Alaska Ports - Neg File

Oil Spill Adv Answers
Impact Defense

Alaskan infrastructure has minimal environmental impacts.

National Academy of Engineering 03 – American National Academies (“Cumulative Environmental Effects of Oil and Gas Activities on Alaska’s North Slope”, 2003; < http://dels-old.nas.edu/dels/rpt_briefs/north_slope_final.pdf>)//AB

Alaska’s North Slope is underlain by permafrost— a thick layer of earth material that stays frozen year round. The permafrost is covered by a thin active layer that thaws each summer and supports plant growth for a brief period. If permafrost thaws, the ground surface and the structures it supports will settle. To minimize disruption to the ground surface, the North Slope industrial infrastructure is specially built—pipelines are generally elevated rather than buried, and roads and industrial facilities are raised on thick gravel berms. For a variety of reasons, nearly all of the roads, pads, pipelines and other infrastructure ever built are still in place. The environmental effects of such structures on the landscape, water systems, vegetation, and animals are manifest not only at the “footprint” itself (physical area covered by the structure) but also at distances that vary depending on the environmental component being affected. The petroleum industry continues to introduce technological innovations to reduce its footprint, for example, directional drilling and the use of ice roads and pads, drilling platforms, and new kinds of vehicles. For some areas of concern, the committee found no evidence that effects have accumulated. For example, despite widespread concern regarding the damaging effects of frequent oil and saltwater spills on the tundra, most spills to date have been small and have had only local effects. Moreover, damaged areas have recovered before they have been disturbed again. However, a large oil spill in marine waters would likely have substantial accumulating effects on whales and other receptors because current cleanup methods can remove only a small fraction of spilled oil, especially under conditions of broken ice.
Long-term effects of oil spills are minor.

Gillis and Kaufman 10 – Environmentalists and Contributors to the New York Times (Justin and Leslie, “After Oil Spills, Hidden Damage Can Last for Years”, 7/17/10; < http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/18/science/earth/18enviro.html?pagewanted=all>)//AB

Every oil spill is different, but the thread that unites these disparate scenes is a growing scientific awareness of the persistent damage that spills can do — and of just how long oil can linger in the environment, hidden in out-of-the-way spots. At the same time, scientists who have worked to survey and counteract the damage from spills say the picture in the gulf is far from hopeless. “Thoughts that this is going to kill the Gulf of Mexico are just wild overreactions,” said Jeffrey W. Short, a scientist who led some of the most important research after the Exxon Valdez spill and now works for an environmental advocacy group called Oceana. “It’s going to go away, the oil is. It’s not going to last forever.” But how long will it last? Only 20 years ago, the conventional wisdom was that oil spills did almost all their damage in the first weeks, as fresh oil loaded with toxic substances hit wildlife and marsh grasses, washed onto beaches and killed fish and turtles in the deep sea. But disasters like the Valdez in 1989, the Ixtoc 1 in Mexico in 1979, the Amoco Cadiz in France in 1978 and two Cape Cod spills, including the Bouchard 65 barge in 1974 — all studied over decades with the improved techniques of modern chemistry and biology — have allowed scientists to paint a more complex portrait of what happens after a spill. It is still clear that the bulk of the damage happens quickly, and that nature then begins to recuperate. After a few years, a casual observer visiting a hard-hit location might see nothing amiss. Birds and fish are likely to have rebounded, and the oil will seem to be gone. But often, as Dr. Short and his team found in Alaska, some of it has merely gone underground, hiding in pockets where it can still do low-level damage to wildlife over many years.
Econ Turn

Alaskan oil spill spurs economic growth – empirically proven.

Levine 10 – Staff Writer for Alaska Dispatch (Thomas, “Economics of an Oil Spill Cleanup”, 6/27/10; < www.alaskadispatch.com/article/economics-oil-spill-cleanup>)//AB

While fishermen and shrimpers in the Gulf of Mexico worry about losing their livelihoods, others may be on the verge of a windfall. Experts talk about how the ocean and the oil and gas industry will be impacted by BP's spill, but little attention has been paid to the economics of a spill cleanup. Some jobs will no doubt be lost because of the spill, but others will be created. Workers are now being hired all over the Gulf region to lay down boom, clean up oil, provide security, and prepare for further damages. Many of these workers are finding jobs in economies that were weak. Alaska was in a similar situation when the Exxon Valdez oil tanker hit Bligh Reef in 1989. Oils prices had slumped, and the Alaska economy was suffering. More than 20,000 jobs had been lost in 1986 and 1987. The economy was sputtering back to life by 1988, but it took off with the oil spill. No year since the spill has seen a larger growth rate in the Alaska economy than occurred in 1989, according to Neal Fried at the Alaska Department of Labor. The Gulf could see a similar boost. Florida Gov. Charlie Crist on June 17 unveiled a website directing Floridians to more than 3,500 jobs associated with the cleanup, although to this point the tens of thousands of gallons gushing from BP's undersea crude oil volcano have largely missed the Sunshine State. The Deepwater site has now gushed at least 42 million gallons, almost four times the 11 million gallons with which Exxon smeared Prince William Sound. Immediately after that accident, the call went out across Alaska for workers to help clean up and contain the spill. According to the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council website, 10,000 workers and 1,000 boats were mobilized at a cost of $2.1 billion. Spill cleanup workers made $16.69 an hour ($29.34 today, adjusted for inflation). Spill jobs helped pull Alaska's unemployment rate down from 7.2 percent in May 1989 to 6.9 percent in September 1989, when cleanup operations ended, according to the Alaska Department of Labor. And the amount of money spent to equip the cleanup operation created an economic wave that rippled through Alaska as fishing boats were leased, pilots hired, workers fed, equipment maintained and lawyers retained. Some lawyers had to hire additional staff to handle compensatory claims eventually totaling over $900 million. Most of those claims were paid off over the next 10 years. The spill jobs, while temporary, gave many people the means to put a down payment on a house or purchase a car. Fried said the increase in purchasing power helped pull the economy out of what had been the worst recession in 20 years. Some economic benefits have continued for decades. Scientific grants to study the damage to Prince William Sound have continued to this day, making the spill one of the most researched in history, according to the EVOSTC. And in 2008 Exxon settled punitive claims in the case Baker vs. Exxon Valdez Shipping Co. The company was required to pay fishermen and others another $995 million over 10 years.
Alt Cause

(Do NOT read this with the National Academy of Engineering 03 Impact Defense card.)

