and Russia “worked through diplomatic channels” to ensure “effective resolution of compliance issues and questions.” Its conclusions were reported Wednesday in The Washington Post and The Washington Times.  The report said that several of the compliance disputes were settled, including some related to inspection of intercontinental ballistic missile re-entry vehicles. It did not give details about the issues that were not settled but said they involved different interpretations “about how to implement the complex inspection and verification provisions of the Start treaty.”  Republican senators have pointed to these issues to ask how the United States could trust Russia to live up to its obligations in the new treaty if it did not abide fully by the old one. During a Senate Armed Services Committee hearing last week, Senator John McCain, Republican of Arizona, challenged the Obama administration’s conclusion that even if Russia cheated it would not have military significance.  “Why have a treaty?” Mr. McCain asked. “To say that it has little, if any, effect, then we’ve been wasting a lot of time and money on negotiations.”  Administration officials have said that the treaty’s verification and inspection process would help guarantee Russian compliance and that any large-scale cheating would be detected in plenty of time to compensate. Even if Russia began a major rearmament drive in violation of the treaty, officials noted that the United States would still have thousands of nuclear warheads in storage that could be readily returned to service.  The Arms Control Association, an advocacy group, said the State Department compliance report should actually bolster the case for the new treaty. The conclusion that Russia complied with the central elements of the last pact “should reassure the U.S. Senate that Russia would also comply with the New Start treaty,” the group said in a statement.  The New Start treaty would prohibit the United States and Russia from deploying more than 1,550 strategic warheads and 700 launchers each, starting in seven years. To win the two-thirds Senate vote required for approval, Mr. Obama needs at least eight Republicans.  Mr. Kerry, who met with Mr. Obama on Wednesday, has been working closely with Senator Richard G. Lugar of Indiana, who is the ranking Republican on the Foreign Relations Committee and supports the treaty. Other supporters include prominent Republican national security veterans like former Secretaries of State Henry A. Kissinger, James A. Baker III and George P. Shultz.  Mr. Kerry and the White House have been trying to win Republican votes by committing to a 10-year plan to modernize the existing nuclear complex and by drafting statements that will further guarantee that the treaty does not impose any meaningful restrictions on American plans to build missile defense systems.  Mr. Kerry initially scheduled the possible vote for next Tuesday but then postponed it until Wednesday at the request of a committee member. 

START Won’t Pass

Won’t Pass-delayed until after midterms and too much opposition

GSN 7-26-2010, “Debate on New Start Seen Dragging Past August”, Global Security Newswire

http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/nw_20100726_3747.php

A number of U.S. Senate staffers expressed doubt that the legislative body would vote on ratification of a new nuclear arms control treaty with Russia before adjourning in two weeks for its August recess, the Los Angeles Times reported Saturday (see GSN, July 23). U.S. President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in April signed the replacement to the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty. The "New START" pact would obligate both nations to cap their fielded strategic nuclear weapons to 1,550 warheads, down from the maximum of 2,200 allowed each country by 2012 under the 2002 Moscow Treaty. The deal would also limit U.S. and Russian deployed nuclear delivery vehicles to 700, with another 100 platforms allowed in reserve. The pact has been submitted for ratification by Russia's legislature as well as the Senate. Demands by Senate Republicans for additional details on the treaty and time to consider ratification have raised the possibility that senators pact might not vote on the pact until after November's midterm election, according to the Times. Ratification of the treaty in Washington would require 67 Senate votes, a number that must include no less than eight Republicans endorsements in this Congress. If debate continued into next year, the possible election of additional Republican senators into office could further increase political resistance to the pact. If the treaty dies in the Senate, the Obama administration would find it more difficult to press ahead with other arms control goals, according to the Times. Republican senators including Jon Kyl (Ariz.) and John McCain (Ariz.) have placed various conditions on their support for the treaty, including a long-term, well-funded commitment to updating the U.S. nuclear weapons complex; assurance the document would not limit future missile defense deployments; and confidence that the document's verification provisions are adequate for accurately monitoring the state of Russia's nuclear deterrent. "The cynical interpretation is that the Republicans are just trying to delay this thing until after the election so they have more leverage," said Tom Collina, an expert with the Arms Control Association. The current Congress would only re-convene after the election this year with approval from both parties, Collina said. If Republicans won a substantial number of additional offices, they might opt to wait to gain more bargaining power when the new Congress convenes in 2011, he said. A vote on the treaty is likely to occur before the end of the year, suggested Jim Manley, a spokesman for Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (R-Nev.). "The hope is that their concerns can be adequately addressed and we can deal with it quickly," Manley said. "But Republicans are not making it easy for us to do much of anything right now" (Paul Richter, Los Angeles Times, July 24). The Obama administration's reluctance to disclose the treaty's negotiating record has raised concerns among some questioning onlookers of potential secret U.S. concessions to Moscow, the Christian Science Monitor reported Friday. “Is there a smoking gun in the treaty negotiations record? Probably not,” said Henry Sokolski, head of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center in Washington. “But the resistance we’re getting from supporters to opening up (the record) and the holding back (of information) are feeding paranoia about this.” The Senate should "trust but clarify," Sokolski said, calling for lawmakers to investigate the implications in the treaty for future arms control pacts. The 1991 agreement was not a "rush job" finished in "just a few weeks," he noted. Sokolski urged the Obama administration to continue seeking Republican support for the pact. “If you tell a Republican, ‘We want your vote now because we know when you get more seats you’re going to oppose this,’ how does that work to build support? 
Won’t Pass-Repubs

