**AT LOST CP**
Solvency Deficit – Laundry List 

Multiple problems with LOST 

Borowski ’12 -  Policy Analyst at FreedomWorks, Charles G. Koch Summer Fellow with the Institute for Humane Studies @ Center for Competitive Politics, Government affairs associate @ Americans for Tax Reform (Julie,  “The U.N.’s Law of the Sea Treaty Threatens Our National Sovereignty”, Town Hall, May 31st, http://townhall.com/columnists/julieborowski/2012/05/31/the_uns_law_of_the_sea_treaty_threatens_our_national_sovereignty/page/full/) 

The latest threat to U.S. sovereignty is the United Nations’ Law of the Sea Treaty (LOST) that is being pushed by the Obama administration. LOST rises from the dead every few years. For more than thirty years, the United States has refused to become a party to LOST for good reasons. But this could be the year that the United States surrenders its sovereignty over the seas to an international body if Obama gets his way. Under this treaty, the U.N. would have control over 71 percent of the Earth’s surface. This would be a huge step towards global governance. The Senate may vote to ratify the sea treaty as early as next week. President Ronald Reagan rejected LOST back in 1982, stating it would grant the U.N. the power to tax U.S. companies and redistribute wealth from developed to undeveloped nations. For the first time in history, the U.N. would have the authority to collect taxes from U.S. citizens. The thought of global taxation should send goose bumps down the spine of every American. Any form of global taxation would be a direct violation of the U.S. Constitution. American citizens are already overtaxed and overregulated. The last thing we need is an unelected, unconstitutional international body imposing even more harmful taxes and regulations on us. LOST could end up costing trillions of dollars and the American people would have no say on how the money is spent. If the U.S. ratifies LOST, U.S. energy companies would be forced to pay a part of their royalties to the International Seabed Authority in Kingston, Jamaica. This supra-national governing body would be tasked with the mission of distributing revenue to “developing states” such as Somalia, Zimbabwe, and Burma. Like all forms of foreign “aid”, it’s likely that a big chunk of this money will end up in the hands of corrupt dictators thus propping up authoritarian regimes. The U.N. would be granted the power to regulate deep-sea exploration in U.S. waters. LOST would do irreparable harm to U.S. companies by forcing them to comply with global environmental rules. The treaty would create a new international tribunal known as the International Tribunal of LOST (ITLOS) to adjudicate a number of different issues. It wouldn’t just be used to resolve maritime issues like boats accidently wrecking into each other. Radical environmentalists would likely use the ITLOS to file costly international climate change lawsuits against the United States. Signing LOST is certainly not in the best economic interest of the United States. The text of the U.N. treaty states that, “states shall adopt laws and regulations to prevent, reduce and control pollution of the marine environment from or through the atmosphere.” The autonomy of the United States is threatened if we allow our domestic laws to be crafted by an international body that is not accountable to the American people. LOST could even lead to a back door implementation of another U.N. treaty that the United States has never ratified: the Kyoto Protocol on global warming. This U.N. treaty would require the United States to cut greenhouse gas emissions by 7 percent below 1990 levels. Patrick J. Michael of the Cato Institute finds that it would likely reduce the gross domestic product of the United States by 2.3 percent per year while not having a noticeable effect on the global climate. According to the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy Information Administration, the Kyoto Protocol would increase the price of electricity by 86 percent, add $1,740 to the average household’s energy bill, and permanently raise the price of gasoline by 66 cents per gallon. It would inevitably raise the price for basic goods and cause millions of Americans to lose their jobs. The scientific debate on anthroprogenic global warming continues to rage. We shouldn’t sacrifice our standard of living based on this unsettled issue. Remember that some scientists were warning us about man-made global cooling in the 1970’s. TIME Magazine even ran a cover story on “How to Survive the Coming Ice Age” in April 1977. Climate change fear-mongering has been going on for decades—let’s not fall for the propaganda so easily. The U.N. is openly hostile to our national sovereignty and republican form of government. The ratification of LOST would open up a Pandora’s Box of problems. It would impose global taxes and regulations that cripple economic growth while exposing ourselves to high-stakes environmental lawsuits. We need to sink LOST once and for all.
Solvency Deficit – Sovereignty 

LOST harms US national interest and sovereignty 
Groves ’11 -  Bernard and Barbara Lomas Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation (Steven, “ ACCESSION TO THE U.N. CONVENTION ON THE LAW OF THE SEA IS UNNECESSARY TO SECURE U.S. NAVIGATIONAL RIGHTS AND FREEDOMS,” State News Service, August 24th, lexis)

For more than 200 years, the United States has successfully preserved and protected its navigational rights and freedoms by relying on naval operations, diplomatic protests, and customary international law. U.S. membership in the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) would not confer any maritime right or freedom that the U.S. does not already enjoy. The U.S. can best protect its rights by maintaining a strong U.S. Navy, not by acceding to a deeply flawed multilateral treaty. The United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) is a controversial and fatally flawed treaty. Accession to the convention would result in a dangerous and irreversible loss of American sovereignty. It would require the U.S. Treasury to transfer tens, if not hundreds, of billions of dollars to an unaccountable international organization in Jamaica, which in turn is empowered to redistribute those American dollars to countries with interests that are inimical to the U.S. The convention's mandatory dispute mechanisms will result ultimately in troublesome and costly legal judgments if the United States is deemed to have "violated" the convention-most likely when the United States has acted in its own best interests. On the surface, UNCLOS sounds like a treaty that it would be worthwhile to join, as it relates to navigational rights and freedoms, development of the natural resources of the deep seabed, protection of the marine environment, and many other matters regarding the world's oceans.[1] However, in July 1982, President Ronald Reagan announced that he would not sign the convention because of "several major problems in the Convention's deep seabed mining provisions."[2] Those provisions underwent revision during the 1990s, and the Clinton Administration signed an agreement regarding those revisions in July 1994 and subsequently transmitted the convention to the U.S. Senate for its advice and consent. Although the Senate has held several hearings since 1994 regarding UNCLOS, it has never given its consent, and the United States remains a non-party to the convention. There are many reasons why accession to UNCLOS would not advance U.S. national interests and would in fact harm those interests. The convention creates the International Seabed Authority (ISA) and an attendant international bureaucracy that serve as unaccountable gatekeepers to exploration of the deep seabed. If the United States joined the convention, it would be required to transfer royalties generated from oil and gas development on the U.S. continental shelf to the ISA for redistribution to the "developing world."[3] The United States would also be compelled under Part XV of the convention to submit to international dispute resolution mechanisms, potentially exposing it to specious environmental claims. 
Solvency Deficit – Naval Power 

LOST undermines US naval superiority 

Carter ’10 -  Director of the Victory Institute and the Deputy Regional Director of the U.S. Counterterrorism Advisory Team, interviewing Cliff Kincaid,  editor of the Accuracy in Media Report and president of America’s Survival, Inc (Chris, “LOST treaty sacrifices sovereignty, weakens military”, The Victory Institute, June 10th, http://victoryinstitute.net/2010/06/10/cliff-kincaid-lost/)

Chris Carter: How does LOST threaten American sovereignty? Cliff Kincaid: This treaty is the biggest giveaway of American sovereignty and resources since the Panama Canal Treaty. It gives the United Nations bureaucracy control over the oceans of the world — seven-tenths of the world’s surface. It sets up an International Seabed Authority to decide who gets access to oil, gas and minerals in international waters. The companies that get those rights to harvest those resources have to pay a global tax to the International Seabed Authority. Carter: You wrote that the passage of LOST “could be the final nail in the coffin of U.S. Naval superiority.” How so? KINCAID: It would cement in place a procedure to use the treaty, rather than Navy ships, to safeguard U.S. interests. That would cause a further decline in the number of Navy ships, on the ground that we don’t need them.

Doesn’t solve naval power 
Groves ’11 -  Bernard and Barbara Lomas Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation (Steven, “ ACCESSION TO THE U.N. CONVENTION ON THE LAW OF THE SEA IS UNNECESSARY TO SECURE U.S. NAVIGATIONAL RIGHTS AND FREEDOMS,” State News Service, August 24th, lexis)

The United States Navy is the finest navy the world has ever seen. It is, to quote the Navy's recruiting pitch, a "global force for good." Its mission is "to maintain, train and equip combat-ready Naval forces capable of winning wars, deterring aggression and maintaining freedom of the sea."[4] Respect for the military, including the Navy, is at record levels, and it is therefore no surprise that national leaders listen when the Navy talks. The Navy is strongly in favor of U.S. accession to UNCLOS. It asserts that U.S. membership in the convention is essential to guaranteeing the Navy's navigational rights and freedoms. However, the Navy's vocal and consistent support for UNCLOS is extremely narrow, based largely on the navigational rights and freedoms contained within the convention-its least controversial provisions. That said, for more than 200 years before UNCLOS came into existence in 1982 and during the almost 30 years since then, the United States has successfully preserved and protected its maritime interests regardless of the fact that it has not acceded to the convention. The navigational rights and freedoms enjoyed by the United States and the Navy are guaranteed not by membership in a treaty, but rather through a combination of long-standing legal principles and persistent naval operations. Specifically, the United States relies on the customary international law of the sea and the U.S. Freedom of Navigation Program to protect those rights and freedoms. Customary international law existed long before UNCLOS and includes the principles of freedom of navigation and overflight on the high seas, "innocent passage" through territorial waters, and passage rights through international straits and archipelagoes. The convention merely codified and elaborated upon widely accepted principles of the customary international law of the sea. Under the Freedom of Navigation Program, the United States disputes excessive maritime claims made by other countries in contravention of customary international law, as reflected in UNCLOS. U.S. efforts combine diplomatic protests and military operations to affirmatively establish and protect U.S. navigational interests. UNCLOS proponents claim that U.S. accession to the convention is critical for the protection of navigational freedoms. The convention is often promoted as a panacea, and they argue that U.S. membership in UNCLOS would be the determining factor in any number of maritime controversies, such as Russian mineral claims in the Arctic Ocean, Chinese aggression in the South China Sea, and virtually any other maritime matter. The United States has enjoyed freedom of the seas since its independence and will continue to do so even if it does not accede to UNCLOS. This paper demonstrates how the United States has successfully protected its navigational rights and freedoms for centuries without joining the convention.
No solvency - directly increasing naval assets is key

Groves ’11 -  Bernard and Barbara Lomas Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation (Steven, “ ACCESSION TO THE U.N. CONVENTION ON THE LAW OF THE SEA IS UNNECESSARY TO SECURE U.S. NAVIGATIONAL RIGHTS AND FREEDOMS,” State News Service, August 24th, lexis)