Arctic oil infrastructure itself will collapse marine ecology.
O’Rourke 6/15 – Specialist in Naval Affairs (Ronald, “Changes in the Arctic: Background and Issues for Congress”, 6/15/12; < http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41153.pdf>)//AB
The warming Arctic has focused attention on threats to its wildlife and ecosystems, and it is expected that increased oil, gas, and mineral exploration and development activities may also invite increased scrutiny of possible harm to the fragile Arctic ecosystems. Federal offshore programs are often the subject of this type of scrutiny, as demonstrated by litigation largely focusing on environmental impacts. For example, plaintiffs in cases challenging government approval of OCS development activity in the Chukchi Sea generally are local communities and national environmental groups. The defendant in litigation over federal leasing in the Alaska program areas is the Secretary of the Interior. Typically litigation over federal offshore programs in Alaska takes place in two venues—the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, and/or the U.S. District Court of the District of Alaska. The schedule for litigation can be an issue because the schedule in one venue has some bearing on rulings related to litigation in the other venue. A new schedule for litigation regarding OCS development in the Chukchi Sea is currently under consideration. The outcome of court cases will likely impact future development activities.
It’s not just the spills – Oil extraction itself will collapse ecology. 
National Academy of Engineering 03 – American National Academies (“Cumulative Environmental Effects of Oil and Gas Activities on Alaska’s North Slope”, 2003; < http://dels-old.nas.edu/dels/rpt_briefs/north_slope_final.pdf>)//AB

Northern Alaska’s environment and culture have already been significantly affected by oil infrastructure and activities. There have been many benefits to North Slope residents including more jobs and improved medical care and schools. These economic benefits have been accompanied by environmental and social consequences, including effects of the roads, infrastructure and activities of oil exploration and production on the terrain, plants, animals and peoples of the North Slope and the adjacent marine environment. Although a large body of research has assessed actual and potential effects of oil and gas activities and infrastructure, no integrated, comprehensive analysis of cumulative effects has previously been attempted. Cumulative effects can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time or within an area. In response to a request from Congress, the National Academies convened the Committee on Cumulative Environmental Effects of Oil and Gas Activities on Alaska’s North Slope to assess probable cumulative effects of oil and gas activities on various receptors—that is components of the physical, biological, and human systems of the region. The committee’s consensus report assesses both present and likely future cumulative effects on the North Slope and adjacent marine waters for the time period of 1965 to 2025 (in some cases to 2050).
Security Adv Answers
Arctic War Impact Defense

War in the Arctic is impossible – international cooperation checks escalation.

Kraska 11 – US Navy Commander Chair of Operational Law and member of the International Law Department (Commander James, “Arctic Security in an Age of Climate Change” 2011; <http://books.google.com/books?id=b-U1To97zqsC&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false>)//AB

Still, armed conflict in the Arctic is improbable. The National Intelligence Council, for example, suggests, that major war in the Arctic is unlikely, although small-scale conflict- the result of spillover from disputes in other areas gravitating into the Arctic region- is possible. All of the A5 states’ parties in good standing with the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), except the United States- and even Washington observes almost all of the provisions of the convention. At a conference in Moscow in September 2010, Russian Premier Vladimir Putin stressed that any disagreements in the region can be solves under the framework of UNCLOS, and furthermore that no Russian development projects would proceed in the Arctic without strict measures to ensure the fragile environment is protected. Putin also stated that, although serious geopolitical and economic interests intersect in the Arctic, the prospects were high that the issues could be solved in a spirit of cooperation and partnership. Scenarios for future war in the Arctic have “nothing to do with reality,” Putin stressed. 

Specifically in the context of an Arctic oil rush, Arctic nations will cooperate.

DoD 11 – US Department of Defense (“Report to Congress on Arctic Operations and the Northwest Passage” May 2011; < http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/Tab_A_Arctic_Report_Public.pdf>)//AB

The extent, impact, and rate of climate change in the Arctic are uncertain, and may not unfold in a linear fashion. This will make it challenging to plan for possible future conditions in the region and to mobilize public or political support for investments in U.S. Arctic capabilities or infrastructure absent a clear and immediate need for them. The general assumption that climate change will occur gradually, allowing plenty of time to adapt, may be overturned by periods of rapid change punctuated by episodes of climatic stability, or by unexpectedly severe impacts from the change. Part of the challenge will be the variable pace of climate change: several relatively ice-free summers may be followed by a number of unusually cold years during which the sea ice remains throughout the year. Relationships among the Arctic nations will remain generally stable and cooperative. All five littoral nations (United States, Russian Federation, Canada, Norway, and Denmark on behalf of Greenland) have already established the groundwork of common approaches to managing the region within the framework of the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea, the International Maritime Organization (IMO), the Arctic Council, and other international forums. All of the Arctic states (the five littoral nations plus Iceland, Sweden, and Finland) have shown through their participation in the Arctic Council, the Barents Euro-Arctic Council, the IMO, and other international organizations a willingness and ability to manage and resolve disputes through established international diplomatic mechanisms. This provides a sound basis to anticipate that the security environment in the Arctic will be defined by cooperation rather than conflict in the future. Should military security issues arise, they will be addressed with the appropriate stakeholders through the network of relevant bilateral and multilateral relationships. 
All Arctic states are cooperating with the US – even Russia is playing along.

O’Rourke 6/15 – Specialist in Naval Affairs (Ronald, “Changes in the Arctic: Background and Issues for Congress”, 6/15/12; < http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41153.pdf>)//AB

Of the other Arctic coastal nations, the United States enjoys strong political and commercial ties with Canada, Norway, and Denmark; all four countries are members of NATO. Although the United States views Russia as an important partner in developing policies to cope with changing conditions in the Arctic, relations with Moscow have been somewhat problematic in recent years, particularly in the wake of Russia’s August 2008 incursion into South Ossetia and Georgia, and its cutoff of natural gas to Ukraine and Europe.165 The two nations have also been at odds over Washington’s plans to install in Europe missile defense facilities intended to guard against missiles launched from Iran. In February 2009, Vice President Joseph Biden stated the Obama Administration’s intention “to press the reset button and to revisit the many areas where we can and should work together.”166 Washington has sought to engage Russian cooperation in negotiations with North Korea. Also, in support of U.N. sanctions, Moscow has cancelled the proposed sale of its S-300 anti-aircraft missiles to Iran. In addition, Russia is permitting nonlethal supplies to be transported across its territory to NATO forces in Afghanistan. In April 2010, the two countries signed the New Start Treaty; the accord was ratified by the U.S. Senate in December 2010. Finally, at the NATO-Russia Council meeting, held in conjunction with the alliance’s November 2010 summit in Lisbon, NATO and Moscow endorsed cooperation in the area of missile defense.
All Arctic states want cooperation – no arms race.