Reuters 7-29 “Republican Concerns Should Stall START treaty”,

http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE66S5KM20100729?type=politicsNews

Senate Republicans voiced objections on Thursday to the new START nuclear arms treaty with Russia, raising concerns that could delay efforts to hand President Barack Obama a foreign policy victory ahead of the November elections.  At a Senate Armed Services Committee hearing, Republicans said the accord could impede U.S. plans for an anti-missile defense system and pressed the Obama administration to release the full treaty negotiating record to answer their questions.  "We originally were told that there would be no references to missile defense in the treaty and no linkage drawn between offensive and defensive weapons," Senator John McCain said, adding that one section included a "clear, legally binding limitation on our missile defense options."  "Why did the administration agree to this language after saying they would do no such thing?" he asked. "We're insisting on an opportunity to review the negotiating record for ourselves, specifically those parts dealing with the ambiguous references to missile defense."  With U.S. mid-term congressional campaigns heating up ahead of the November 2 vote, some Republicans groups have moved to put the START treaty on the broader national agenda, hoping to use the issue along with healthcare to fire up voters against Obama's Democrats.  Mitt Romney, a potential 2012 Republican presidential contender, called the treaty Obama's "worst foreign policy mistake yet" in a Washington Post opinion piece. Heritage Action for America, a conservative group, is rallying opposition to the treaty with an online petition.  Assistant Secretary of State Rose Gottemoeller, the chief negotiator for the treaty, told the Armed Services Committee that the new START would "enhance U.S. national security by stabilizing the strategic power between the United States and the Russian Federation at lower levels of nuclear forces."  "The choice before us is between this treaty and no treaty governing our ... nuclear security relationship with Russia, between this treaty and no agreed verification mechanism on Russia's strategic nuclear forces," she said.  CUTS IN WARHEADS, LAUNCHERS  Under the treaty, each side agreed to reduce the number of deployed nuclear warheads to no more than 1,550 within seven years, about 30 percent lower than the 2002 Moscow Treaty on nuclear weapons.  The sides also would limit their deployed intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine ballistic missiles and heavy bombers to no more than 700.  Gottemoeller resisted pressure to provide lawmakers with the full treaty negotiating record, saying it had been done only rarely before, generally to clarify the treaty after its approval and not as part of the ratification process.  She said the treaty would not impair U.S. plans for an anti-missile defense system. The only prohibition on missile defense in the treaty bars both sides from converting ballistic missile launchers for use as defensive missile launchers.  Administration officials have testified that is cheaper -- by about $20 million -- to build a launcher for a defensive missile than to convert an offensive launcher for use with missile defense.  They also have questioned the prudence of placing defensive missiles at an intercontinental ballistic missile site, where a launch of defensive missiles in a tense situation could be misconstrued by Russia as an attack. 
AT: Russia Won’t Comply

Russia will comply-your evidence is hype

Jeffrey Lewis, 7-30, “Cheater, Cheater, Pumpkin Eater”, Expert on Nuclear Arms Control and Overall Genius, Arms Control Wonk,