For more than 180 years and through two world wars, the U.S. Navy thrived, developing into a global maritime power, without the benefit of a written convention on the law of the sea. In 1958, the principles of high seas freedom and innocent passage through territorial waters were codified in the first round of law of the sea conventions. Between 1958 and 1982, the Navy continued to fulfill its mission on a global scale. UNCLOS was adopted in 1982, duplicating the navigational provisions of the 1958 conventions and "crystallizing" the concepts of transit passage and archipelagic sea-lanes passage. Since 1982, through the end of the Cold War and to the present day, the Navy continues to prosecute its mission as the world's preeminent naval power. By forgoing UNCLOS membership, the United States is in no way hindering its ability to secure, preserve, or otherwise protect its navigational rights and freedoms. Nor, as contended by several UNCLOS proponents, is it failing to demonstrate leadership on maritime issues by remaining outside the convention.[143] To the contrary, the United States remains the greatest maritime power in the world and is deeply involved in ongoing issues relating to the law of the sea. The United States plays an essential, if not indispensable, role in the development of the law of the sea. The U.S. Navy's Commander's Handbook on the Law of Naval Operations is the preeminent operational manual on the convention's navigational provisions and is considered the gold standard by maritime nations worldwide, many of which have adopted it for use by their own navies.[144] The United States is an active participant in many multilateral organizations and forums that deal with law of the sea issues, such as the annual meetings of the Major Maritime Powers, IMO proceedings, and meetings of the states parties to UNCLOS, which the U.S. attends as an observer nation. Despite repeated claims to the contrary, the United States effectively protects its Arctic interests, navigational and otherwise, regardless of its nonmembership in UNCLOS. It was a founding member of the Arctic Council, an eight-member intergovernmental body established to foster coordination among Arctic nations that recently adopted an agreement on search and rescue cooperation in the Arctic Ocean.[145] The United States is party to a number of multilateral treaties regarding the law of the sea and maritime navigation, including the International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea, the Convention on the Facilitation of International Maritime Traffic, and the Convention on International Regulations for Preventing Collisions at Sea.[146] The U.S. is also a global leader in maritime enterprises that are not treaty-based, such as the Proliferation Security Initiative (a multilateral effort to prevent trafficking of weapons of mass destruction) and Combined Task Force 151 (a multinational counterpiracy effort operating off the coast of Somalia).[147] In short, the United States has played and continues to play a dominant worldwide role in matters concerning the law of the sea. However, the United States needs to take the necessary steps to ensure that U.S. dominance persists well past 2011 and through the 21st century. To that end: Congress should work with the Department of Defense to provide the U.S. Navy with the assets it needs to maintain its preeminent position on the high seas.[148] Freedom of navigation and overflight, innocent passage through territorial waters, transit passage through international straits, and archipelagic sea-lanes passage are best guaranteed by a strong Navy, not by a signature on a treaty. The United States should continue to advance its interests, including freedom of navigation, in the Arctic.[149] To the extent that the U.S. requires a "seat at the table" on Arctic issues, its prominent position on the Arctic Council serves that role. Nothing indicates that accession to UNCLOS would be a factor, much less a determinative one, in securing U.S. interests in the Arctic.[150] The United States should address Chinese maritime ambitions and confront China's aggression in the South China Sea by maintaining its strong forward posture in East Asia and supporting its allies in the region.[151] To that end, the U.S. may rely on the customary international law of the sea, as reflected in the UNCLOS navigational provisions, while continuing to challenge China's excessive maritime claims through the Freedom of Navigation Program. While the future is unknowable, the U.S. Navy will continue to face new and difficult challenges in the years ahead. It is crucial that Congress provide the Navy the resources that it requires to meet those challenges and to prosecute its mission of protecting navigational rights and freedoms on a global basis. UNCLOS membership is not necessary, much less essential, to accomplish that mission. Moreover, most of the reasons why the United States should continue to forgo membership in UNCLOS are unrelated to navigational rights and freedoms. The convention's royalty-sharing provisions, compulsory dispute resolution requirements, and creation of an international bureaucracy to regulate deep seabed mining are just a few of its major flaws.[152] The navigational benefits claimed by proponents of U.S. accession to UNCLOS must necessarily be balanced against the irrefutably negative aspects of the convention that stem from its non-navigational provisions. The practices of the U.S. Navy and the navies of other major maritime powers created the very customary international law upon which the navigational provisions of UNCLOS are based. The Navy enjoys those same navigational rights and freedoms despite non-accession to the treaty. The Navy's insistence that a failure to join UNCLOS will hinder its ability to conduct its global mission successfully is belied by the facts and demonstrably disproved by history. Moreover, the Navy's support for the navigational rights enshrined in UNCLOS is far outweighed by the convention's dangerous non-navigational provisions. 
Links to Politics
Massive GOP opposition to LOST
Calvan 7/16/12 – Congressional reporter for the Boston Globe (Bobby Caina, “US efforts to join ‘Law of the Sea’ treaty sinking as Republicans solidify opposition,” Political Intelligence – Boston, http://www.boston.com/politicalintelligence/2012/07/16/efforts-join-law-the-sea-treaty-sinking-republicans-solidify-opposition/JQDPf773FoRS4o7dPOHiTL/story.html)
WASHINGTON -- A three-decade effort to persuade the United States to ratify a global treaty ruling the high seas has again encountered rough waters, with three more Republican senators saying they would oppose ratification. That brings the number opposed to 34 senators, enough to prevent ratification of the Law of the Sea treaty. The Constitution requires two-thirds Senate approval of any treaty. Support for the treaty has been widespread, with leaders from the military, State Department, and business community contending it would help protect the country’s security and economic interests across the oceans. Ratification has been a top goal of Senator John F. Kerry, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Opponents, however, say the treaty would undermine US sovereignty. Republican Senators Kelly Ayotte of New Hampshire and Rob Portman of Ohio announced on Monday they oppose ratification. In a letter to Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, a Democrat from Nevada, Ayotte and Portman said the treaty was not in nation’s best interests. “The terms of the treaty are not only expansive, but ill-defined,” the letter said. The United States is the only major power to not have signed the treaty, which was negotiated in 1982 and went into effect in 1994. Among other elements, the treaty established tribunals to adjudicate conflicts over territorial waters and other jurisdictional issues. Supporters had included big business groups such as the oil and gas industry, which wants to protect US interests in the increasingly navigable regions of the Arctic. The telecommunications industry also supported US participation in the treaty, which could affect the laying of thousands of miles of underwater cables that transmit Internet traffic. 
Massive opposition – sovereignty concerns 

Wright 7/16/12 - reporter for politico (Austin, “Law of the Sea treaty sinks in Senate”, Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0712/78568.html)
It appears the Law of the Sea treaty is dead in the water – at least in this Congress. Two Republican senators declared their opposition on Monday to the international agreement, bringing the total number of Senate opponents to 34 – enough to sink the measure. A two-thirds majority of 67 votes was required for ratification. Sens. Kelly Ayotte (R-N.H.) and Rob Portman (R-Ohio) pushed the opposition movement over the top, citing concerns about U.S. sovereignty. In a letter to Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (R-Nev.), the two Armed Services Committee members declared: “No international organization owns the seas.” “We are confident that our nation will continue to protect its navigational freedom, valid territorial claims and other maritime rights,” they said. The treaty, established in the early 1980s to govern the use of international waterways and undersea resources, has eluded Congress for decades, despite repeated attempts to ratify it amid strong support among Pentagon commanders. The latest attempt was spearheaded by Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman John Kerry (D-Mass.), who scheduled a series of hearings on the issue over the past three months. And on Monday, a Kerry spokeswoman signaled the senator still plans to push for ratification – but not until after the Nov. 3 elections. “It’s not news to anyone that right now we’re in the middle of a white-hot political campaign season, where ideology is running in overdrive,” Kerry spokeswoman Jodi Seth said in a statement. “No letter or whip count changes the fact that rock-ribbed Republican businesses and the military and every living Republican secretary of state say that this needs to happen.” In May, Defense Secretary Leon Panetta and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton appeared before the committee to urge ratification. “We are the only permanent member of the U.N. Security Council that is not a party to it,” Panetta said in his prepared testimony. “This puts us at a distinct disadvantage when it comes to disputes over maritime rights.” Over the past several weeks, Ayotte and Portman – both believed to be on presumptive Republican presidential nominee Mitt Romney’s short list of potential running mates – were targeted by conservative advocacy groups, including Heritage Action for America, in a lobbying push to scuttle the treaty. And on Monday, Heritage put out a celebratory statement heralding the treaty’s apparent demise. “America had little to gain through accession to the Law of the Sea Treaty – but much to lose,” said the group’s CEO, Michael Needham. 
**AT RESTORING AMERICA’S FUTURE CP**
Solvency Deficit – Economy

Doesn’t solve the economy
Brill ’11 - Research fellow @ AEI - studies tax policy,  stimulus legislation; health care reform, pharmaceutical spending, unemployment insurance reform; and financial innovation and technology. former policy director and chief economist of the House Ways and Means Committee, also served on the staff of the President's Council of Economic Advisers (CEA).  (Alex, “The Payroll Tax Holiday Is a Bad Bipartisan Idea”, The American, December 6th, 2011, http://www.american.com/archive/2011/december/the-payroll-tax-holiday-is-a-bad-bipartisan-idea)
Here’s another important question: Is an extension of the payroll tax holiday actually harmful? According to Social Security expert and trustee Charles Blahous, cutting the payroll tax poses a danger to Social Security because the tax funds the program’s trust fund. Beyond Social Security, the impact on the overall economy is best understood by looking at how the holiday would be funded. In this, there is disagreement. Democrats want to pay for the tax holiday by raising taxes on the rich, while Republicans want to freeze government employee wages and cut the federal workforce. Among recipients of tax rebates in 2001, only 22 percent spent the rebate, while the rest saved it or used it to pay off debt. Offsetting the cost of the holiday with a marginal tax increase on high-income earners is definitely a bad idea. At present, the top marginal tax rate for federal individual income taxes is scheduled to rise to 39.6 percent in 2013. State income taxes push that rate even higher. A surtax of 3.25 percent, as Senate Democrats have proposed, would further escalate the harmful distortions of high marginal rates. Imposing higher rates on the wealthy, as my colleague Alan Viard points out, “will discourage saving by the group that finances much of the business investment on which economic growth and wages depend.” Thus, a tax cut for the masses and a tax hike for the well-to-do is not a recipe for more saving, more investment, or more long-term growth. Unfortunately, the Republican package is also unlikely to result in a measurable economic boom. Offsetting a payroll tax holiday with a freeze in government salaries might make for good politics and might result in more appropriate compensation for federal employees—a worthy goal, as my colleague Andrew Biggs has documented—but it won’t create stimulus. Furthermore, both approaches fall back on a misguided strategy for tax policy. The incentive and disincentive effects of tax policy can be large. When they are used to good effect, it is in pursuit of long-run goals: work, saving, research, and entrepreneurship, to name a few. Attempting to manage the business cycle by turning on and off temporary provisions is risky business and mostly just creates uncertainty for taxpayers. 
Tax holiday fails – 5 reasons 

Sozzi ’11 – Chief Equities Analyst for NBG Productions (Brian,  Five Reasons Why Extending the Payroll Tax Holiday is Bad, Benzinga, December 22nd, 2011, http://www.benzinga.com/general/topics/11/12/2225281/five-reasons-why-extending-the-payroll-tax-holiday-is-bad)

Any ole dictionary will define “holiday” as a day set aside for commemoration, celebration, or other observance. Clearly, the debate on the extension of the payroll tax holiday is anything but warm and fuzzy. It's downright peculiar…or is it? The extension of the tax cut component of the latest bill (other is to prevent some 2 million people from losing unemployment benefits) would prolong the heavy hand of government involvement in free markets. Shouldn't market forces be left to function at their own will? Let's look rationally at a few simple reasons why this “holiday” should be left in the 2011 calendar: 

Highly publicized, bitter nature of the Congressional fight on the bill is weighing on stocks. Markets are already dealing with confusing minute by minute news by politicians we didn't elect (Europe), so we do not need the harmful effects from those we did in fact send to public office.