Holtsmark, 09 – is the Deputy Director at the Norwegian Institute for Defense studies. (Sven G., “Towards cooperation or confrontation: Security in the High North,” Research Paper, Research Division – NATO Defense College, Rome – No. 45, February 2009 // JH)
The discussion above of military aspects of High North security should not distract from the overall message of this paper: there is no ongoing "race"� for High North resources, nor is there a visible threat of a "grab"� for still undivided Arctic Ocean areas. Until now, the Arctic Ocean has been an area of stability, characterized by a web of bilateral and multilateral regimes. There are many good reasons to believe that this benign state of affairs can be maintained. Most importantly, Russia shares the West's fundamental interest in maintaining the High North as an area characterized by international cooperation and the absence of military confrontation. Like all the other Arctic littoral states, Russia also considers that the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Seas, UNCLOS, provides the overall legal framework for the Arctic Ocean region. It can be taken for granted that Russia would like the High North to remain the country's most stable and conflict-free border region. Managing relations with Russia will be both the key to - and the measure of - success or failure in securing continued prosperity and stability in the High North. Full use should be made of hard-won lessons from the era of strategic confrontation during the cold wait and from the ups and downs of managing relations with Russia since the 1990s." This will require the skillful calibration of political and military means to reach a defined set of fundamental aims. Western policy makers must demonstrate the ability and will to take Russian foreign and security interests into account as the Russians themselves perceive them, without necessarily accepting them at face value."� The West and NATO should be unanimous in their resolve to engage Russia in constructive cooperation over the broadest spectrum of security-related issues. The NATO Russia Council may be one important arena for constructive High North dialogue. But there is still the residual risk that conflicts of interests may develop into armed confrontation, through escalation or otherwise. However unlikely, it cannot be excluded that a major conflict elsewhere may spill over into armed aggression in the High North. Thus, the High North is one of several areas where NATO needs to examine how the Alliance's core function - the idea of collective defense presented by the Washington Treaty's Article 5 - ought to be interpreted and implemented in the post cold-war setting. Surveillance and intelligence and deterrence including contingency planning must remain core elements of the Western Alliance's military posture in the High North. The difficult task will be to find ways to back up declarations of intent through necessary adjustments to current policies without jeopardizing the ultimate goal of preventing the use of armed force in the High North. All decisions must be guided by a firm intent to avoid a return to the chess-board reasoning of the cold war, which presupposed that only one winner would be left on the field. This will involve multiple balancing acts between demonstrations of Allied solidarity and preparedness and the danger that they may provoke destabilizing Russian countermeasures. The approach should be analytical rather than emotional. All steps should be calculated in terms of their long-term effect on High North security and stability, and they should be predictable and legitimate in terms of the Western countries' declared policy aims. Military measures have the negative aim of avoiding the worst. Positive ambitions can only be achieved through dialogue, cooperation and compromise solutions to matters under dispute.

Arctic conflicts will remain purely diplomatic.

Byron, 12 -- a John Gardner Fellow at the U.S. Department of State in the Office of Global Change working on adaptation measures to climate change. He graduated Phi Beta Kappa in May 2011 with a B.A. in Political Science, a B.S. in Society & Environment. In addition to receiving Highest Honors in political science for his honors thesis, Byron was awarded Highest Distinction in General Scholarship for both of his degrees. (Ruby, “Conflict or Cooperation? Arctic Geopolitics and Climate Change,” Berkeley Undergraduate Journal, Office of Undergraduate Research, UC Berkeley, Peer Reviewed, 2012, http://escholarship.org/uc/item/6z7864c7  // JH)

Within the existing literature on Arctic geopolitics and climate change, few authors explicitly define what they mean by "conflict." In fact, the term is often thrown around loosely, sometimes referring to a state of armed warfare or at other times to conflict of the political or diplomatic kind. While these uses are certainly legitimate and within the established meaning of the word, it makes for fuzzy boundaries and ambiguous projections: the chance or likelihood of future diplomatic "conflict," whatever that is intended to mean, most certainly differs—and probably differs starkly—from the chances of total war between two Arctic nations. Thus, for the purposes of this research, unless otherwise specified, conflict is defined as a militarized confrontation between at least two countries. No shots need be fired, nor do casualties need to be suffered. A formal declaration of war would also be too high of a standard for "conflict," as that would exclude such prominent wars like those in Korea, Vietnam, and the Persian Gulf on the basis of what has become in many respects a dispensable procedural formality. Rather, the mere formal invocation of some form of coercive force is sufficient to qualify an event as a form of conflict (e.g. ordering a ship to fire across the bow of another ship belonging to another nation). A baseline example of what would constitute a conflict, then, is the Turbot War of 1995 between Canada and Spain, where the Canadian Navy boarded a Spanish fishing vessel and arrested its crew for fishing in Canada’s Exclusive Economic Zone off the coast of Newfoundland (Nordås & Gleditsch 2007, 631). In this respect, this definition of conflict differs slightly from the typical notion of "war," which tends to connote much greater military mobilization and the number of causalities being greater than zero (Bremer 1992, 310). The logic for narrowing the scope of conflict in this respect is twofold. First, while there has certainly been a history of diplomatic dispute in the Arctic, there has yet to be any form of armed brinksmanship or militarized conflict to date—at least not since the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991. This leaves such future-facing projections on armed conflict—such as this research— still a relevant exercise. Second, it creates a clear distinction between what does constitute "conflict" and what does not. Definitions of conflict seeking to make qualitative judgments on the degree, size, or escalation of conflict inevitably invite criticism in terms of the arbitrariness of the line that renders some conflicts authentic and others as something else altogether. 

DoD report confirms; current military infrastructure is adequate in the Arctic.

DoD 11 – US Department of Defense (“Report to Congress on Arctic Operations and the Northwest Passage” May 2011; < http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/Tab_A_Arctic_Report_Public.pdf>)//AB
In summary, with the low potential for armed conflict in the region in the foreseeable future, the existing defense infrastructure (e.g., bases, ports, and airfields) is adequate to meet near- to mid-term U.S. national security needs. Therefore, DoD does not currently anticipate a need for the construction of additional bases or a deep draft port in Alaska between now and 2020. Given the long lead times for basing infrastructure in the region, DoD will periodically re-evaluate this assessment as activity in the region gradually increases and the CCDRs review and update their regional plans as the security environment evolves.
Port not key for defense

DOD 11- (“report to congress on arctic operations and the northwest passage”, May 11, http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwddes/desports/assets/pdf/dodreport_arcticops.pdf)//MSO

Since 2007, the U.S. Coast Guard has deployed cutters, aircraft, boats, and special detachments to northern Alaska during the summer season to increase competencies and develop Arctic partnerships.  One area for future assessment might be the need for a co-located airport and port facility suitable for deployment of undersea search and rescue assets.  Given the paucity of suitable sites and existing infrastructure, it is likely that any future infrastructure, at least initially, will consist of dual-use military-civilian facilities. In summary, with the low potential for armed conflict in the region in the foreseeable future, the existing defense infrastructure (e.g., bases, ports, and airfields) is adequate to meet near- to midterm U.S. national security needs.  Therefore, DoD does not currently anticipate a need for the construction of additional bases or a deep draft port in Alaska between now and 2020.  Given the long lead times for basing infrastructure in the region, DoD will periodically re-evaluate this assessment as activity in the region gradually increases and the CCDRs review and update their regional plans as the security environment evolves.   

No risk of arctic conflict

DOD 11- (“report to congress on arctic operations and the northwest passage”, May 11, http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwddes/desports/assets/pdf/dodreport_arcticops.pdf)//MSO

Relationships among the Arctic nations will remain generally stable and cooperative.  All five littoral nations (United States, Russian Federation, Canada, Norway, and Denmark on behalf of Greenland) have already established the groundwork of common approaches to managing the region within the framework of the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea, the International Maritime Organization (IMO), the Arctic Council, andother international forums.  All of the Arctic states (the five littoral nations plus Iceland, Sweden, and Finland) have shown through their participation in the Arctic Council, the Barents Euro-Arctic Council, the IMO, and other international organizations a willingness and ability to manage and resolve disputes through established international diplomatic mechanisms.  This provides a sound basis to anticipate that the security environment in the Arctic will be defined by cooperation rather than conflict in the future.Should military security issues arise, they will be addressed with the appropriate stakeholders through the network of relevant bilateral and multilateral relationships

Current Arctic ports are enough for deterrence – DoD agrees.