http://lewis.armscontrolwonk.com/archive/2865/cheater-cheater-pumpkin-eater
Cheater Cheater, Pumpkin Eater: That’s about the level of the That’s about the level of the rhetoric these days surrounding the new State Department “compliance” report.  Although the Compliance Report (properly, Adherence to and Compliance with Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament Agreements and Commitments) isn’t strictly speaking part of the ratification package for the New START agreement, some opponents are trying to argue that Russia has been cheating on old START, so damn New START.  Bill Gertz in the Washington Times and, sadly, Mary Beth Sheridan and Walter Pincus in the Washington Post parroted that argument in a pair of articles today.  That’s been picked up by UPI and, you guessed it, the Heritage Foundation.  Only one problem: The Compliance Report doesn’t say anything remotely like that.  What the report does say, in very plain language, is that Russia is “in compliance with the START strategic offensive arms (SOA) central limits for the 15-year term of the Treaty.”  When any normal person (ie, not a Heritage Foundation employee or a Moonie) imagines “cheating” they are thinking about the central limits — do the Russians have more bombers, missiles, or nuclear warheads than they are permitted?  The answer is no, Russia is in compliance.  The State Department has begun to push back, with AP’s Robert Burns and The Cable’s Josh Rogin, but the damage has been done.  Now, as you might expect, disputes will arise in a treaty written in two languages by parties that trusted each other so little that treaty text and associated documents run to about 700 pages and specify details down to the paint job on the aircraft that transports the inspectors.  (Camouflage is ok, in case you were wondering.) The Old START Treaty reads like a tour rider for David Lee Roth-era Van Halen, which famously prohibited brown M&Ms among other, um, unique demands.  The Compliance Report clearly describes START implementation as an “overall success.” Here is the actual text relating to outstanding issues:      The United States raised new compliance issues since the 2005 Report. The United States considered several of these to have been closed. A number of the remaining issues highlighted the different interpretations of the Parties about how to implement the complex inspection and verification provisions of the START Treaty.      Major long-standing issues related to the reentry vehicle inspection (RVOSI) of ICBMs for mobile launchers were resolved since the 2005 Report. An issue over measurement of launch canisters on deployed mobile launchers for mobile ICBMs also was resolved. For some of the unresolved issues which did not change, the United States made a determination not to raise the issue with the other Parties unless there was some future change in the situation. One issue that was reported in the 2005 Report was the Russian practice of exiting SS-27 road-mobile launchers from the Barrikady production facility at Volgograd and transiting them over 100 kilometers to a “break-in” area near Kapustin Yar without declaring them Treaty-accountable upon their first exit from the production facility. The Russian Federation ceased this practice and the United States considered this issue closed.  So, that’s it.  Its a big paragraph about how they resolved or closed most of the important issues in the 2005 report, while others remain. THERE’S A BEAR IN THE WOODS!  Oh, wait.  Which brings me to an interesting point: Why did the unclassified 2005 report bother to enumerate the compliance disputes in such lurid detail?  Generally speaking, when a difference of interpretation arose between Washington and Moscow, lifelong civil servants quietly handled it in the Joint Inspection and Compliance Commission.  The JCIC has hammered out 39 Joint Statements over the life of the treaty on topics ranging from the use of Greenwich Mean Time to which side gets to hold the measuring tape during an inspection. (You think that’s hyperbole?) The vast majority of important disputes have been resolved in this manner without fanfare or meddlesome Senators.  So, for example, the 2005 report noted that, of six new disputes that the US raised since the last report, and four were already closed. The 2010 is more vague, simply noting that new concerns were raised since 2005, with “several” closed.  Now, there is another class of disputes: Those that arose almost immediately after the treaty was signed — many during the first year of Treaty implementation.  In the 2005 report, the Bush Administration chose to detail  five of these “long-standing” issues. Generally, its bad form to wash the linens in public, but the Bush Administration chose these five illustrative disputes –either to give a flavor of the sort of compliance issues in the JCIC or to be churlish.  You can decide.  Here is a heavily edited version of the illustrative list of “long-standing” issues, along with their status in 2005 and 2010:      1. Inability to Confirm during Reentry Vehicle Inspections (RVOSIs) that the Number of Attributed ICBM Warheads Has Not Been Exceeded. During certain RVOSIs, Russia did not demonstrate to the satisfaction of the U.S. inspection team that additional covered objects located on the front section, and declared by Russia not to be RVs, were not RVs.      2005. Russian RV covers, and their method of emplacement, have in some cases hampered U.S. inspectors from ascertaining that the front section of the missiles contains no more RVs than the number of warheads attributed to a missile of that type under the Treaty. Russian cooperation in the use of RDE and other measures has been helpful in addressing some, but not all, of the difficulties encountered by U.S. inspectors.      