Uncertainty on extension may start to hinder the rebound in consumer spending that has unfolded for a good portion of 2011 (a story underappreciated this year). So while the government is trying to get us a couple of extra bucks in our pockets, it may be shooting itself in the foot as consumers delay purchases of goods and services.

Uncertainty on extension may delay hiring plans by small, medium, and large-sized businesses.

Uncertainty may delay certain spending plans by small business owners.

Foreign holders of our Treasury notes shake their heads at us once again lacking the ability to get anything done fiscally, which calls into question our ability to once and for all address entitlements. We do not want foreign holders of our debt shaking their heads (they did so with the debt ceiling) for it raises the prospect of them not supporting our deficit spending to the degree they have been.

Links to Politics

CP is unpopular with democrats 

UPI 7/20/12 (United Press International, “ No love for extending payroll tax holiday,” http://www.upi.com/Business_News/2012/07/20/No-love-for-extending-payroll-tax-holiday/UPI-75481342800551/?spt=hs&or=bn)

WASHINGTON, July 20 (UPI) -- A consensus is forming in the Democratic caucus of the U.S. Senate that the payroll tax holiday should not be extended for one more year, aides said. Job creation has dropped to less than 100,000 new jobs per month for the past three months and Democrats have expressed concern about Social Security, The Hill reported Friday. Despite the slowing economy, a growing number of Democrats say they favor ending the payroll tax holiday that cut employee payroll taxes from 6.2 percent to 4.2 percent. "We're running into this problem. The critics said, 'You'll never get rid of it. It's going to ultimately jeopardize the Social Security trust fund. The general revenue fund can't continue to subsidize it.' And we said, 'No, it's going to come to an end,'" said Senate Democratic Whip Dick Durbin of Illinois. The argument could be made to extend the holiday to provide more stimulus to the economy, Durbin said. "But in terms of using this against the Social Security trust fund, I think for credibility we have to keep our word," he added. Sen. Sherrod Brown, D-Ohio, facing a tough re-election bid, said he thought the payroll tax holiday and unemployment insurance should be extended. 
**AT CARBON TAX CP**
Solvency Deficit – Warming 

Turn – carbon pricing incentivizes greater emissions

Hewson ’12 – former federal leader of the Liberal Party of Australia (John,  Carbon tax's absurd incentive to pollute, The Drum Opinion, May 21st, 2012, http://www.abc.net.au/unleashed/4023482.html)

To cite one example, from a critical area of pollution that I am personally very familiar with, namely the emissions of greenhouse gases from landfill, the Government's carbon-pricing scheme produces a most perverse result. Specifically, it financially discourages a landfill operator from capturing more than 75 per cent of emissions, despite the fact that the industry-best practice routinely captures more than 90 per cent of emissions. Not only does the Government's carbon tax fail to recognise the amount of gas captured above 75 per cent, it actively discriminates against higher levels of capture. My background on this issue is as chairman of a company back in the late 90s that developed the first integrated plant to recycle household garbage as an alternative to landfill. A key feature of our process was to aim to extract nearly 100 per cent of the methane gas, which would otherwise be emitted from landfill over some 30-100 years, in about 24 hours, and converting that gas to electricity which was then used initially to power the plant, with the remainder being sold into the grid. The particular weakness of the method proposed under the Gillard Government legislation for calculating the carbon tax liability of a landfill operator is that a landfill operator capable of capturing 100 per cent of gas would be financially rewarded for turning off the gas capture at 75 per cent and discharging the remainder of the greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. For example, if a landfill's annual gas emission is (say) 100,000 tonnes, and the operator captures 75 per cent, the carbon tax of $23/tonne will be levied on the remaining 25 per cent, or 25,000 tonnes, for a total of $575,000. If the operator actually captures 100 per cent (i.e. 100,000 tonnes), the calculation method deems 100,000 tonnes was only 75 per cent, and that the total gas emitted must have been 133,000 tonnes, thereby exposing the operator to a carbon tax penalty of $759,000. So, under this example, a landfill operator has a $184,000 incentive to turn the gas capture of at 75 per cent. How is it that a tax designed to penalise polluters could actually reward them? The Government's error in this calculation method is both disturbing and bizarre. It fails the "commonsense" test. It raises the question as to what other anomalies may exist in the detail of the legislation. The Government must immediately reconsider this calculation method if its legislation is not to become an environmental laughing stock. More broadly, even though I have been a long-term advocate of the urgent need to put a price on carbon, I cannot understand why the Government is willing to do itself gratuitous harm by persisting with the initial fixed price of $23/tonne, when the world price is presently closer to about one third that figure. The Government would be much better advised to even delay the introduction of a carbon price so as to put in place a market-based system, the Emissions Trading Scheme, that it presently plans to move to in three years' time. The only sensible interpretation of their decision to push ahead with the initial fixed price from July of this year is that the some $7 billion it expects to raise in revenue from that tax is fundamental to achieving its promised budget surplus in 2012/13. That budget surplus is a political, not an economic, imperative. Further substantive debate about the detail of the tax and its implementation, revealing the sort of absurdity that I have identified in relation to landfill emissions, would certainly easily cloud the introduction of the tax, and perhaps carry over to the integrity of the budget as well. 
Doesn’t solve warming – Australia proves 

Sloan ’11 - Honorary Professorial Fellow at the Melbourne Institute of Applied Economic and Social Research at the University of Melbourne (Judith,  Carbon scheme fails on three key levels, The Australian, July 9th, 2011, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/business/opinion/carbon-scheme-fails-on-three-key-levels/story-e6frg9if-1226091034850)

When gauging the efficiency of any tax measure, it is necessary to define the objective of the tax and then estimate the cost-effectiveness of the measure relative to other possible measures as well as doing nothing. The carbon tax is what economists call a Pigovian tax -- it is designed to dissuade undesirable behaviour. Excise on cigarettes and alcohol also falls into this category. One of the issues about the carbon tax -- tipped to be set at $23 a tonne -- is whether it will actually be high enough to dissuade CO2 emissions. At least in the short run, the demand for many emissions-intensive products -- electricity and transport, for instance -- is relatively inelastic. Over time, the demand may change to a greater degree, but this will only occur if the tax is high enough to remove the advantages of the ongoing production (and consumption) of emissions-intensive products relative to the production of substitute products with lower emissions. Given what we know about the cost structures of the various means of generating electricity, it is absolutely clear the tax will not be high enough to induce the behavioural change that is the purpose of the tax in the first place. It is what I like to call a homeopathic approach to dealing with CO2 emissions. What this means is that if the government is determined to meet the target of a 5 per cent reduction of emissions by 2020, then the jumble of inefficient schemes such as the Mandatory Renewable Energy Target will have to do the heavy lifting rather than the carbon tax. If economists are unanimous about one thing, it is that these various schemes, designed to favour renewable industries, for instance, are a drag on per capita income and should be avoided. So what about the equity effects of the carbon tax? The government is quick to point out that nine out of 10 households will receive some compensation and about 70 per cent will be fully or more than fully compensated. So should the carbon tax be positively assessed on equity grounds? The first thing is that providing compensation to households actually operates against the purpose of the tax -- which is to change behaviour in order to reduce emissions. And to over-compensate some households suggests that the government has snuck in a redistributive objective to the tax. What household compensation means is that it will only be the substitution effect that is in play in terms of changing behaviour, rather than the combined impact of substitution and income (the tax would reduce household disposable income without compensation) effects. This amounts to poor economics but probably good politics. Of course, there are others who are affected by a carbon tax apart from households. The owners and shareholders of businesses who will pay the tax initially, the workers who are employed in emissions-intensive industries, the small businesses that will be affected by the carbon tax in a number of ways -- the tax for these groups will be perceived as highly inequitable. Even if a tax measure more or less meets the criteria of efficiency and equity, if the means by which the tax is levied involves disproportionate transaction costs, then support should not be forthcoming. Transaction costs mount where there are exemptions, loopholes, excessive paperwork, compliance costs and a bloated bureaucracy created to administer the tax. The manner in which transport fuel is being handled is a case in point. To have two classes of users -- one that is exempt and one that must pay the tax -- is a recipe for complexity and high transaction costs. And many of these costs will be borne by small business, even though we are assured that tradies will be exempt. The brighter students might add an additional point to their assessment. Rather than simply reducing CO2 emissions in Australia, the real point of the carbon tax is to make a contribution to reducing global emissions. Only if there is a global effort will there be any impact on the climate and average temperatures. Using the theorem of the "tragedy of the commons", however, the notion that all nations will get on board to reduce their emissions is fanciful. As a consequence, Australia's efforts alone -- contributing under 2 per cent of global emissions -- will be insignificant. An heroic assumption is required that our efforts will prompt other countries to follow our example. Without equivalent global action, particularly among our competitor nations, measures will be necessary to prevent carbon leakage whereby local emissions-intensive operations shut down, only to be replaced by a similar operation in another country. But measures to protect or exempt emissions-intensive industries only further complicate the tax package. This constitutes another cross against the tax on the grounds of unachieved simplicity. To secure top marks, overall, students need to point out that the tax must be set high enough to induce behavioural change. Without this, the tax is all compliance costs and unwarranted redistribution. Dealing with the equity considerations by compensating households mutes any behavioural impact and there are many losers from the imposition of the tax in addition. To offset carbon leakage and to accommodate politically dictated special deals means the tax also fails the test of simplicity.
Solvency Deficit – Economy