DoD 11 – Department of Defense (“Report to Congress on Arctic Operations and the Northwest Passage”, May 2011; < http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/Tab_A_Arctic_Report_Public.pdf>)//AB
In summary, with the low potential for armed conflict in the region in the foreseeable future, the existing defense infrastructure (e.g., bases, ports, and airfields) is adequate to meet near- to mid-term U.S. national security needs. Therefore, DoD does not currently anticipate a need for the construction of additional bases or a deep draft port in Alaska between now and 2020. Given the long lead times for basing infrastructure in the region, DoD will periodically re-evaluate this assessment as activity in the region gradually increases and the CCDRs review and update their regional plans as the security environment evolves.

Canada

Main instances of Arctic conflict will be isolated to Canada.
Byron, 12 -- a John Gardner Fellow at the U.S. Department of State in the Office of Global Change working on adaptation measures to climate change. He graduated Phi Beta Kappa in May 2011 with a B.A. in Political Science, a B.S. in Society & Environment. In addition to receiving Highest Honors in political science for his honors thesis, Byron was awarded Highest Distinction in General Scholarship for both of his degrees. (Ruby, “Conflict or Cooperation? Arctic Geopolitics and Climate Change,” Berkeley Undergraduate Journal, Office of Undergraduate Research, UC Berkeley, Peer Reviewed, 2012, http://escholarship.org/uc/item/6z7864c7  // JH)
In reviewing this data, several notable trends are worth pointing out. First, there has been no history of armed conflict among the five Arctic nations in the past twenty years and all have established diplomatic relations. No country is left unrecognized or left as a pariah; and no recent armed conflicts exist to severely taint the dyadic relationships, even if flashbacks of Cold War emerge within policy discussions concerning Russia. Generally speaking, the absence of war and maintenance of diplomatic recognition is an auspicious sign for cooperation, given the previous analysis of what these indicators signal. Second, the Arctic nations all possess relatively democratic institutions. Among this sample of five, Russia is the outlier with a combined score of 83, while the other four cluster around the high-end percentiles, indicating robust democracies and respected civil and political rights. It is difficult, however, to determine whether or not the absolute difference in Russia’s score from the other nations’ scores is sufficient enough to incur the dangers that arise in democratic-autocratic dyads, which are notoriously conflict-prone. Third, despite similar levels of democracy and lack of conflict in recent decades, there are rather stark differences in terms of numbers of bilateral agreements. The United States and Canada have the highest number of overall agreements or treaties in force at three hundred and fifty-seven. Moreover, the rate of diplomatic activity between the U.S. and Canada has been increasing, as 26% of the total treaties were formulated during the past twenty years despite possessing a formal diplomatic relationship spanning over a century. But that is not just unique to the U.S. and Canada; rather, a trend has emerged where the U.S. has forged roughly one-quarter of all its total agreements with the other Arctic littoral states in the past twenty years: approximately 27% of its total number with Norway and approximately 23% of its total number with Denmark. Russia stands as an exception, insofar as the state only came into official diplomatic existence within the past twenty years. Despite profuse diplomatic activity with the United States, Canada’s other interstate relationships are more lacking in terms of the amount of bilateral agreements. What is particularly noteworthy is Canada’s total number of agreements with Russia, which is the minimum number of total agreements for any dyad, and Canada’s number of agreements made in the past twenty years with Denmark, which is only 10% of its total number. This last figure indicates that diplomatic activity has been substantially lower with Denmark in recent years, and is in fact well below the mean rate of diplomatic activity among other Arctic littoral states especially with Denmark. Fourth, levels of bilateral trade vary greatly among the dyads, in part because the size of each respective country’s economy differs with substantial variance. Since the United States has the largest economy in the world, it is generally the top importer for each of the other countries, barring Norway, which imports similar amounts from Denmark—whose economy is only a fraction of the economy of the United States, at about 2% of U.S. gross domestic product (GDP). This alone indicates a proportionally strong trading relationship between Denmark and Norway. A better measurement of interdependence is found in Figures 6-8. These graphs show the export levels as a percentage of the sender country’s GDP. Using Microsoft Excel, I calculated the changes in these ratios with total GDP data by country from the International Monetary Fund (IMF). Split up into three graphs for visual ease, the first group of percentage lines cluster around 2% of senders’ GDPs, while the second group in Figure 7 cluster around 0.1% of senders’ GDP. The one outlier in this group is Canada’s export-to-GDP ratio, which sits around 20% to 30% of its GDP (and therefore receives its own separate graph for visual ease and scalar coherence). This indicates a strong degree of economic interdependence between the United States and Canada, although the trend indicates that this dependence may be lessening slightly. Several other observations are worth noting. In the U.S.-Russia dyad, the export-to-GDP ratio is dropping while overall bilateral trade is increasing. What appears, then, to be a paradox can be explained by the fact that Russia’s overall GDP is increasing rapidly, outpacing the amount that it proportionally trades with the United States. Next, the three dyads of Russia-Norway, Canada-Russia, and Canada-Denmark have not only the lowest levels of bilateral trade (with the lowest being Canada’s export level to Denmark), but these dyads also possess the lowest export-to-GDP ratios, barring those caused by skews in sheer size of base GDP (for example, Denmark’s export to-GDP ratio with the U.S. is high relative to the concomitant export-to-GDP ratio the U.S. has with Denmark, which was the absolute lowest ratio). Russia’s export-to-GDP ratio with Canada and Canada’s export-to-GDP ratio with Denmark were the next lowest, both at roughly 0.04%. In summary, this dyadic analysis shows that the Arctic states enjoy relatively stable relations. Every state—endowed with strong institutions and exceptionally high levels of political freedom, with the exception of Russia—recognizes, trades with, and makes diplomatic entreaties with each of the other states. Of the ten dyads, two are particularly strong on almost all accounts: U.S.-Canada and Denmark-Norway. Their dyads boast robust levels of trade, diplomatic engagement, similarly high Freedom House scores, and no history of conflict or diplomatic withdrawal. The strength of these dyads suggests there needs to be less concern over these states entering into armed conflict, given the high level of political alignment and economic interdependence. Three dyads, however, are worth paying attention to as potential hotspots: Denmark-Canada, Canada-Russia, and, to a lesser extent, Russia-Norway. Denmark-Canada has some of the lowest absolute trade levels (and resulting export-to-GDP ratios) as well as a decreasing rate of diplomatic activity in the past twenty years. But, Denmark and Canada have relatively similar Freedom House scores, which constitute a point of distinction with Canada-Russia and Russia-Norway, whose Freedom House scores differ the most of the five states evaluated and whose trade levels are also comparatively low. That said, it should be reiterated that lower trade levels are not necessarily cause for conflict (and it would certainly be myopic to label any of these trade levels as ‘low’ in anything but a relative sense). Rather, lower levels of trade simply suggest that the costs of going to war are lower, since there is less to lose from war’s destructive interference (or perhaps the threat of unilateral sanctions from increasingly belligerent militarized activity). That said, there would still need to be a casus belli, which serves as a perfect segue to the evaluation of recent Arctic disputes.

Alt cause – Canada is going to start the new Arctic war with Russia.