2010. Major long-standing issues related to the reentry vehicle inspection (RVOSI) of ICBMs for mobile launchers were resolved since the 2005 Report.      2. Russian Road-Mobile Launchers “Break-in.” Russia has failed to declare certain road-mobile launchers of ICBMs when they first leave their production facility, as required by the Treaty. Russia has moved some of these launchers to an undeclared “break-in” area located over 60 miles from the production facility without declaring that they have left the production facility and are accountable under the Treaty.      2005. Russia continues to violate START provisions relevant to these obligations.      2010. The Russian Federation ceased this practice and the United States considered this issue closed.      3. Deployed SS-25 Road-Mobile Launchers Based Outside Their Designated Restricted Areas. Russia based some deployed SS-25 road-mobile launchers outside their declared restricted areas (RAs) at two road-mobile ICBM bases while these RAs were under construction.      2005. This practice has ceased and the United States considers this issue closed.      4. Denial of the Right to Measure Certain Deployed ICBM Launch Canisters on Mobile Launchers. U.S. inspectors have been prevented from exercising the Treaty right to measure certain ICBM launch canisters on mobile launchers, both deployed and non-deployed, that are encountered during data update inspections to confirm data regarding the type of item of inspection.      2005. Russia prevented U.S. inspectors from exercising their Treaty right to measure launch canisters for SS-24 ICBMs …. With regard to launch canisters for SS-25 and SS-27 ICBMs located on road-mobile launchers, the Parties have agreed upon a policy arrangement to address this issue, but it has not yet been implemented …      2010. An issue over measurement of launch canisters on deployed mobile launchers for mobile ICBMs also was resolved.      4. Telemetry Issues. The United States has raised several concerns regarding Russia’s failure to provide all Treaty-required telemetry materials for some START-accountable flight tests …      2005. Russia has in some instances failed to comply with Treaty requirements regarding the provision of telemetry information on missile flight testing pursuant to Article X of the START Treaty and Sections I and II of the Telemetry Protocol.  I would say three things about this list.  First, there is no way you could explain the significance of any of these violations to someone you’ve just met at a cocktail party without serious social awkwardness. Explaining telemetry means explaining throw-weight, which is a real conversation killer. These violations are worth addressing in the JCIC — little things matter, which is why Van Halen insisted that the brown M&Ms come out, as a sort of proxy for the seriousness of the other party when it came to important matters like lighting, sound, and that giant tube of KY.  But, while worth addressing in the JCIC, these issues are also arcane.  When normal people imagine the Russians are “cheating” on a treaty, they aren’t imagining whether the “break in” location is a contiguous part of the production facility or whether non-contiguous facilities can only be those with site diagrams.  Second, these disputes arise largely from the sort of cumbersome treaty restrictions that both the United States and Russia sought to eliminate in New START.  Remember when Paula DeSutter asserted that START was  “cumbersome and its complicated reporting standards have outlived their usefulness”? This is what she was talking about. Now, suddenly, some Republicans are asserting the violations of provisions they wanted to eliminate are matters of grave concern to national security.  Spare me. Most of these disputes would not arise under the New START treaty, which has shifted from restrictions on operational practices like these to a notifications-based system.  Finally, and this is the most important argument, the US and Russia either resolved or closed most of the issues. In particular, the United States and Russia resolved the most important dispute relating to reentry vehicle inspections which, incidentally, is probably the only dispute with any implication to New START.  (No,  I don’t think the “break in” area matters.) Yet instead of throwing a giant victory party, some people are wandering around muttering “throw-weight” and “telemetry.”  In other words, there is a powerful counter-narrative in the report suggesting that the US and Russia have a successful history of raising and addressing concerns about how each implements the treaty.  That successful history is an offensive argument to support ratification of New START.  Which raises a philosphical question: Are compliance disputes a sign of trouble?  The Washington Post and Washington Times would have you believe so, but that is backwards.  The fact that most of the new issues are resolved in a matter of course and, since 2005, the major backlog issues were also resolved, suggests a treaty structure that is advancing stability, predictability and transparency. To put it another way, don’t like how the Russians are deploying their road-mobile missiles?  Try complaining with no treaty and see how far you get.  This not to say that the New START won’t have plenty of compliance disputes. It will.  But the experience of START should provide encouragement that significant issues can be resolved in a manner that benefits both countries.
AT: Accidental Launch Low Probability