A carbon tax would decimate the economy 

McMeekin ’12 -  Political Reporter for The Daily Telegraph (Alison, Carbon tax 'worst piece of economic reform' says outgoing chairman of the Future Fund, David Murray, The telegraph, March 30th, http://www.dailytelegraph.com.au/news/carbon-tax-worst-piece-of-economic-reform-says-outgoing-chairman-of-the-future-fund-david-murray/story-e6freuy9-1226314254606)

Mr Murray, a former chief executive of the Commonwealth Bank as well as chairman of the $73 billion Future Fund until Monday, said this morning the controversial tax was "very, very bad'' for the Australian economy. "In the case of the carbon tax, if you want me to tell you my view, it is the worst piece of economic reform I've ever seen in my life in this country,'' he told ABC Radio. "The consequence of introducing that tax at that level in Australia today is very, very bad for this economy, particularly in terms of its international competitiveness.'' Asked why the carbon tax was bad, Mr Murray replied: "Because it raises costs further within Australia, it reduces our competitiveness for export of energy-related commodities and it therefore renders us less competitive in the future.'' Mr Murray also took a swipe at the Gillard Government's mining tax, saying it was "clumsily'' designed and introduced. "The timing at the top of the terms of trade was not good,'' he said. The Future Fund was established in 2006 by the Howard government to help meet the cost of future public sector superannuation liabilities.


Doesn’t solve the economy – Australia proves 
AAP ’11 (“Carbon tax will crush economy: Abbott,” May 3rd, Sydney Morning Herald, http://news.smh.com.au/breaking-news-national/carbon-tax-will-crush-economy-abbott-20110503-1e5yu.html)

The federal government's proposed carbon tax will make it hard for Australia to remain a first world economy, federal Opposition Leader Tony Abbott says. Speaking to reporters in Sydney after touring a bus manufacturing facility in Villawood, Mr Abbott repeated his claim the carbon tax will cost jobs. "If the carbon tax goes ahead it will be yet another burden on businesses like this, businesses which are already struggling against foreign competition," he said on Tuesday. "An Australia that can't make buses would no longer be a first world economy, yet that is the kind of prospect we face if the carbon tax goes ahead." Advertisement Mr Abbott said the bus company, Custom Coaches, faced a million-dollar-a-year power bill that would rise by $200,000 a year if the tax went ahead. The Gillard government has faced intense criticism in recent months over the lack of detail in its carbon tax plan. Mr Abbott also pointed to a report in Brisbane's Courier Mail newspaper that Queensland Premier Anna Bligh said she understood why Australians were uneasy about the tax. "You can understand why premier Bligh doesn't support it, when the treasurer (Wayne Swan) doesn't understand it," he said. 
Carbon pricing hurts the economy

Morning Bulletin ’11 (Australian News Source “Please scrap carbon tax,” November 7th, proquest)

 I HEARD on October 25 that Queensland is getting a couple of gas-fired power stations. By the way they only produce about 50% of the carbon emissions as compared to a coal-fired system. Now that we are going to be slapped with a carbon tax why are we building carbon-emitting power stations? Shouldn't we be building renewable energy systems that are free of carbon emissions? Since these governments, and I mean plural, have refused to listen to the people, I believe we have the right to reject the latest illegal decisions made by these insidious creatures. I implore the Senate to squash this impending carbon tax on the grounds it has not been validated by the people and if the Senate refuses to listen can I please ask the Governor-General to rescind this bill for the welfare of the working class who make up two-thirds of the population in this country. We are constantly being bombarded by inflation far beyond any wage increase. Further financial pressures will only cripple our economy and create greater hardship, forcing many into poverty, creating a greater burden on those left to carry the hammer.
Solvency Deficit – Oil Dependence

Doesn’t solve oil dependence 
Hourihan ’11 - Clean Energy Policy Analyst at the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation (ITIF) (Matt,  Esty and Porter’s Call for a Carbon Tax Misses Badly, The Innovation Files,  April 29th, http://www.innovationfiles.org/esty-and-porters-call-for-a-carbon-tax-misses-badly/)

It’s the neoclassical view that’s reverberated throughout the debate for years: get the prices right, get government out of the way, and let the market do its thing. Andrew Revkin has a point when he refers to the piece’s “retro feel.” Of course, being retro is the least of their problems. First off, their proposal is almost exactly the wrong path to take if we’re to solve the problems they want to solve. The way to get off of foreign and domestic fossil fuels is to shift to a robust portfolio of cleaner technology options, and that portfolio will include some stuff that’s recognizable, and plenty of other stuff that’s radically more advanced. Neither of these categories would receive much of a boost from the Porter/Esty proposal, and in fact could conceivably be harmed. Let’s look at them separately. Among the more developed technology choices, some are ready to roll, but most remain too expensive to compete on the market unsubsidized, and will remain so without substantial learning investment to drive costs down. Where can this investment come from? Private firms are already doing some of it, but investment requires revenues. A carbon tax might expand the market and help provide those additional revenues, but to make up for the substantial cost differences, the tax would have to be large indeed. The Esty/Porter proposal is not. As Michael Levi points out, a $100 per ton carbon charge only means an additional $1 at the pump, and the authors themselves even state that the impact is meant to be “negligible.” So there’s minimal chance their proposal actually drives any energy substitution. And even if a high-enough carbon tax made it somehow through the American political system, many firms would naturally underinvest in innovation anyway, due to costs, risks, or competitive pressures. You need to do things like expand tax incentives and find other ways to further accelerate these investments in innovation – and expanding such incentives would be more effective than some small carbon price. The advanced stuff is even more important, for upside in emissions reduction and in economic growth potential. And some new energy technologies or technological enablers, like advanced materials at nano scales, could even become general purpose technologies that fundamentally reshape economic activity, like ICT has done in our time and electricity itself did a century ago. But it’s also more problematic for the market to pursue, as most of it requires a mix of research, development, demonstration projects, high risk tolerance, and big investments to drive costs down. Contrary to the Esty/Porter piece, a carbon price doesn’t help with any of these tasks, because early-stage technology is much riskier and technology outcomes are more uncertain, and it’s too far from the market to “feel” the effect of a carbon price anyway (for more, see our paper on induced innovation). Just as government can facilitate innovative activity in the private sector, it also can facilitate—and, in fact, drive—this kind of development.
**AT DEFORESTATION CP**

Solvency Deficit – Warming 
Deforestation offsets warming  

ScienceBlogging ’11 (News Staff, “ Deforestation Leads To Cooling, Not Warming, In US And Canada,” Science 2.0, November 18th, 2011, http://www.science20.com/news_articles/deforestation_leads_cooling_not_warming_us_and_canada-84793)

New research in Nature has a surprising conclusion; the impact of deforestation on global warming varies with latitude, which at least explains a frustrating lack of warming in the U.S. even though global warming has been measured higher overall. The researchers calculated that north of Minnesota, or above 45 degrees latitude, deforestation was associated with an average temperature decrease of 1.5 degrees Fahrenheit. On the other hand, deforestation south of North Carolina, or below 35 degrees latitude, appeared to cause warming. Statistically insignificant cooling occurred between these two latitudes. The researchers collected temperature data from a network of specialized weather stations in forests ranging from Florida to Manitoba and compared results with nearby stations situated in open grassy areas that were used as a proxy for deforested land. So deforestation in the boreal region, north of 45 degrees latitude, results in a net cooling effect. While cutting down trees releases carbon into the atmosphere, it also increases an area's albedo, or reflection of sunlight. Surface temperatures in open, non-forested, high-latitude areas were cooler because these surfaces reflected the sun's rays, while nearby forested areas absorbed the sun's heat. At night, without the albedo effect, open land continued to cool faster than forests, which force warm turbulent air from aloft to the ground. "Because surface station observations are made in grassy fields with biophysical properties of cleared land, they do not accurately represent the state of climate for 30 percent of the terrestrial surface covered by forests," the authors write. "People are debating whether afforestation is a good idea in high latitudes," said Xuhui Lee, the study's principal investigator and professor of meteorology at the Yale School of Forestry&Environmental Studies. "If you plant trees you sequester carbon, which is a benefit to the climate system. At the same time, if you plant trees you warm the landscape because trees are darker compared to other vegetation types. So they absorb solar radiation." It doesn't mean there is a "green light" to cut down forests in high latitudes, trees have benefits besides carbon sequestration, you just might not know it if you read media reports of the last ten years. "The intent is to clarify where we can see these regional effects using actual temperature measurements. Besides absorbing carbon dioxide, forest ecosystems have a number of other valuable qualities, even if at certain latitudes they may be warmer than open areas. The cooling effect is linear with latitude, so the farther north you go, the cooler you get with deforestation." David Hollinger, a scientist with the USDA Forest Service and study co-author, wanted to make sure the results of the new study were framed properly to reaffirm that deforestation leads to global warming, and said, "Another way to look at the results is that the climate cooling benefits of planting forests is compounded as you move toward the tropics."
Deforestation doesn’t contribute significantly to warming – albedo effect
McDermott ’11 – Business/Energy editor for Tree Hugger (Mat,  Boreal Deforestation Has Had Net Cooling Effect, Tree hugger, November 17th, http://www.treehugger.com/climate-change/boreal-deforestation-has-had-net-cooling-effect.html)
Though in most circumstances a copious body of research shows that deforestation contributes to global warming, a new paper published in Nature shows that in northern latitudes clearing trees has actually had a net cooling effect on the local environment. The research from the the Yale University School of Forestry & Environment, shows that "if you cut trees in the boreal region, north of 45° latitude, you have a net cooling effect. You release carbon into the atmosphere by cutting down trees, but you increase the albedo effect, the reflection of sunlight." The study found that north of Minnesota the temperature has decreased on average 1.5°F because of deforestation; while south of 35° latitude, the level of North Carolina, deforestation has led to increased warming. In between these latitudes, the effect on deforestation on warming has been "statistically insignificant."
Links to Politics

Opposition to global climate initiatives 

Eilperin ’11 – National Environmental Reporter for the Washington Post (Juliet, “Obama facing opposition to international agenda,” The Washington Post, August 15th, 2011, proquest)

Delivering on international climate assistance has proved more challenging. The administration promised in Copenhagen to provide $1 billion between 2010 and 2012 to prevent tropical deforestation, which accounts for about 15 percent of the world's annual greenhouse-gas emissions. It also promised to contribute an unspecified share of a broader commitment by rich nations to provide $30 billion in "fast start" financing during that time to the developing world. What is clear is that the Obama administration has gotten much less than it wants from Congress to fund its climate initiatives. The United States provided $1.7 billion in international climate aid in fiscal 2010, $400 million of which came from U.S. development finance and export credit agencies. It asked for $1.9 billion in fiscal 2011, and administration officials said they were crunching numbers but the total was likely to be lower than 2010's. The Congressional Research Service puts core climate funds for fiscal 2011 at $946 million, but administration officials predicted other funding would raise the total significantly above that. House Republicans are seeking even deeper reductions for fiscal 2012. The House Appropriations subcommittee on state, foreign operations and related programs cut all but $70 million for international climate assistance, while the House Foreign Relations Committee eliminated climate funding last month as part of an authorization bill. "We're in a tough fiscal environment, but if you look at all forms of U.S. support to promote clean-energy development, prevent deforestation and build resilience against extreme weather - support that helps us as well as other countries - we're not doing badly," Stern said.