Byron, 12 -- a John Gardner Fellow at the U.S. Department of State in the Office of Global Change working on adaptation measures to climate change. He graduated Phi Beta Kappa in May 2011 with a B.A. in Political Science, a B.S. in Society & Environment. In addition to receiving Highest Honors in political science for his honors thesis, Byron was awarded Highest Distinction in General Scholarship for both of his degrees. (Ruby, “Conflict or Cooperation? Arctic Geopolitics and Climate Change,” Berkeley Undergraduate Journal, Office of Undergraduate Research, UC Berkeley, Peer Reviewed, 2012, http://escholarship.org/uc/item/6z7864c7  // JH)

This research sought to test the claims made by Borgerson and other realists who speculated a nascent Arctic resource race would erupt into outright conflict. The results of this research suggest that, instead, a clear trend of cooperation has begun to emerge. In only two of the quantitative simulations were the chances for militarized conflict above 10%, and one of those disputes—Russia and Norway in the Barents Sea—has been more or less resolved at the time of this writing, while the other dispute—the U.S. and Canada over the Northwest Passage—is situated within one of the strongest interstate dyads. Moreover, the dyadic analysis suggests that all of the dyads are relatively strong, especially with respect to open trade, levels of democracy, and normalized relations. It should be noted that at no point did any of these countries retract or withdraw diplomatic envoys—a sign of a severe or catastrophic breakdown in diplomacy— during the course of any of the studied territorial disputes. However, this research does reveal a slightly less reassuring trend regarding Canada and, to a lesser extent, Russia. Not only is Canada embroiled in three of the four current Arctic disputes, but it is also part of two of the weakest dyads identified in the dyadic analysis. Indeed, it appears that, when compared to the other Arctic nations, it is the most aggressive nation-state, even more so than the oft-distrusted Russian bear (whose most portentous indicator of conflict— the nearly 20% chance of armed conflict with Norway—has been muted by a recent treaty formally resolving the dispute). Should policymakers be concerned? Does Canada pose a threat to Arctic security and cooperation? I would conclude from this research that the answer is no. First, it is important to note the motives behind Canada’s bellicose rhetoric and aggressive diplomacy: domestic linkages stemming from notions of Canadian pride. As both historical examples and polling data have demonstrated, Canadians respond vociferously to encroachments on their northern territories, as they perceive the Arctic to be intrinsic to, and formative, of their national identity (EKOS 2011). This renders their direction of aggression towards a defensive posture, rather than an offensive one. If anything, Canada’s rugged and deliberate reinforcing of clear-cut borders and sovereignty in its Arctic territory may serve to further stabilize the region by upholding Westphalian conceptions of interstate interactions, thereby directly answering Borgerson’s fears of a semi-anarchic polar region. Second, two of the current territorial disputes in which Canada is engaged are with the United States over a maritime border in the Beaufort Sea and control over the Northwest Passage. Given the strength of the U.S.-Canada dyad, it seems unlikely these disputes will be resolved through anything other than diplomacy. Moreover, as the domestic fervor with regards to Hans Island cools off, and with Norway and Russia already in agreement with their border, it appears that these territorial disputes—which could have at one time served as flashpoints for conflict— are quickly becoming artifacts in their respective countries’ diplomatic history.

AT: China

Their author concludes neg – Chinese are backing away from Arctic imperialism.

O’Rourke 6/15 – Specialist in Naval Affairs (Ronald, “Changes in the Arctic: Background and Issues for Congress”, 6/15/12; < http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41153.pdf>)//AB

Some analysts, however, believe that China’s general approach toward the Arctic will remain decidedly low-key: “To date China has adopted a wait-and-see approach to Arctic developments, wary that active overtures would cause alarm in other countries due to China’s size and status as a rising global power.” China is believed to be keen on resolving through diplomacy the national interests of both littoral and nonArctic states in the high north. Toward that end, it has sought permanent observer status on the Arctic Council.177

AT: Russia

Russia needs Western technology to exploit Arctic Oil – ensures Arctic peace.

Pate 10 – US Air Force Major, Master of Arts in Security Studies (Chad P., “Easing the Arctic Tension: An Economic Solution”, writing for Naval Postgraduate School, December 2010; http://www.hsdl.org/?view&did=11038)//AB

With the United States emerging from a recession, there is little chance that that the military buildup outlined in NSPD-66 and the Navy Arctic Roadmap will come to fruition. Businesses in the United States stand to gain from investment overseas, yet Russia has traditionally made such investment difficult and unpredictable.49 A key issue with Arctic oil and natural gas exploration is that Russian industry technology lags at least 10 years behind its Western counterparts.50 Because of this lag, Russia has in the past allowed Western corporations to share in its energy resources in exchange for technological assistance only to mistreat the investors later on and force them out. As will be explained in Chapter III, Russia’s energy resources are dwindling so it is essential that the state bring new production locations on line as soon as possible. Because of this need, the Russian leadership may consider reducing the barriers to investment and accept that the nation will reap fewer rewards as Western corporations share their technology. The purpose of this thesis is to examine the potential for establishing a capitalist peace between Russia and its Arctic neighbors against the backdrop of Russia’s declining hydrocarbon extraction capabilities. The work’s hypothesis is that there is little potential for conflict in the Arctic due to Russia’s inability to harvest the newly uncovered hydrocarbons on its own. With Western corporations possessing the necessary technology, Russian aggression in the North would likely block the inflow of FDI and harm the state’s long-term economic viability. If economic interconnectedness is established, the resultant capitalist peace would likely ease tensions in the region and the United States may not be forced to increase significantly its military presence in the North, thereby allaying realist concerns regarding the imbalance of Arctic military power. Intentional or accidental encroachment by the enlarged Russian military into sensitive U.S. areas would be less likely to escalate beyond diplomatic exchanges with the nations linked by economic bonds. Without the ability to counter the Russian military directly should tensions escalate, relying on globalized production platforms—what Brooks argues is a “reserve stabilizer”— may offer an alternative means of maintaining the security of the United States’ northernmost border.51 48

Russia won’t go to war with the US – it would kill their industry.

Pate 10 – US Air Force Major, Master of Arts in Security Studies (Chad P., “Easing the Arctic Tension: An Economic Solution”, writing for Naval Postgraduate School, December 2010; http://www.hsdl.org/?view&did=11038)//AB

In sum, interstate relationships based on economic bonds have proven to be effective deterrents to fatal conflict initiation. The strongest deterrent force occurs between dyads that experience high levels of FDI with one another. Still significant, however, is how the desire to attract FDI prevents potentially aggressive states from initiating conflict even outside of the FDI-sending and receiving relationship. The destabilizing effect of war makes investment risky, thereby causing states not directly involved in the conflict to be reluctant to invest in such an environment. Russia’s stock market, for example, dropped to its lowest level in two years as a result of Russia’s 2008 conflict with Georgia.47 If significant FDI is established between Russia and the United States, the potential for the nations to engage in a military dispute may be reduced. If such investment cannot be established, Russia may still be reluctant to initiate conflict with the United States because doing so might deter other states from investing in Russia’s industry.

Binding legal agreements prevent Arctic conflict – their evidence is based on a flawed assumption of Russian hostility.