Accidental launch is a existential threat-Russian budgets and computer systems are becoming aged-

Lachlan Farrow 1998,  “Accidental Nuclear War-A Post Cold War Assesment” Works for Tufts University, School of Medicine, Boston (B.S.L.); Study Sponsored By the Department of Radiology and the Center for International Security and Arms Control, Stanford University, Stanford, Calif. 

http://www.icanw.org/files/NEJM%20Accidental%20Nuclear%20War.pdf
CONTINUED DANGER OF A NUCLEAR ATTACK Although many people believe that the threat of a nuclear attack largely disappeared with the end of the Cold War, there is considerable evidence to the contrary.10 The United States and Russia no longer confront the daily danger of a deliberate, massive nuclear attack, but both nations continue to operate nuclear forces as though this danger still existed. Each side routinely maintains thousands of nuclear warheads on high alert. Furthermore, to compensate for its weakened conventional armed forces, Russia has abandoned its “no first use” policy.11 Even though both countries declared in 1994 that they would not aim strategic missiles at each other, not even one second has been added to the time required to launch a nuclear attack: providing actual targeting (or retargeting) instructions is simply a component of normal launch procedures.12-14 The default targets of U.S. land-based missiles are now the oceans, but Russian missiles launched without specific targeting commands automatically revert to previously programmed military targets.13 There have been numerous “broken arrows” (major nuclear-weapons accidents) in the past, including at least five instances of U.S. missiles that are capable of carrying nuclear devices flying over or crashing in or near the territories of other nations.15,16 From 1975 to 1990, 66,000 military personnel involved in the operational aspects of U.S. nuclear forces were removed from their positions. Of these 66,000, 41 per- cent were removed because of alcohol or other drug abuse and 20 percent because of psychiatric problems. 17,18 General George Lee Butler, who as commander of the U.S. Strategic Command from 1991 to 1994 was responsible for all U.S. strategic nuclear forces, recently reported that he had “investigated a dismaying array of accidents and incidents involving strategic weapons and forces.”19 Any nuclear arsenal is susceptible to accidental, inadvertent, or unauthorized use.20,21 This is true both in countries declared to possess nuclear weapons (the United States, Russia, France, the United Kingdom, and China) and in other countries widely believed to possess nuclear weapons (Israel, India, and Pakistan). The combination of the massive size of the Russian nuclear arsenal (almost 6000 strategic warheads) and growing problems in Russian control systems makes Russia the focus of greatest current concern. Since the end of the Cold War, Russia’s nuclear command system has steadily deteriorated. Aging nuclear communications and computer networks are malfunctioning more frequently, and deficient earlywarning satellites and ground radar are more prone to reporting false alarms.10,22-24 The saga of the Mir space station bears witness to the problems of aging Russian technical systems. In addition, budget cuts have reduced the training of nuclear commanders and thus their proficiency in operating nuclear weapons safely. Elite nuclear units suffer pay arrears and housing and food shortages, which contribute to low morale and disaffection. New offices have recently been established at Strategic Rocket Forces bases to address the problem of suicide25 (and unpublished data). Safeguards against a nuclear attack will be further degraded if the Russian government implements its current plan to distribute both the unlock codes and conditional launch authority down the chain of command. Indeed, a recent report by the Central Intelligence Agency, which was leaked to the press, warned that some Russian submarine crews may already be capable of authorizing a launch.26 As then Russian Defense Minister Igor Rodionov warned last year, “No one today can guarantee the reliability of our control systems. . . . Russia might soon reach the threshold beyond which its rockets and nuclear systems cannot be controlled.”24 A particular danger stems from the reliance by both Russia and the United States on the strategy of “launch on warning” — the launching of strategic missiles after a missile attack by the enemy has been detected but before the missiles actually arrive. Each country’s procedures allow a total response time of only 15 minutes: a few minutes for detecting an enemy attack, another several minutes for top-level decision making, and a couple of minutes to disseminate the authorization to launch a response.27,28 Possible scenarios of an accidental or otherwise unauthorized nuclear attack range from the launch of a single missile due to a technical malfunction to the launch of a massive salvo due to a false warning. A strictly mechanical or electrical event as the cause of an accidental launch, such as a stray spark during missile maintenance, ranks low on the scale of plausibility. 29 Analysts also worry about whether computer defects in the year 2000 may compromise the control of strategic missiles in Russia, but the extent of this danger is not known. Several authorities consider a launch based on a false warning to be the most plausible scenario of an accidental attack.20,29 This danger is not merely theoretical. Serious false alarms occurred in the U.S. system in 1979 and 1980, when human error and computer-chip failures resulted in indications of a massive Soviet missile strike.10,30 On January 25, 1995, a warning related to a U.S. scientific rocket launched from Norway led to the activation, for the first time in the nuclear era, of the “nuclear suitcases” carried by the top Russian leaders and initiated an emergency nuclear-decision-making conference involving the leaders and their top nuclear advisors. It took about eight minutes to conclude that the launch was not part of a surprise nuclear strike by Western submarines — less than four minutes before the deadline for ordering a nuclear response under standard Russian launch-on-warning protocols. 10,24,27 A missile launch activated by false warning is thus possible in both U.S. and Russian arsenals. For the reasons noted above, an accidental Russian launch is currently considered the greater risk. Several specific scenarios have been considered by the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization of the Department of Defense. 31 We have chosen to analyze a scenario that falls in the middle range of the danger posed by an accidental attack: the launch against the United States of the weapons on board a single Russian Delta-IV ballistic-missile submarine, for two reasons. First, the safeguards against the unauthorized launch of Russian submarine-based missiles are weaker than those against either silo-based or mobile land-based rockets, because the Russian general staff cannot continuously monitor the status of the crew and missiles or use electronic links to override unauthorized launches by the crews. Second, the Delta-IV is and will remain the main mainstay of the Russian strategic submarine fleet. 

AT: Accidental Launch Low Probability
Cooperation key to prevent accidental launch
Newsweek 2008

http://www.newsweek.com/2008/08/23/how-to-manage-moscow.html

Or take existing nuclear weapons. U.S. and Russian stockpiles remain dangerously high, as does the chance of accidental or un-authorized use. We want to move to a world of fewer nuclear weapons in fewer hands. Bilateral negotiations between the United States and Russia remain the best and only way to get from here to there. The Bush administration has said that so long as Russia occupies parts of Georgia there will be no return to "business as usual" in U.S.–Russian relations. This suggests a form of linkage, a policy from the cold war, where bilateral ties across the board are adversely affected because of disagreement over a particular issue, in this case Georgia. This is a questionable strategy for the United States at a time when so much else on our agenda involves Russia. Instead, U.S. policy ought to be for the two countries to cooperate where they can—and to disagree and compete within constraints where they must. 
Extinction

Babst  2 (Dean, retired government research scientist and Coordinator of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation's Accidental Nuclear War Studies Program, "Preventing an Accidental Armageddon", http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/babst-armageddon.html)