**AT BIODIVERSITY CP**
Solvency Deficit – Data

No solvency – biodiversity assessments are empirically mismanaged

Chapman ’05 -  Australian Biodiversity Information Services ( Arthur D.,  PRINCIPLES OFDATA QUALITY , GBIF, July, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CMgFEBYwAQ&url=http%3A%2F%2Fimsgbif.gbif.org%2FCMS_ORC%2F%3Fdoc_id%3D1229%26download%3D1&ei=QroJUMD3MIHd0QHm_7WDBA&usg=AFQjCNFpycgHVxakNndZ2qmvx-QPWfevxg)
In their role to understand, explain, quantify and evaluate biodiversity, scientists and scientific institutions are increasingly recognised as information providers. This recognition is based on the ability to provide reliable and useable information to decision-makers, managers, the general public, and others. Ambiguous, confused, incomplete, contradictory and erroneous information, as a result of poorly managed databases, can affect their reputation as information providers and scientific authorities (Dalcin 2004). A key purpose of digital data handling in the biological sciences is to provide users of information with a cost-effective method of querying and analysing that information. In that sense, its success is determined by the extent to which it can provide the user with an accurate view of the biological world. But the biological world is infinitely complex and must be generalised, approximated and abstracted to be represented and understood (Goodchild et al. 1991). Ways of doing this are through the use of geographic information systems, environmental modelling tools and decision support systems. In using these tools, however, it is essential that variation be sampled and measured, and error and uncertainty be described and visualised. It is in this area that we still have a long way to go to reach what could be regarded as best practice. Biology was one of the first disciplines to develop techniques for error reporting with the use of error bars and various statistical measures and estimates. The reporting of error was not seen as a weakness because error estimates provide crucial information for correct interpretation of the data (Chrisman 1991). In the delivery of species data, similar error reporting techniques need to be developed and used, so that users of these data have similar abilities to correctly interpret and use the data.
Doesn’t solve - data has to be integrated internationally 
Cliquet ’07 - Maritime Institute, University of Ghent, Belgium (An, “policy challenges to stop biodiversity loss,”  p. 129, www.vliz.be/imisdocs/publications/217978.pdf)
At an institutional level, there is need for integration and coordination on the international, national and regional level. The diverse instruments for nature conservation should be further fine-tuned. The combination of international, national and regional legal instruments often lead to a very complex regulatory framework, with different procedures for permit systems, assessments of plans and projects, designation procedures etc. Users of the natural environment are often confronted with a multiplicity of protection layers. Integration of environmental issues with other sectors has been accepted e.g. at the EU level. However, the concrete realisation of integration is often lacking. One example in the marine environment is the integration between nature conservation and fisheries measures. When limitation of fisheries is required in order to protect a marine protected area, there is still uncertainty over what level and by whom restriction of fisheries can be imposed (at the EU-level, member state level, within common fisheries policy, within nature conservation policy?). One final aspect of integration that needs our attention is the integration of the marine environment with the land part of the coastal zone (e.g. the integration of marine spatial planning with planning procedures on land). 
Links to Politics

Biodiversity conservation mechanisms have strong opposition 
Cliquet ’07 - Maritime Institute, University of Ghent, Belgium (An, “policy challenges to stop biodiversity loss,”  p. 129, www.vliz.be/imisdocs/publications/217978.pdf)
There are several challenges to stop biodiversity loss. In my view the biggest challenge is to find support amongst politicians, stakeholders and the general public to take measures. For years the major causes of biodiversity loss have been well known and often there is a clear view on the management measures to be taken. On the international, national and regional level legal instruments exist to stop biodiversity loss. However, biodiversity loss continues. All too often, implementation and enforcement of legislation is lacking, often measures provide for ‘paper’ protection only. In recent years, mechanisms for participation and involvement of stakeholders, the general public and local authorities have been set up, in order to increase the support. We see shifts in governing style from government to governance. The challenge will be to maintain high ecological standards in taking conservation measures.
**AT SUNSHADES CP**
Solvency Deficit – Warming
Doesn’t solve warming – studies prove 

Crumbliss ’12 – writer for Red Orbit Space News (Michael, “ Space Mirrors Won’t Fix Climate Change,” Red Orbit, June 6th, 2012, http://www.redorbit.com/news/science/1112549559/space-mirrors-wont-fix-climate-change/)

Geoengineering is a field of study that proposes techniques to reduce the amount of solar radiation reaching the Earth’s surface. Methods range from mimicking the effects of large volcanic eruptions by releasing sulphur dioxide into the atmosphere to deploying giant mirrors in space. Scientists have proposed these sunlight-reflecting solutions as last-ditch attempts to halt global warming. A new study used climate models developed by the UK Met Office’s Hadley Centre, the Institut Pierre Simon Laplace in France, and the Max Planck Institute in Germany. Norwegian scientists developed the fourth Earth model used. The researchers studied how four Earth models respond to climate engineering under a specific scenario. This hypothetical scenario assumes a world with a CO2 concentration that is four times higher than preindustrial levels, but where the extra heat caused by such an increase is balanced by a reduction of radiation we receive from the Sun. Climate engineering cannot be seen as a substitute for a policy pathway of mitigating climate change through the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. “A quadrupling of CO2 is at the upper end, but still in the range of what is considered possible at the end of the 21st century,” said Hauke Schmidt, researcher at the Max Planck Institute for Meteorology in Germany and lead author of the paper. Under the scenario studied, rainfall strongly decreases – by about 15 percent (some 100 millimeters of rain per year) of preindustrial precipitation values – in large areas of North America and northern Eurasia. Over central South America, all models show a decrease in rainfall that reaches more than 20 percent in parts of the Amazon region. Other tropical regions see similar changes, both negative and positive. Overall, global rainfall is reduced by about five percent on average in all four models studied. “The impacts of these changes are yet to be addressed, but the main message is that the climate produced by geoengineering is different to any earlier climate even if the global mean temperature of an earlier climate might be reproduced,” Schmidt said. “This study is the first clean comparison of different models following a strict simulation protocol, allowing us to estimate the robustness of the results. Additionally we are using the newest breed of climate models, the ones that will provide results for the Fifth IPCC [Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change] Report,” Schmidt added.

Doesn’t solve sea level rise – CO2 reductions are key 
Lovett ’10 - an award-winning science fiction author and science writer (Richard,  Geoengineering won't curb sea-level rise, Nature – international weekly journal of science, August 23rd, http://www.nature.com/news/2010/100823/full/news.2010.426.html)
Unless they involve extreme measures, geoengineering approaches to offset the effects of human-driven climate changes won't do much to combat rising sea levels, an international team of scientists reports in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences1. That is because sea levels respond slowly to changes in Earth's temperature, says John Moore, a palaeoclimatologist at Beijing Normal University and lead author of the study. "We've got this 150-year legacy of fossil-fuel [burning], land-use changes, et cetera," he says. "You can't just slam on the brakes instantaneously." Moore and his team examined two proposed geoengineering schemes: mirrors orbiting in space to reduce incoming sunlight, and sulphates being shot into the upper atmosphere to create a bright, sunlight-reflecting haze — similar to the one produced naturally by the 1991 eruption of Mount Pinatubo in the Philippines. Either scheme could reduce incoming solar energy by about 1–4 watts per square metre, enough to offset the atmospheric warming caused by carbon dioxide build-up until at least 2070. To determine how this might affect sea levels, Moore and his group used a computer model that could track historical sea-level changes over the past 300 years. They found that under a business-as-usual fossil-fuel scenario, even the 4-watt space mirror reduced this century's sea-level rise by only some 39 centimetres out of a projected 'no-intervention' rise of about 1 metre. Only in combination with fairly aggressive carbon dioxide emissions reductions, Moore and his team calculated, could these geoengineering schemes have a larger effect. Even then, they would not completely stop sea-level rise, with the oceans likely to be about 30 centimetres higher by 2100, depending on the emissions scenario. 
No solvency – studies prove geoengineering fails  

Marshall ’08 – writer for Discovery News (Jessica,  Blocking Sun Not Feasible Warming Solution, Says Study, Discovery News, July 7th, http://dsc.discovery.com/news/2008/07/07/sunshade-warming.html)
A proposal to reverse climate change by placing mirrors in the sky to reflect sunlight away from Earth won't give us back the same climate we had before we started emitting so much carbon dioxide, says a new study. Researchers at the University of Bristol in the United Kingdom applied state-of-the-art global climate models to predict the effect of using reflective sunshades to send a fraction of the sunlight that enters Earth's atmosphere back into space before it can heat things up. They compared two futures with four times the pre-industrial level of CO2: one where nothing was done, and another where the sunlight intensity was reduced to a level that achieved the lower, pre-industrial global average temperature, despite the higher CO2 levels. The second case simulated the use of enough sunshades to drop the average temperature to pre-industrial levels, which turned out to be a reduction in sunlight of about 4.2 percent. "Although we managed to cancel out warming on a global average, what you end up with is some areas that warm up and some that cool down," said Dan Lunt, who led the study, published in Geophysical Research Letters. "We found warming in the Arctic and Antarctic regions, and a cooling in the equatorial regions," Lunt said. "We got a decrease in rainfall a lot of places in the world, decreases in sea ice, and some changes in the El Nino phenomenon." These changes resulted because the mirrors reduce sunlight more at the equators than near the poles, while CO2 has a warming effect that's more equally distributed, Lunt said. The sunshades also do nothing to prevent changes caused by increased CO2, such as ocean acidification or changes to plant growth. Although the sunshade approach won't bring back the same climate as reducing CO2 emissions, "it is highly successful compared to doing nothing," Lunt adds. Lunt's team's work was not the first to try to understand the effects of sunshades using a climate model. Work by Ken Caldeira of the Carnegie Institution in Stanford, Calif., also modeled a "sunshade world," but with a less complex model that did not include complete accounting for ocean circulation and sea ice. "The study confirms our earlier findings with a better model," Caldeira said. Although Lunt's model suggests sunshades are better than nothing, he would rather see efforts focused elsewhere. "My personal opinion is that we should be focusing our time and money on actually reducing emissions," he said, "rather than some manmade monstrosity in space." "The biggest problem I have with geoengineering discussions now is that the prospect of it working will reduce efforts to mitigate the problem by reducing fossil fuel emissions," agreed climatologist Alan Robock of Rutgers University in New Brunswick, N.J. "The solution to the climate problem is mitigation, not geoengineering," he added. "These things are not perfect and there's the potential for unintended consequences." 
Links to Politics