Holtsmark, 09 – is the Deputy Director at the Norwegian Institute for Defense studies. (Sven G., “Towards cooperation or confrontation: Security in the High North,” Research Paper, Research Division – NATO Defense College, Rome – No. 45, February 2009 // JH)
Moreover, Western policy makers should set for themselves the ambitious goal of developing the area into a source of stability, community of interest and cooperation between Russia and the West. A recent analysis of NATO-Russia relations noted that, in order to cooperate, the two sides must shift their focus from "tactical differences"� to "broader strategic aims and first-order issues.” Their first-order ambition should be to agree on "a desired end state"� reflecting commonly identified shared objectives. The Arctic Ocean area, where numerous arenas for comprehensive cooperation are still open, represents a chance to put these guidelines into practice. The shared objectives in the High North must include final and permanent solutions to unresolved issues of territorial delimitation and natural resources management and exploitation. There are, in fact, several factors that contradict the often repeated pessimistic scenarios for the Arctic Ocean. As mentioned above, some of the most promising potential petroleum reserves are in areas of undisputed national jurisdiction. Even where this is not the case, there is agreement among the littoral states, including Russia, about the need for multilateral solutions to regional challenges. This includes support for UNCLOS as the overarching legal framework. The Ilulissat declaration points exactly in this direction. The long history of successful regional cooperation on resources management in the region, even between cold war foes, gives cause for optimism. Apart from defining the framework for the resolution of delimitational disputes, this approach calls for the further development of robust regimes for the handling of issues such as ecological safety and living resources management, the challenges of opening and operating new SLOCs, and the handling of security threats emanating from outside the Arctic Ocean region. The list of challenges that can only be handled through cooperation between all the Arctic states can easily be expanded. In most cases, framework regimes are already in place, so there is no need start from a "blank sheet"�. Alarmist scenarios are often linked to pessimistic predictions of Russian behavior, and certain aspects of Russian rhetoric and action give legitimate reasons for concern. So does the fundamental weakness of the Russian regime in terms of domestic legitimacy, and the ability and will to withstand pressures towards authoritarian solutions. Up until now, however, Russian foreign policy statements and strategy documents regularly emphasize the primary role of international law and multilateralism in international relations. Despite the harsh tone, this message was at the core of then President Putin's much-discussed Munich speech in February 2007," and less confrontationally in President Medvedev's proposal in the summer of 2008 of new European security architecture." Such statements should not be routinely dismissed as simple expressions of a fundamentally anti-American and anti-Western agenda. It may well be that Russian policy makers realize that adherence to international law and collective solutions are in fact in Russia's own vital interest. If so, this would be in line with the traditional behavior of middle-sized powers or powers with limited power projection capabilities."� Even the military operation against Georgia in August 2008 does not necessarily contradict this interpretation of Russia's fundamental foreign and security policies. However controversial and possibly misguided, legal arguments have been at the forefront of Russian justifications of their actions towards Georgia. The preferred Russian comparison between Kosovo and South Ossetia is not altogether without relevance. Stating this does not imply any sympathy with Russia's instrumental use of the South Ossetia and Abkhazia conflicts, or the behavior of Russian troops in the field. However, given that the Russian interpretation of the events leading up to and following NATO's (1999) and Russia's (2008) interventions diverge substantially from the dominant Western view, and not merely for instrumental reasons, it is important to remind oneself of the importance of sometimes elusive perceptions as a key factor in state actors' policies. This being said, lingering uncertainties about the future Russian posture is one reason why there is more to High North security than creating frameworks for regional cooperation.

AT: Resource Wars

No resource wars – energy and fish are empirically causes of cooperation in the Arctic

Brosnan et. Al, 11 -- is currently a doctoral student in the Marine Resources and Ocean Ecosystems Program at Cornell. He received his Master's in Marine Affairs from the University of Washington's School of Marine Affairs where he studied governance in a changing Arctic and co-authored a report on the Arctic region for the National Assembly of Korea AND Thomas Leschine and Edward Miles, School of Marine Affairs University of Washington (Ian, “Cooperation or Conﬂict in a Changing Arctic?” Ocean Development & International Law, 42: 173–210, 2011 // JH)