In a study made by the World Health Organization, they found that a nuclear war between the U.S. and Russia could kill one billion people outright. In addition, it could produce a Nuclear Winter that would probably kill an additional one billion people. It is possible that more than two billion people, one-third of all the humans on Earth would be destroyed almost immediately in the aftermath of a global thermonuclear war. The rest of humanity would be reduced to prolonged agony and barbarism. These findings are from a study chaired by Sune K. Bergstrom (the 1982 Nobel laureate in physiology and medicine) nearly 20 years ago. (1)  Subsequent studies have had similar findings. Professor Alan Robock says, "Everything from purely mathematical models to forest fire studies shows that even a small nuclear war would devastate the earth." (2)  Rich Small's work, financed by the Defense Nuclear Agency, suggests that burning cities would produce a particularly troublesome variety of smoke. The smoke of forest fires is bad enough. But the industrial targets of cities are likely to produce a rolling, black smoke, a denser shield against incoming sunlight. (3)  Nuclear explosions can produce heat intensities of 3,000 to 4,000 degrees Centigrade at ground zero. Nuclear explosions can also lift an enormous quantity of fine soil particles into the atmosphere, creating more than l00,000 tons of fine, dense, radioactive dust for every megaton exploded on the surface. (4) The late Dr. Carl Sagan said the super heating of vast quantities of atmospheric dust and soot will cover both hemispheres. (5) For those who survive a nuclear attack, it would mean living on a cold, dark, chaotic, radioactive planet.  A nuclear warhead is far more destructive than is generally realized. For example, just one average size U.S. strategic 250 Kt nuclear warhead has an explosive force equal to 250,000 tons of dynamite or 50,000 World War II type bombers each carrying 5 tons of bombs. The truck bombs that terrorists exploded at the New York World Trade Center and in Oklahoma City each had an explosive force equal to about 5 tons of dynamite. (6)  Accidental Nuclear War  The U.S. and Russia each have more than 2,000 strategic nuclear warheads set for hair-trigger release. If launched they could be delivered to targets around the world in 30 minutes. They would have an explosive force equal to l00,000 Hiroshima size bombs. (7) Russia and the U.S. have more than 90 percent of the nuclear weapons in the world. The more automated and shorter the decision process becomes the greater is the possibility of missiles being launched to false warnings.  The U.S. is trying to decide whether to build an anti-missile “star wars” defense or not. In order for an anti-ballistic missile to hit another missile traveling at incredible speed that can come from many different directions, it would be necessary to have a very complex computerized system.  President Reagan's Defense Secretary, Casper Weinberger, said that since an anti-missile defense would require decisions within seconds, completely autonomous computer control is a foregone conclusion. There would be no time for screening out false alarms and a decision to launch would have to be automated---there would be no time for White House approval. (8)  A highly automated defense system that has no time for determining whether a warning is false or not is highly likely to launch to a false warning. There are always false warnings. For example, during 1981, 1982 and 1983 there were 186, 218 and 255 false alarms, respectively, in the U.S. strategic warning system. (9)  There have been at least three times in the last 20 years that the U.S. and Russia almost launched to false warnings. Fortunately there was enough time to determine that the warnings were false before decision time ran out.  In 1979, a U.S. training tape showing a massive attack was accidentally played.  In 1983, a Soviet satellite mistakenly signaled the launch of a U.S. missile.  In 1995, Russia almost launched its missiles because of a Norwegian rocket studying the northern lights. (l0)  If the U.S. builds an anti-missile defense it appears certain that missiles would be launched to false warnings because no time is available for determining whether a warning is false or not.  
START Key To Nuke Terrorism/ US-Russian Relations Ext
START prevents nuclear terrorism and revives US-Russian Relations

Gard 9
Gard 2009, “Decrease Stockpiles, Increase Security”, July 6th, Robert Gard, a retired U.S. Army lieutenant general and former president of both National Defense University and the Monterey Institute of International Studies, is chairman of the Washington, D.C.-based Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, where Travis Sharp is military policy analyst.

This week in Moscow, Presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev are holding a summit meeting that will heavily influence the next decade of U.S.-Russian relations. If the two leaders strike up a personal and political rapport, it could unfreeze a relationship that became icy in the final years of the Bush and Putin administrations. If the summit produces less favorable results, it could intensify mistrust and leave several foreign policy wounds to fester. The most important agenda item at the summit is the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), a 1991 agreement that reduced deployed U.S. and Russian strategic warheads by 40 percent, cut bombers and missiles, and included thorough verification measures. Since START expires in December, Obama and Medvedev are racing against the clock to negotiate a follow-on agreement. Unfortunately, the political momentum for this agreement has been hindered by other concerns, including congressional Republicans' worries that the U.S. missile defense site in Europe might be traded away during negotiations. Both Obama and Medvedev have stated that this round of negotiations will not deal with missile defense, however, so Republicans' criticism is unfounded and should not distract the American public from the compelling need for a successor agreement to follow START. The only appropriate mission for our nuclear weapons is to deter the use of nuclear weapons against us and our allies. Yet this concept of deterrence does not apply to terrorists, whose willingness to commit suicide in pursuit of fanatical objectives -- and lack of a fixed geographical territory that the United States can retaliate against -- make them immune to traditional deterrence strategies. In fact, the massive U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals, comprising some 95 percent of the total global stockpile, actually increase the risk that terrorists could steal the materials necessary for a crude but devastating nuclear attack on U.S. soil. Besides reducing the threat of nuclear terrorism, a START follow-on agreement would bring the United States and Russia back into the habit of working together. Improved bilateral relations might lead to breakthroughs on other important issues. For instance, Russia might be persuaded to take a stronger stance against North Korea's and Iran's nuclear programs. Efforts to disrupt terrorist financing operations could be expanded. And Russian energy supplies, so crucial to European markets, could be shielded from the volatility that accompanies disagreements and conflicts between the United States and Russia. In the United States, there is overwhelming bipartisan support for step-by-step nuclear weapons reductions. Republicans in favor of the effort include such luminaries as Senator John McCain, Senator Dick Lugar, Henry Kissinger, former Reagan Secretary of State George Shultz, former Reagan Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci, and former George H.W. Bush Secretary of State James Baker. These aren't woolly-headed academics or naïve idealists. These are men who have devoted their lives to protecting the security of the United States. Their support for a START follow-on agreement demonstrates the advantages and widespread support the initiative enjoys. Mutual arms reductions have a long and proud history that stretches back into the darkest days of the Cold War. Presidents Richard Nixon and Ronald Reagan, who no one could accuse of being soft on Communism, frequently signed arms control agreements with the Soviet Union to foster stability and control the arms race. The same rationale motivates President Obama today, except that the need for tighter controls over nuclear stockpiles is even greater in this age of new and dangerous threats. With a nuclear arsenal that, even after a START follow-on agreement, will still be able to wreak incalculable havoc at the press of a button, the United States is in no danger of losing its military dominance anytime soon. Reductions in U.S. and Russian stockpiles will make both countries safer by lessening the threat of nuclear terrorism and reviving a cooperative relationship between the two nations. It is imperative that progress on these objectives be concluded in Moscow. 