Conservative opposition to geoengineering

Terra Daily ’11 (Staff Writers, “ Survey finds public support for geoengineering research,” October 26th, http://www.terradaily.com/reports/Survey_finds_public_support_for_geoengineering_research_999.html)

"We found that geoengineering divides people along unusual lines. Support for geoengineering is spread across the political spectrum and is linked to support for science concern about climate change. "The strongest opposition comes from people who self-identify as politically conservative, who are distrustful of government and other elite institutions, and who doubt the very idea that there is a climate problem." Geoengineering is the process of deliberately manipulating the Earth's climate to counteract the effects of global warming, whilst SRM is a type of geoengineering that seeks to reflect sunlight by various means to reduce warming. The Stratospheric Particle Injection for Climate Engineering (Spice) project is a well-documented example of SRM that intends to release sulphate-based particles into the troposphere in attempt to reflect the light rays from the sun and reduce warming. The researchers, from the University of Calgary, Harvard University and Simon Fraser University, publish their work at a critical time for Spice as a test project scheduled to take place in the UK was recently delayed by six months in order to explore and discuss the social aspects associated with geoengineering.

**AT FEMA CP**
Links to Politics
Democrats and Tea Partiers oppose FEMA funding 

AP ’11 (Associated Press,  House Kills Stopgap Spending Bill Over Disaster Relief Dispute, Fox News, September 21st, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2011/09/21/house-kills-stopgap-spending-bill-over-disaster-relief-dispute/?test=latestnews)

In a rebuke to GOP leaders, the House on Wednesday rejected a measure providing $3.7 billion for disaster relief as part of a bill to keep the government running through mid-November. The surprise 230-195 defeat came at the hands of Democrats and tea party Republicans. Democrats were opposed because the measure contains $1.5 billion in cuts to a government loan program to help car companies build fuel-efficient vehicles. For their part, many GOP conservatives felt the underlying bill permits spending at too high a rate. The outcome sends House Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, and his leadership team back to the drawing board as they seek to make sure the government doesn't shut down at the end of next week. It also raises the possibility that the government's main disaster relief program could run out of money early next week for victims of Hurricane Irene and other disasters. The Federal Emergency Management Agency has only a few days' worth of aid remaining in its disaster relief fund, lawmakers said Wednesday. The agency has already held up thousands of longer-term rebuilding projects -- repairs to sewer systems, parks, roads and bridges, for example -- to conserve money to provide emergency relief to victims of recent disasters. The looming shortage has been apparent for months, and the Obama White House was slow to request additional money. The underlying stopgap funding measure would finance the government through Nov. 18 to give lawmakers more time to try to reach agreement on the 12 unfinished spending bills needed to run government agencies on a day-to-day basis for the 2012 budget year. 

**AT AMERICORPS CP**
Solvency Deficit – Natural Disasters

Americorps is mismanaged – means no solvency 

Korte ’11 – writer for USA today (Gregory,  Report finds fraud a pattern in AmeriCorps, usa today, February 8th, gale)
WASHINGTON -- The top watchdog over AmeriCorps has told Congress that he has found several cases of fraud in the national service program -- but that prosecutors won't pursue them. In some cases, the alleged fraud involves the misuse of more than $900,000. The acting inspector general for the Corporation for National and Community Service also says there's a "pattern" of volunteer fraud -- grant recipients misusing their time, often for personal gain. Investigators "continue to face challenges in having our investigations accepted" for prosecution, Kenneth Bach said in a December report. Federal prosecutors told him the cases "lack jury appeal" or don't meet a "dollar threshold." The Justice Department would not discuss individual cases, but spokeswoman Jessica Smith said each case is evaluated on a number of standards, including the weight of the evidence. "Procurement fraud and theft of government funds are taken very seriously," Smith said. AmeriCorps-related programs spend $1.2 billion a year supporting 81,000 members who serve in poor communities. Bach declined to speak to USA TODAY. In an internal newsletter last year, he called a recent spate of cases "serious offenses against volunteers and the public's trust." Such scams cost not only taxpayers and communities, but also take "unfair advantage of the highly motivated volunteers." Bach's report and agency records obtained under the Freedom of Information Act show: *Annie Burton-Byrd, the program director of the Martin Luther King After-School Program in Baltimore, used five AmeriCorps members to work at her rental management and tree-trimming businesses. Cost to taxpayers: $30,634. She did not return a call seeking comment. *The director of a Macon, Ga., children's museum admitted using AmeriCorps members in place of salaried workers. Eight volunteers told investigators they worked as janitors, food service workers and bookkeepers and did little or no volunteer work. Cost to taxpayers: $370,000. "That's complete bull - - - -. I refuse to respond or have anything to do with AmeriCorps any more," said the former director, Thomas Glennon, who chairs the program in leadership and service at Macon's Mercer University. *In the most high-profile case, Sacramento Mayor Kevin Johnson settled with the Justice Department in 2009 after allegations that a non-profit he ran, St. Hope Academy, used AmeriCorps members as chauffeurs, personal assistants and political operatives. The U.S. attorney declined to prosecute but signed a settlement allowing Johnson and the city of Sacramento to keep receiving federal contracts. Johnson denied wrongdoing as part of the settlement but admitted St. Hope "did not adequately document" some spending. The previous inspector general, Gerald Wolpin, protested the settlement to the board that runs AmeriCorps. The next day, President Obama fired Wolpin, telling Congress he had lost confidence in him. Wolpin is appealing. The Johnson case "is merely an example" of a much larger problem, Wolpin said. "It's sad that such a valuable and contributing program can be misused so easily, and it can be." He said policing volunteer fraud takes unannounced visits to ensure members are doing service work. The lack of criminal charges is "a serious problem," he said.
Links to Politics

Conservative opposition to americorps 

Clemmitt ’12 -  a veteran social-policy reporter who previously served as editor in chief of Medicine & Health and staff writer for The Scientist;  liberal arts and sciences degree from St. John's College, Annapolis, and a master's degree in English from Georgetown University (Marcia, “ Youth Volunteerism:  Should schools require students to perform public service?” CQ researcher, January 27th, vol. 22 issue 4, articlesplus) 
Soon after Barack Obama took office in 2009, conservative opposition to AmeriCorps began building again. Midway through 2009, his first year in office, Obama raised congressional eyebrows when he abruptly fired AmeriCorps’ Inspector General Gerald Walpin. Inspectors general are government officials appointed to be independent watchdogs over federal programs. The administration said that the then-77-year-old Walpin had been “confused, disoriented” and “unable to answer questions” at a Corporation for National and Community Service board meeting, raising doubts about “his capacity to serve.” Walpin argued that he was fired because he'd stated that an Obama supporter, Kevin Johnson, now mayor of Sacramento, Calif., had misused AmeriCorps grants at his nonprofit community-development agency, St. HOPE. “While firing an investigator who uncovered the abuse of funds by a political ally might be considered an act of ‘political courage’ in Chicago politics, for most Americans it raises troubling questions,” said Rep. Darrell Issa, R-Calif., chairman of the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. (In November 2009, however, a Republican inquiry failed to find evidence that Walpin's dismissal was politically motivated. In January 2011, a federal appeals court ruled against Walpin in a lawsuit he filed claiming wrongful firing.) Also in 2009, Obama signed a bill passed by the Democratic-led Congress to triple AmeriCorps’ size in eight years. But AmeriCorps remains controversial, especially among staunch conservatives. As AmeriCorps expands, “there is a very strong chance that we will see that young people will be put into mandatory service,” said Rep. Michele Bachmann, R-Minn., who campaigned unsuccessfully for the Republican presidential nomination. “There are provisions for what I would call re-education camps … where young people have to go and get trained in a philosophy that the government puts forward,” she said. 
**AT CUBA EMBARGO CP**
Solvency Deficit – Economy

Cuba’s economy won’t help the US
Borkland ’05 – writer for the Washington Times (Elena Maza, “ Stick with Cuban embargo,” Washington Times, April 30th, proquest)
I enjoyed your side-by-side Tuesday Op-Ed columns on the Cuban embargo, "The future of Cuban-American relations." It appears that Sarah Stephens' arguments in favor of lifting the embargo are as tired and out of date as she asserts is true of the embargo itself. The best arguments for continuing the embargo are these facts: Cuba's hard currency debt is estimated at about $13.29 billion, according to the University of Miami's Cuba Transition Project Fact page. Cuba's top five creditor nations are: Japan (owed $2.33 billion), Argentina ($1.97 billion), Spain ($1.77 billion), France ($1.32 billion) and Venezuela ($992 million). Canada ranks a mere 16th in the list of creditors, but the Canadian government attempted to collect, unsuccessfully, on some of its debts in the late 1990s by legally detaining and seizing Cuban ships in Canadian and other ports. After much litigation, the Cuban government shuffled around the state ministries and administrators of the fleet and has paid little of the judgments against it to date. In 2003, the Canadian conglomerate Sherritt attempted to swap the equity and debt from its Cuban subsidiary, Sherritt Power Corp, to Sherritt International so as not to default on a $45 million payment to its note holders. It had no cash to pay. It scaled back its Cuban operations from a planned $500 million to around $100 million in '99. The U.S. State Department's Web site states that "Moody's lowered Cuba's credit rating to a Caa1 - 'speculative grade, very poor' in late 2002. For example, Cuba defaulted in October 2002 on a $750 million refinancing agreement with Japan's private sector after having signed a debt restructuring accord in Tokyo in 1998." In the same month, "Cuba suspended all payments ... on $380 million owed to Bancomex, the Mexican Government's export financing bank." The only country not on this creditor list is the United States, thanks to the embargo. As a taxpayer, I'm glad not to have to subsidize Tyranno-castro Rex's astronomical debts around the globe, and I hope this will continue, thanks to President Bush's policies. Why American business would want to invest in the island under its present government is a constant mystery to me.
Doesn’t solve – Cuba’s economy is failing
Gutirrez ’09 – reporter for the South Florida Sun (Fernando J, “ LET CUBAN EMBARGO BE,” South Florida Sun – Sentinel, May 8th, proquest)

Who says that the Cuban embargo is not working? Not only does Castro not have money to refurbish buildings, but the economy cannot replace the cars from the 1950s, as depicted in your picture of the Capitolio building in a May 3 Outlook story. He also doesn't have money to spread communism to Africa and Latin America. Instead of trying to lift the embargo on Cuba as a way for the United States to expand economic avenues, the United States should place more emphasis on building economic relations with Latin America to make their economies stronger as a combatant to the spread of communism via Chvez's economic influence. We cannot speak of lifting the Cuban embargo without dealing with human rights violations against dissidents in Cuba. Should we sell our souls to the devil for the almighty dollar? Isn't that what got us in trouble with Cuba in the first place, by selling arms to both sides in the revolution and then leaving the Cuban anti-rebel forces hanging during the Bay of Pigs? I am not a Cuban "fanatic." I am a Cuban-American liberal Democrat who voted for Obama and who is appalled at the behavior of the Congressional Black Caucus' last visit to Cuba.