Under the UNCLOS framework, resource development outcomes that may require cooperation in order to be realized include transboundary ﬁsh stocks and resources in areas of overlapping claims. These appear to be bilateral issues in the Arctic, so it is useful to consider the potential dilemmas of the Arctic states in the context of four regions: a Norwegian/Russian region (the Barents Sea area); a Canadian/Danish region that includes the Lincoln Sea and two small areas of overlapping claims; a Canadian/U.S. region in the Beaufort Sea that also includes an overlapping territorial claim; and a U.S./Russian region north of the Bering Strait. Norway/Russia (Barents Sea). The case of Russia and Norway serves as a demonstration of two states forgoing unilateral action in order to attain a more optimal outcome. According to their strategy statements, the preferred resource development outcomes of Russia and Norway are similar; both seek to develop Arctic resources to sustain existing exports and domestic industries and support social and economic development. The ﬁsheries and oil and gas resources they seek to develop are found in the Barents Sea, where ﬁsh stocks cross between the waters of both states (transboundary) and through a formerly disputed area known as the Grey Zone. The same formerly disputed area is also believed to contain valuable energy resources. 70 Russia and Norway recognized early on that only cooperation in Barents Sea ﬁsheries would yield an optimal outcome, one of sustainable ﬁsheries and exclusion of undesirable third parties. 71 A 1975 treaty established a joint Norwegian/Russian ﬁsheries commission, an 1976 treaty established a framework for cooperation on joint stocks, and a 1978 Grey Zone Agreement that governs the harvest limits, catch allocations, ﬁshing gear in use, and division of enforcement authority in the Grey Zone. 72 Although outside the disputed Grey Zone, Norwegian state-owned Statoil Hydro and Russia’s Gazprom have recently signed a 3-year memorandum of understanding to work jointly to develop Shtokman ﬁeld. 73 In late April 2010, Russia and Norway jointly announced that they had resolved their dispute over the delimitation of their maritime boundary in the Barents Sea and, subsequently, signed a treaty on maritime delimitation and cooperation in the Barents Sea and the Arctic Ocean, effectively eliminating political uncertainty that has been one barrier to development of Barents Sea resources. 74 Canada/Denmark (Lincoln Sea). The Canada/Denmark case is similar to that of Russia and Norway. There exist overlapping claims in the Lincoln Sea. 75 However, the area of the claims is far smaller than the Grey Zone, perhaps to the point of being insigniﬁcant as far as resources are concerned. 76 Denmark and Canada’s Arctic strategies reveal a preference for resource development to support economic development and, ultimately, economic independence of their Arctic territories. If the area of overlapping claims in the Lincoln Sea proves to contain energy and ﬁsheries resources (or ﬁsheries resources develop as a result of changing oceanographic conditions) and climate and market conditions support exploitation, industry investors will likely seek geopolitical stability before investing in energy development in the disputed areas. Canada and Denmark face a dilemma of common interest. The preferred optimum result for the states appears to be development of the resources in the disputed area. To realize this optimal outcome, Canada and Denmark must collaborate to realize the geopolitical stability that may be a prerequisite to energy development and to manage transboundary ﬁsh stocks to prevent overﬁshing and ensure long-term stock conservation and utilization. The Russian/Norwegian management scheme in the Barents Sea, establishment of a joint ﬁsheries commission to set catch limits and agreements on harvest allocation, enforcement, and cooperative development of energy resources, provides an model for a possible Canadian/Danish regime in the Lincoln Sea if the location of maritime borders cannot be agreed on. Canada/United States (Beaufort Sea). In contrast to Russia, Norway, Denmark, and Canada, the United States does not express a strong preference for resource development. In keeping with the overall tone of its policy, the United States simply notes that it has interests in Arctic resources. At ﬁrst glance, the Canadian development-oriented strategy and the more neutral U.S. policy seem at odds. Canadian strategy and recent federal actions have given attention to the area through commercial ﬁsheries-related investments in Nunavut and the focus on the energy resources of Mackenzie Delta. 77 It seems that the United States and Canada have the same preferred outcome. Speciﬁcally, they wish to preserve their potential ﬁsheries interests in the Beaufort Sea and energy interests where they have an overlapping territorial claim. This seems to be a case where the states may obtain their desired outcome without cooperation. However, consider the hypothetical case where one country ﬁnds a compelling reason to begin ﬁshing Beaufort Sea stocks or drilling for oil where the states have overlapping claims. This hypothetical scenario would place the interests of the other state at risk and suggests that the states actually have a dilemma of common interest. The optimal result, and incentive to collaborate, is a case where each state’s interests in energy resources in the disputed area and potential transboundary Arctic ﬁsh stocks are not placed at risk by the activities of the other state. An informal moratorium on oil and gas development in the disputed region of the Beaufort Sea already exists to preserve the interests of both states. 78 A joint moratorium on ﬁshing throughout the Beaufort Sea would ensure the states their preferred outcome: preservation of their interests in the Beaufort Sea. At some future date, should there prove to be commercially viable ﬁsheries in the Beaufort Sea or accessible energy resources in the area of overlapping claims that both states desire to exploit, a dilemma of common interest would still exist. Only the desired outcome would have changed, and Canada and the United States would have the same incentives to cooperate as Canada and Denmark. Again, the Norwegian/Russian agreements provide an example of a regime to address such issues. Both Canada and the United States appear amenable to the idea of new governance arrangements. The U.S. Arctic Policy explicitly states that new governance arrangements should be considered as human activities in the Arctic change. Canada’s strategy is not as explicit, but it does indicate that Canada intends to continue to deepen cooperation with the United States on emerging Arctic issues. United States/Russia. The case of the United States and Russia is similar to that of the United States and Canada. Their preferred outcomes, as stated in their strategy statements, seem at odds. But a regional view suggests that Russia’s maritime focus is largely on development in northwest Russia rather than the Far East. 79 This suggests that both countries may at present be interested in preserving their interests in their border region. The United States and Russia do not have overlapping territorial claims in the Arctic, although Russia has not ratiﬁed the 1991 treaty delimiting the U.S./Russian maritime boundary. 80 Russia does, however, abide by its terms so, unlike the Canada/Denmark and Canada/U.S. cases, there does not appear to be any immediate concern over overlapping claims to energy resources. 81 This leaves potential transboundary Arctic ﬁsh stocks as an avenue for cooperation between Russia and the United States as existing agreements do not extend north of the Bering Strait. As with Canada, a joint moratorium on new ﬁshing could ensure the states their preferred outcome: preservation of their ﬁsheries interests in the Arctic.

Uniqueness

Current Arctic ports are enough for deterrence – DoD agrees.

DoD 11 – Department of Defense (“Report to Congress on Arctic Operations and the Northwest Passage”, May 2011; < http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/Tab_A_Arctic_Report_Public.pdf>)//AB
In summary, with the low potential for armed conflict in the region in the foreseeable future, the existing defense infrastructure (e.g., bases, ports, and airfields) is adequate to meet near- to mid-term U.S. national security needs. Therefore, DoD does not currently anticipate a need for the construction of additional bases or a deep draft port in Alaska between now and 2020. Given the long lead times for basing infrastructure in the region, DoD will periodically re-evaluate this assessment as activity in the region gradually increases and the CCDRs review and update their regional plans as the security environment evolves.

Natives Adv Answers
Inuits will preserve non-Western culture.
Cook 3/23 – Staffwriter for USARiseUp, addresses issues of Race Relations (Rita, “The Impact of the 2st Century on Alaska’s Inuit Culture”, 3/23/12; http://www.usariseup.com/latest-news/the-impact-of-the-21st-century-on-alaska%E2%80%99s-inuit-culture)//AB

“Caught between two worlds, the Inuit now use snowmobiles and the Internet in place of the umiak and the sled,” Every Culture explains. “Nonetheless, they have designed legislative and traditional ways to maintain and protect their subsistence lifestyle. Since 1978, this lifestyle has been given priority, and it is legally protected.” Although the Inuit lifestyle has changed a lot over the years, the local villages continue their history of storytelling, music, dancing, and art, including carvings and prints. Family and community are also very important and the Inuktitut language is still spoken in many areas of the Arctic north. 

International cooperation solves environmental protection and respect for Inuits.

O’Rourke 6/15 – Specialist in Naval Affairs (Ronald, “Changes in the Arctic: Background and Issues for Congress”, 6/15/12; < http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41153.pdf>)//AB

The Arctic has increasingly become a subject of discussions in bilateral meetings among leaders of the nations in the region. The main international forum for cooperation in the high north, however, is the eight-nation Arctic Council, of which the United States is an active member. The chief topics addressed by the six working groups of the Council, which was formed in 1996, are sustainable development, environmental protection, and the social well-being of the indigenous communities. The United States reportedly vetoed security as an issue of consideration for the Council. The Council holds ministerial-level meetings biennially, while the working groups meet more frequently.169
Solvency

No solvency

DOD 11- (“report to congress on arctic operations and the northwest passage”, May 11, http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwddes/desports/assets/pdf/dodreport_arcticops.pdf)//MSO

Because of the range and severity of Arctic conditions, climatic, hydrologic, topographic, and geographic factors must all be considered in site selection for any infrastructure in this region.  The environment desired inside buildings is usually drastically different from ambient conditions, placing additional stresses on building components.  Some important considerations for infrastructure in the Arctic include:  condensation control, structural design ventilation, snow load, snow accumulation and drifting potential, and roof drainage, among others detailed in the Unified Facilities Criteria manuals. When infrastructure is sited along the coast, erosion, silting, sea ice variability, and coastal dynamics must also be considered.  The ice movement means that conventional pier construction is rarely feasible.  An additional consideration is the months of almost continuous daylight in summer, followed by winter months of almost complete darkness, a variation that becomes more extreme as one goes further north. Construction in the Arctic is seasonal and skilled labor is usually in short supply; therefore, costs for both construction and maintenance are high.  The need to provide room and board at remote locations, decreased efficiency of workers and machinery in extreme environmental conditions, and the difficulties, costs, and risks in shipping materials and equipment add to the challenge.  Because of the short construction season, outside work must be accomplished quickly, dictating a high degree of expensive prefabricated construction.  During ice-free periods, the most economical means of transportation is by barge.  During the winter, transportation over frozen rivers and lakes may be more economical than air transportation.  But delays in shipping equipment due to weather can result in prolonged construction times and expensive emergency air freight costs.  Construction in the Arctic costs, as a rule of thumb, three to five times more than comparable infrastructure in lower latitudes.  Another challenge to bear in mind is the risk to existing infrastructure posed by thawing permafrost.  As the permafrost thaws, it loses strength and volume, leading to failure of foundations and piling.  The warming climate will also accelerate the erosion of shorelines and riverbanks, threatening infrastructure located on eroding shorelines.