***Assurance DA***

Extended Deterrence High Now – Asia
US assuring Asian allies now – response to Cheonan incident. 

Frank Ching, Hong Kong-based journalist and commentator, July 29, 2010, Business Times Singapore, Lexis Academic

The sinking of the South Korean corvette Cheonan in March, allegedly by a North Korean torpedo, has strengthened the alliance between Seoul and Washington. Last week, the two countries held a historic 2+2 meeting, involving the foreign and defence ministers of each country, in which they affirmed the strength of the alliance. They exhorted North Korea, in language reminiscent to that of the Bush presidency, to abandon its nuclear weapons programmes completely and verifiably.  In fact, relations between Seoul and Washington have become much closer in recent months. At the nuclear security summit in April, President Barack Obama disclosed that President Lee Myung-bak had agreed to host the second such summit in 2012.  This reflected the close working relationship between the two men and constituted an attempt by the US to raise the profile of South Korea, weeks after the sinking of the Cheonan - even before a joint investigation group had identified North Korea as the culprit.  The Cheonan incident has also strengthened the Japan-American military alliance. After months of discord over the relocation of the Futenma military base in Okinawa, Japan backed down, citing the Cheonan sinking as proof of a need for placing the alliance on 'a solid relationship of mutual trust'. In fact, for the first time, Japanese officers are observing the joint American-Korean naval exercises, a demonstration of Tokyo's desire for cooperation with Washington and Seoul against the threat from Pyongyang.  While the US is, on the surface, working with its Asian partners to deter North Korea, Washington is also making use of the current situation to reassert its presence in Asia, despite a rising China and a widespread perception of American decline. Not only is the US taking part in military drills off eastern China, it is also asserting its interests in the South China Sea, which Beijing has identified as its own 'core interest'.

Extended Deterrence High Now – Japan

Extended deterrence high now – Japan trusts US commitment.

General Chip Gregson, assistant secretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Affairs, July 27, 2010, Federal News Service, Lexis Academic

General Gregson, again, our relationship is so important with the people of Japan. And Japan has a real commitment to nuclear nonproliferation. Does this complicate it being included in the U.S. nuclear umbrella? GEN. GREGSON: Thank you for the question. No -- the short answer is no, I don't think it complicates Japan -- the United States' commitment to extended deterrence with Japan. I would also note that Japan has been a very active supporter of the Proliferation Security Initiative and has actually held some exercises with us in cooperation with the United States. We -- in the wake of recent North Korean actions, both last year and this year, we have taken pains to assure Japan of -- that -- of our commitment to extended deterrence.

***Containment DA***

Weak Now

US is widely perceived as weak on China now
Daniel Blumenthal, 1-21-2010, “Contrary to China's recent behavior, Washington is still stronger than Beijing”, Dan Blumenthal is a current commissioner and former vice chairman of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, where he directs efforts to monitor, investigate, and provide recommendations on the national security implications of the economic relationship between the two countries. Previously, he was senior director for China, Taiwan, and Mongolia in the Secretary of Defense's Office of International Security Affairs and practiced law in New York prior to his government service, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/blog/12340