Steel Industry DA
Embargo is key to domestic steel industry

US Newswire ’10 (“ SSINA Says Lack of Enforcement of Cuban Embargo Hurts U.S. Domestic Industry,” Washington, May 13th, proquest)
WASHINGTON, May 13 /PRNewswire-USNewswire/ -- In a written statement submitted to the Committee on Ways and Means of the U.S. House of Representatives, the Specialty Steel Industry of North America (SSINA) today encouraged stricter enforcement of the U.S. regulations on trade with Cuba, particularly with respect to China. Over the past six years, China has invested heavily in Cuba's nickel development and, according to official trade data, China is now absorbing the overwhelming majority of Cuba's nickel production. Since the principal end use of nickel is the production of stainless steel and China is among the largest offshore suppliers of stainless steel to the United States, SSINA believes that stainless steel containing Cuban nickel has been imported into the U.S. from China, in violation of the U.S. trade embargo against Cuba. While Cuba is the largest nickel producing country in the world, the Cuban Assets Control Regulations prohibit U.S. manufacturers from sourcing nickel from Cuba. The embargo prohibits the importation of merchandise from third countries that is made or derived in whole or in part of any article which is the growth, produce or manufacture of Cuba. The embargo specifically covers the importation of nickel-bearing materials. The U.S. Department of Treasury's Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC), under the Cuban Assets Control Regulations, has the authority to require that importers of stainless steel certify the origin of the nickel in their products to confirm their compliance with the embargo. OFAC has utilized that authority on previous occasions when it suspected that imports of stainless steel might contain Cuban nickel. Dr. Sunil Widge, SSINA's Chairman and Chief Technology Officer Emeritus of Carpenter Technology Corporation, says, "A failure to enforce the embargo not only undermines an important U.S. foreign policy objective, it also places the domestic specialty metals industry at a distinct competitive disadvantage by allowing one of its biggest foreign competitors an opportunity to avail itself of the world's largest nickel reserves, while simultaneously denying the U.S. industry the same access. As long as the embargo remains U.S. law, it must be enforced, otherwise U.S. stainless steel producers and producers of other nickel-bearing metals will remain disadvantaged by the failure to apply the embargo." "The U.S. previously entered into bilateral agreements with respect to stainless steel producers in Japan, Italy and France to ensure that imports from those producers did not contain Cuban nickel," says David A. Hartquist, SSINA's general counsel. "Under the agreements, imports of stainless steel from those countries were permitted subject to the furnishing of certification documents required by Cuban Assets Control Regulations," he explains. "Despite its power to enforce compliance with the Cuban Assets Control Regulations, to the best of our knowledge, and to the detriment of the domestic industry, no enforcement action has been taken," says Hartquist.
Steel industry key to US economy 
AISI 4 (American Iron and Steel Institute, “A Strong U.S. Steel Industry:  Critical to Protecting U.S. Infrastructure, Homeland Security and Economic Security,” 9-2-4, www.steel.org/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Trade2&TEMPLATE=/CM/ContentDisplay.cfm&CONTENTID=18271)
"Steel is an important jobs issue; it is also an important national security issue. I am here to trumpet one of the great values of America. That's the enterprise of the American worker, the hardworking American citizens who make this economy go. And those are the steelworkers of America. I appreciate what you do for our country." President George W. Bush, August 26, 2001 The President and many other U.S. government leaders recognize that steel and national security go hand in hand. The North American Security and Prosperity Partnership (SPP), in the first Ministerial “Report to Leaders” (June 2005), identifies steel as a “strategic” industry. Given the tragic events of September 11, 2001 and the subsequent global war on terror, the importance of a strong and viable American steel industry to U.S. national infrastructure, homeland security and economic security cannot be overstated. It is vital to U.S. national economic security and to our homeland security that America does not become dangerously dependent on offshore sources of supply for: The steel that goes into our energy infrastructure such as petroleum refineries, oil and gas pipelines, storage tanks, electricity power generating plants, electric power transmission towers and utility distribution poles; The steel that goes into our transportation security infrastructure such as highways, bridges, railroads, mass transit systems, airports, seaports and navigation systems; The steel that goes into our health and public safety infrastructure such as dams and reservoirs, waste and sewage treatment facilities, the public water supply system and, increasingly, residential construction; The steel that goes into our commercial, industrial and institutional complexes such as manufacturing plants, schools, commercial buildings, chemical processing plants, hospitals, retail stores, hotels, houses of worship and government buildings. In the above context, this paper provides a summary and enhancement of a December 2001 report prepared by America’s steel-producing community, entitled “A Strong U.S. Steel Industry: Critical to National Defense and Economic Security.” It is submitted here in connection with the revised draft National Infrastructure Protection Plan (NIPP). This paper covers: the role played by steel in all its forms in homeland security and economic security; the nation’s increased need for steel to bolster our homeland security and economic security; and the role that domestically produced steel must play to meet our overall security objectives. In the wake of September 11, we are justifiably concerned about the security of the physical underpinnings of our society, especially its essential infrastructure. Virtually all elements of this infrastructure -- energy, transportation, health, public safety and buildings -- are dependent upon steel for their construction and security. The importance of a strong and viable domestic steel industry to U.S. national economic security and to our homeland security is clear. The September 11 attacks on the United States illustrate that (1) steel will be needed to “harden” existing U.S. infrastructure and installations and (2) a strong and viable domestic steel industry will be needed to provide immediate steel deliveries when and where required. We need only consider the potential difficulties that the U.S. would face in defending, maintaining and rebuilding vital infrastructure in an environment where our nation is largely dependent upon offshore sources for steel. If the U.S. were to become even more dangerously dependent upon offshore sources of steel, we would experience sharply reduced security preparedness in the face of: Highly variable, and certainly higher, costs; Uncertain supply, impacted by unsettled foreign economies; Quality, design and performance problems; Inventory problems, long lead times and extended construction schedules. In this submission, we will examine U.S. infrastructure, segment by segment, all of which are highly steel-intensive. We will cite specific examples of our infrastructure need, the importance of steel as a material to this need and the importance of a strong and viable domestic steel industry to meet this need. Even prior to September 11, the American Society of Civil Engineers reported that $1.3 trillion would be needed through 2005 alone for major infrastructure improvements in The United States. The situation has likely worsened since publication of the figures below. According to authoritative government and consuming industry studies: 25 percent of U.S. bridges are currently either structural deficient or obsolete, so roughly 150,000 of our nation’s bridges will need to be modernized and rebuilt; 27 percent of America’s highways are judged to be poor-to-mediocre, so more than a quarter of the U.S. highway system will need to be rebuilt and upgraded; 21 percent of U.S. rail track is rated as “less than good,” so more than a fifth of our nation’s railway system will need to be better maintained or rebuilt; 30 percent of U.S. airport runways are classified as “needing repair,” so nearly a third of our nation’s airport runways will require upgrading. Our country depends upon a healthy American steel industry to meet these and other growing U.S. demands for steel-intensive infrastructure. Engineers and contractors on sophisticated infrastructure projects require an uninterrupted supply of quality steel that they can trust to meet the performance characteristics of their project’s design, delivered on time and at a competitive cost. U.S. national economic security requires a strong and viable domestic steel industry to meet all these criteria on a consistent plate steel in wide and very heavy gauges. Prompt and effective maintenance and restoration of pipelines are vital to our national energy security infrastructure and to our national economy Electric power generation is an engine for our economy. Steel is not only present in the structures, but in the huge generators, which use large quantities of sophisticated electrical lamination steel sheet, and in the boilers, pressure vessels and pipe that is needed to produce basis. 

**AT PENNY/NICKEL CP**
Solvency Deficit – Economy
Penny is critical to US growth
Forsyth ’12 – assistant managing editor for Barron’s, financial magazine (Randall W, “Canada's Ditching of the Penny Makes No Cents” Barron’s, March 30th, http://online.barrons.com/article/SB50001424053111903715504577312660809673118.html)
Canada has proposed doing away with its penny, a coin that has become a seeming anachronism and nuisance there and its neighbor to the south. While it was presented as a cost-saving measure for the Canadian government, if it spreads to the U.S., it could end up costing those who can least afford it. The penny plays an outsized role for English speakers, which is of secondary importance in Canada, where French is the official language of its largest province, Quebec. "A penny for your thoughts?" That no longer would be possible. "A dime saved is a dime earned' has the same literal meaning as the traditional saying about the penny, but it just doesn't come through the same. You might say that Canada is being penny wise and pound foolish, another saying that harkens back to an anachronistic money system. (Before Great Britain adopted decimalization in 1971, it had always been 12 pence to the shilling and 20 shillings to the pound.) The Canadian government says it costs 1.6 cents to produce each penny and eliminating the coin would save $11 million annually, according to its budget statement. Prices would be rounded to the nearest nickel under a system called Swedish rounding. That scheme was adopted when Sweden eliminated its equivalent of one- and two-cent coins in 1972 and was adopted by New Zealand when it eliminated its penny in 1990 and Australia did likewise two years later. Economists say that should have no impact on prices, but human nature being what it is, there is sure to be more rounding up than down. That's at least been my admittedly limited experience of dealing in a penniless situation. A wine shop in downtown Manhattan (which I no longer patronize) was run by a jerk who decided he wanted nothing to do with pennies and would round up to the next nickel with impunity. Why? Because he could. And if every shopkeeper could do it, none would stand out as a jerk. More likely, items would be priced in amounts that weren't in nickels or dimes, but so they would come out as an even number with sales tax added. So, a box of detergent for $4.50 might be hiked to $4.61 to make it $5.00 after tacking on an 8.5% sales levy. Forcing consumers to deal with rounded-up prices that would inevitably follow the elimination of the penny in the U.S. makes even less sense given how many of us routinely swipe debit or credit cards at the checkout counter rather than deal with change. There's no discount for paying cash so you can assume you're already paying the card transaction fee, so you might as well use plastic. And as the use of electronic money such as Google Wallet spreads, we'll be using smart phones instead of plastic. So, prices in odd cents won't be any inconvenience since they're just on paper (if indeed you bother with a receipt.) And perhaps stock investors would be affected most if penny pricing were eliminated along with the one-cent coin. The end of archaic pricing of stocks in 1/8s and 1/4s in the 21st century resulted in a sharp reduction in spreads between bid and asked prices, according to a Government Accountability Office study in 2005. The GAO found a 73% drop in bid-asked spreads for all New York Stock Exchange stocks after decimalization of prices and a 68% drop for Nasdaq stocks. Moreover, the GAO found pricing stocks in pennies benefitted individual investors even more than big institutions. The big losers were market makers, however. Revenues of NYSE specialist firms fell by more than half, to $902 million in 2004 from $2.1 billion in 2000. Those pennies add up. On Wall Street, going to penny pricing benefitted its consumers—investors big and small. If pennies are eliminated on Main Street U.S.A., the losers are apt to be those who can least afford it -- middle- and lower-income families who will have to pay higher prices as they're rounded up. So, you can keep this change.
Penny is key to government profit

ACC ’96 (Americans for Common Cents, “ ACC Testimony Before the House Banking and Financial Services Committee, 1996,” ACC, July 16th, http://www.pennies.org/index.php/penny-policy/1996-acc-testimony-before-the-house-banking-and-financial-services-committee)

The importance of preserving the penny goes well beyond public acceptance and the problems attendant with price rounding. Of significance, the penny makes a profit for the government. It only costs .7 cents to make; consequently, the U.S. Mint receives a .3 cent positive "seignorage" on each penny produced. This reduces funds the government must borrow to finance the deficit. In the last 13 years, these profits from the penny have earned the Treasury $450 million. We have not had time to review the GAO analysis release this morning suggesting lower seignorage on the penny. Such a finding runs counter to years of Mint data on the cost of producing all denominations of coins. However, it is important to remember that the production of the one-cent coin serves as a model for other government agencies seeking to reduce costs and operate more like the private sector. Private sector companies conduct all phases of the manufacturing process and produce a finished blank, which is shipped to Denver or Philadelphia for minting. This private sector involvement has kept production costs low. Other countries have maintained production of lower denomination coins even when the cost of production exceeded the face value of the coin. Equivalent coins produced by the nations of Britain, Canada and Japan are produced at a cost that exceeds their face value, yet they remain part of the coinage system because they meet commercial need and consumer preference. Many of our coalition members endeavor to ensure that the cost of producing the penny for the Mint remains low.
**AT GREEN AGENDA CP**
Solvency Deficit – Economy 

Unemployment isn’t the controlling factor of the economy
Kreishan ’11 - Department of Economics, Al-Hussein Bin Talal University (Fuad M, “ Economic growth and unemployment: an empirical analysis,” Journal of Social Sciences, April 2011, pp.228, gale/proquest)
The explanation for this result is that unemployment in Jordan like other Arab countries is structural but not cyclical. Structural unemployment results from unemployed people who do not have the skills and qualifications to do the available Jobs. In this case, economic growth cannot reduce these kinds of unemployment. On the other hand, despite Jordan has implemented an ambitious program of economic reform since 1989 with the support of the IMF and the World Bank, to restructure the economy with an aim of boosting economic growth and enhancing the role of the private sector in the economy mainly in employment. The labor market in Jordan is still dominated by the government as the prime source of demand for labor (Guegnard, et al., 2005). In recent study by the World Bank (Razzaz and Iqbal, 2008) staff suggested that the link between growth and unemployment in Jordan is affected by the types of jobs that are created mainly (manual jobs), by the incentives employers have to choose between foreign and local workers and by the choices that nationals make between accepting a local job and staying voluntarily unemployed in search of a better job overseas or in the public sector. They explained that despite Jordan achieved strong GDP growth and created many new jobs. However, unemployment (among nationals) did not decline but fluctuated around a fairly high level of 14%, the bulk of new jobs created have been taken by foreign workers. This is because; domestic workers have relatively high reservation wages, based on expectations of obtaining public sector or foreign jobs and of income support from families. More than 50% of the unemployed indicate that they are unwilling to take available jobs at prevailing wages. From what have been discussed we can conclude that unemployment problem in Jordan reflect the behavioral nature of unemployment in Jordan, thus to reduce unemployment rates, much hope lies in reform acceleration for the labor market regulation in Jordan: Efforts like continuous improvements to working conditions and higher salaries will eventually convince Jordanians to accept manual and then reduce unemployment rates in the long-run.

CONCLUSION

This study attempts to provide an empirical analysis of the relationship between GDP and unemployment for Jordan during the period (1970-2008) using for this purpose time series techniques. Fourth more, the study provided an estimation of Okun's coefficient. Our empirical analysis consisted of Dickey-Fuller test, cointegration test and a simple regression between unemployment rate and economic growth. The results presented in this study, showed that the data series are stationary in their differences. Tests of cointegration revealed long-run association between unemployment and economic growth. On the other hand, the results support that unemployment and output are unrelated. Therefore, our findings suggest that Okun's law is not valid for Jordan. It can be suggested that the lack of growth does not explain the unemployment problem in Jordan. Thus, our results have an important policy implication, the economic policies related to demand management would not have an important effect in reducing unemployment in Jordan however, economic policies more oriented to structural changes and reform in labor market would be more appropriate in the case of Jordan. Finally, the results of this study come in line with other study in the Arab countries.
No solvency – start-up costs are enormous for green energy jobs

Scratch ’11 – writer for the Windsor Star (Richard, “Green energy jobs too expensive,” Windsor star, July 20th, lexis)

Dwight Duncan and Sandra Pupatello have lately stated that the Green Energy Act is a victim of its own success. This is political spin to cover up the Liberal's total failure to either anticipate or plan for the artificially created demand they created with such high feed-in rates. As a result, there is nowhere to hook up all the power being contracted. Now they are blaming hydro. The hydro system is geared to a few very large power sources feeding down through ever smaller lines to, ultimately, households at low voltage. The Green Energy Act envisions a huge number of small sources feeding into the grid at generally random times and variable outputs. This is the equivalent of shutting down all the water pumping stations and having every fire pumper in the province hook up to hydrants to pump water to our homes. It just won't work. I would not want to be the head engineer at Ontario Hydro trying to manage such a system. The infrastructure was never designed for it and the Liberals had to be aware of it. It will take years and hundreds of millions of dollars to connect all these sources. Of course not to worry, they will just raise our taxes. The worst hit will be, of course, those on fixed incomes. As for the green energy jobs? Easily the most expensive job creation program ever conceived.
CP doesn’t create jobs – studies prove 

Desmond ’11 - president of Desmond & Louis, a full-service strategic communications company headquartered in the Inland Empire (Lou,  The green-energy jobs hoax, Inland Valley Daily Bulletin, February 23rd, proquest)

There has been a great deal of talk in Sacramento about saving our economy and our state by leading a "green energy revolution." The supposition is that by leading in this area there will be all kinds of jobs created across the spectrum of employment. This is a fallacy. Going green will not create jobs in any meaningful way. In point of fact history and current events already demonstrate that the opposite is in fact true. Going green in California will result in massive job losses and an even worse situation for the state. A lengthy study of the green enesrgy efforts in Spain by the Spanish University of Rey Juan Carlos in Madrid found that for every four jobs created by the greening of the energy sector, nine jobs were lost. That is more than a 2-to-1 ratio of jobs lost, not created, by going green. This study points out something that is not hard to figure out if you just think it through and don't get caught up in the hype. The most recently completed large green-energy project in California is the wind farm at Hatchet Ridge in Shasta County California. The Hatchet Ridge wind farm is 6.5 miles long and consists of some 44 Siemens Energy 2.3megawatt turbines. The number of permanent jobs created at this large project? Two people are all that is required to run this operation - two. But what about the jobs involved in building the windmills themselves - certainly that created jobs right? Yes - temporary jobs were created for out-of-state crews, many from Texas, who flew in to build the project and then left. But what about all of the jobs created by manufacturing the windmills - surely jobs were created there? Yes, jobs were created in Iowa to make the blades for the turbine and the towers were manufactured in Fontana, so some temporary jobs were created there, but overall very few jobs were created in California manufacturing the turbine components. It is so expensive to manufacture anything in California due, ironically, to the zealous pursuit in this state of ever-stricter environmental regulations that a tiny percentage of green energy components will be manufactured here. In fact the situation is so bad that a large solar manufacturing operation that was slated for the Bay Area just chose to leave California to go to Mississippi. But most of these products won't be manufactured in the United States at all. The Europeans got the technological jump on us and will make the expensive, high-quality parts, and other countries with lower labor costs and looser environmental regulations, like China, will make the cheap stuff like solar panels. So the net job creation in the manufacture of green energy products in California will be minuscule. However, there will be a major impact from this green-energy revival. The cost of energy is going to go way up. Solar power is on average three times as costly to produce as traditional power. Wind power costs twice as much. So as we force energy providers to sell us more green energy, our power bills will, as President Obama was honest enough to point out in an interview, "necessarily skyrocket." Who is this going to hurt the most? The people Democrats say they care about most and the people that they clearly care about least - the poor and the business owner. Alec Baldwin, Barbara Streisand and the rest of the Hollywood green lobby can afford to pay more for the energy bills for their houses in Malibu, but the widow living on Social Security or the immigrant family getting by on food stamps can't. The poor pay a disproportionately higher amount of their income for power and other basics like food and rent than the rich. The poor will really feel in a negative way the green energy revolution in California. Those few people that are left in California that are brave or foolish enough to own businesses will feel an even greater impact. To run a business, any business, you need energy. A higher energy bill means lower margins. Lower margins means the oxygen supply for the business, Capital, money, greenbacks are fewer. Less money to go around in the business means fewer jobs. So the green-energy cost will be passed right along to the employees in the form of a pink slip. All this additional cost for energy will also result in a general drag on the economy because people - everyone - will have less disposable income because they will be paying more for power and that will result in less consumer spending which will lead to even more lost jobs. So you say you want a green revolution. Be careful what you wish for.