Over the past few months, the Chinese have not-so-softly declined to invite Secretary of Defense Gates to visit Beijing; called the South China Sea a "core interest" (akin to claiming that the sea is China's territorial water); threatened to retaliate if the United States proceeds with the sale of additional F-16s to Taiwan; and refused to so much as condemn the North Koreans for killing 46 South Koreans sailors in cold blood.  Why are the Chinese coming out swinging now? Two reasons. One is the smell of American weakness, which Obama appears to be correcting. The second is that all is not well within China.  On reason one: As master practitioners of it, the Chinese Communist Party understands and respects power. It was no accident that Sino-American relations were stable, and at times even constructive, while President Bush was balancing China's power by upgrading relations with Japan, selling arms to Taiwan, and developing a strategic partnership with India.  President Obama approached China differently, eschewing balance of power politics and going out of his way to avoid ruffling Beijing's feathers. For example, the U.S. relationship with India was not considered an important part of Asia's balance of power, China's human rights abuses were ignored, and the administration put off selling needed arms to Taiwan or meeting with the Dalai Lama for as long as it could. While Obama saw these moves as strengthening a partnership with Beijing, China jumped at the chance to end what it views as America's irritating practice of meeting with the Tibetan spiritual leader and helping Taiwan defend itself.  On top of these misguided policies, Japan was going through its own political turmoil and, through no fault of President Obama's, thus unavailable to help maintain the balance of power.  Predictably, Beijing saw a U.S. government it could push around and wanted more. Now it is going for the jugular, demanding an end to arms sales to Taiwan and declaring the South China Sea a Chinese lake. 
Strong Now

The U.S. is showing strength on Chinese expansion-Clinton’s Statements

Daniel Blumental 7-27-2010, “The U.S. Stands Up to China’s Bullying” Dan Blumenthal is a current commissioner and former vice chairman of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, where he directs efforts to monitor, investigate, and provide recommendations on the national security implications of the economic relationship between the two countries. Previously, he was senior director for China, Taiwan, and Mongolia in the Secretary of Defense's Office of International Security Affairs and practiced law in New York prior to his government service.
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:GbsKv3kJ4-8J:online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703700904575391862120429050.html+%22The+U.S.+Stands+Up+to+China%27s+Bullying+%22&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=firefox-a
Hillary Clinton provoked an uproar last week when she said that a peaceful resolution to the South China Sea territorial dispute is in America's "national interest." China's foreign ministry denounced those remarks as unwarranted American meddling and an attempt to "internationalize" a strictly regional problem. Notwithstanding Beijing's protests, Mrs. Clinton's diplomacy marks another step in a positive evolution of the Obama administration's approach to Asia.  At issue is Beijing's claim that the bulk of the South China Sea constitutes its territorial waters. China is acting just as one would expect from a rising great power: As it grows more powerful, it desires to change international rules written when it is was weak.  Yet foreign policy experts have spent much time assuring Asians and Americans that China's rise would be an exception—less disruptive than, say, the rise of the United States, Germany or Japan. That view animated President Obama's disastrous "strategic reassurance" policy of his first year, in which Washington reassured Beijing that America would not contest its rise to great-power status. China smelled weakness and upped the ante, declaring the South China Sea a "core interest" and defining it as China's territorial waters.  Now Mrs. Clinton's comments—and Defense Secretary Robert Gates's move to restore military ties with Indonesia during his own Asia trip last week—make clear that the Obama team understands that China's rise will not be the historical exception. Their new brand of principled realism is characterized by moves to balance China's growing power and step up engagement with allies and partners—all without abandoning America's values.  
Appeasement fails-every single act of appeasement by Obama been exploited

Daniel Blumenthal, 1-21-2010, “Appeasement Watch”, Dan Blumenthal is a current commissioner and former vice chairman of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, where he directs efforts to monitor, investigate, and provide recommendations on the national security implications of the economic relationship between the two countries. Previously, he was senior director for China, Taiwan, and Mongolia in the Secretary of Defense's Office of International Security Affairs and practiced law in New York prior to his government service.
http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/china


The political decision to downgrade our intelligence collection efforts against China is not motivated by a decreasing China threat (remember all those claims in the Bush years of "politicizing intelligence"). Quite the contrary, earlier in the year Director of National Intelligence Dennis Blair called China one of the foremost threats to the United States. And, as the article points out, upon assuming command of the Pacific Command Adm. Robert Willard noted that China's military capabilities consistently exceed our intelligence estimates. The appropriate response to a growing military threat is to assign that threat a higher priority in intelligence collection. The president's National Security Council did the opposite.  It would be harder to call this latest move appeasement if it wasn't consistent with Obama's general approach to China: he has offered Beijing concession after concession. That brings us back to appeasement. What does the administration hope to accomplish by appeasing China? Bringing about a "state of  peace and calm" would be a worthy goal, if China cooperated. But China seems to be going in the other direction. It is growing more belligerent, whether it be with American companies such as Google or by re-igniting a border dispute with India.    It seems the purposes of our appeasement are more in line with the third definition offered above: "to yield or concede to the belligerent demands of ... a nation ... in a conciliatory effort, sometimes at the expense of justice or other principles." Without any discernable benefits, the question remains: What is the Obama administration's China appeasement trying to accomplish? Maybe Obama believes that appeasement is the only policy option we have left toward a belligerent and powerful China. But before making that assessment, shouldn't we gather more intelligence? 