Construction inhibited by weather, lack of skilled labor, lack of daylight, transportation, permafrost and it’s really expensive.

DoD 11 – Department of Defense (“Report to Congress on Arctic Operations and the Northwest Passage”, May 2011; < http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/Tab_A_Arctic_Report_Public.pdf>)//AB

Construction in the Arctic is seasonal and skilled labor is usually in short supply; therefore, costs for both construction and maintenance are high. The need to provide room and board at remote locations, decreased efficiency of workers and machinery in extreme environmental conditions, and the difficulties, costs, and risks in shipping materials and equipment add to the challenge. Because of the short construction season, outside work must be accomplished quickly, dictating a high degree of expensive prefabricated construction. During ice-free periods, the most economical means of transportation is by barge. During the winter, transportation over frozen rivers and lakes may be more economical than air transportation. But delays in shipping equipment due to weather can result in prolonged construction times and expensive emergency air freight costs. Construction in the Arctic costs, as a rule of thumb, three to five times more than comparable infrastructure in lower latitudes. Another challenge to bear in mind is the risk to existing infrastructure posed by thawing permafrost. As the permafrost thaws, it loses strength and volume, leading to failure of foundations and piling. The warming climate will also accelerate the erosion of shorelines and riverbanks, threatening infrastructure located on eroding shorelines.

Alaskan infrastructure fails; massive maintenance costs, erosion, weather, lack of daylight, etc..

DoD 11 – US Department of Defense (“Report to Congress on Arctic Operations and the Northwest Passage” May 2011; < http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/Tab_A_Arctic_Report_Public.pdf>)//AB

Because of the range and severity of Arctic conditions, climatic, hydrologic, topographic, and geographic factors must all be considered in site selection for any infrastructure in this region. The environment desired inside buildings is usually drastically different from ambient conditions, placing additional stresses on building components. Some important considerations for infrastructure in the Arctic include: condensation control, structural design ventilation, snow load, snow accumulation and drifting potential, and roof drainage, among others detailed in the Unified Facilities Criteria manuals.17 When infrastructure is sited along the coast, erosion, silting, sea ice variability, and coastal dynamics must also be considered. The ice movement means that conventional pier construction is rarely feasible. An additional consideration is the months of almost continuous daylight in summer, followed by winter months of almost complete darkness, a variation that becomes more extreme as one goes further north. Construction in the Arctic is seasonal and skilled labor is usually in short supply; therefore, costs for both construction and maintenance are high. The need to provide room and board at remote locations, decreased efficiency of workers and machinery in extreme environmental conditions, and the difficulties, costs, and risks in shipping materials and equipment add to the challenge. Because of the short construction season, outside work must be accomplished quickly, dictating a high degree of expensive prefabricated construction. During ice-free periods, the most economical means of transportation is by barge. During the winter, transportation over frozen rivers and lakes may be more economical than air transportation. But delays in shipping equipment due to weather can result in prolonged construction times and expensive emergency air freight costs. Construction in the Arctic costs, as a rule of thumb, three to five times more than comparable infrastructure in lower latitudes. Another challenge to bear in mind is the risk to existing infrastructure posed by thawing permafrost. As the permafrost thaws, it loses strength and volume, leading to failure of foundations and piling. The warming climate will also accelerate the erosion of shorelines and riverbanks, threatening infrastructure located on eroding shorelines.

Plan will require constant dredging.

Northern Economics 11 – Largest professional economics consulting firm in Alaska; report prepared for Army Corps of Engineers and Alaska Department of Transportation (“Alaska Regional Ports: Planning for Alaska’s Regional Ports and Harbors: Final Report” January 2011; < http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwddes/desports/assets/pdf/regionalports_finalreport0111.pdf>)//AB
Dredging is needed on a regular basis to maintain access to a number of ports in Alaska. River ports have issues with deposition of sediment along their facilities, and in some cases the deposited material can be the result of erosion of barge landings and other improvements upstream. Glacier-fed rivers also contribute a great deal of sediment that ports must dredge. Reasons often cited for the need to dredge include additional demand at the port that cannot be served due to shallow water along dock faces, access to existing facilities that is impeded by shallow water or build-up of sediment, and increased vessel sizes that require deeper water or a larger space for maneuvering or docking. Two examples of the effect of sediment on port activities are seen with the Port of Anchorage and the Port of Dutch Harbor. At the Port of Anchorage, regular dredging is required to maintain the approach up Cook Inlet to access port facilities. At the Port of Dutch Harbor, containerships often have to operate at weights below their full capacity to access port facilities. As shipping companies employ larger containerships in the future, the need for dredging will increase. 
Funding
P3s can’t solve. Multiple drawbacks 

ADOT and PF 12- Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (“Alaska Deep Draft Arctic Ports Study, Public-Private Partnership Evaluation, January 12, http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwddes/desports/assets/pdf/aps_p3_draft.pdf)//MSO

An arrangement such as the public-private partnership is not without its drawbacks.  Following are some of the potential risks: Conflict of interest – The real or perceived conflict of interest is one of the greatest challenges of P3s.  Maintenance of transparency – It is difficult to do business and maintain transparency that will suit all inquiring minds. Financial agreements – The more sophisticated the financing, the more potential for things to go wrong.  Risk should be carefully weighed prior to entering into an agreement, especially if there are funding contingencies or foreign funds. There are many forms of partnership, allocating risks and rewards to each party. See Appendix for a description of the range of forms. Cost- Capital obtained through P3s can be more expensive than public capital. Control – Government will have to cede control of the aspects of the project for which users and citizens still hold government accountable.  The biggest example is toll rates.  Government is also held accountable by the public if it turns out that the private sector partner has made a windfall profit on the deal. Liability issues – The partnership agreements must clearly spell out who is responsible for each of the pieces and parts of the project, even while not knowing what the future brings.   If the private investor is unable to meet the terms of the contract, the public entity must be able to take on the project alone or have another investor to fall back on.  Consideration of insufficient revenues, bankruptcy, and default by parties should be spelled out in the agreement. Force majeure - It is important to remember that force majeure (major force) clauses are intended to excuse a party only if the failure to perform could not be avoided by the exercise of due care by that party.   The clause must apply to all parties of the P3 agreement as it does in standard engineering and construction contracts.   This generally applies to things such as wars, natural disasters, and other major events that are clearly outside a party's control. Labor concerns – Finding qualified workers is often a challenge for Alaska projects.  The private investor may be accustomed to finding workers nationwide while the state government might give preference to hiring Alaska residents over other U.S. citizens.  Resolving these concerns early in the negotiation is paramount. Capability – As in all agreements, the capacity and assets of all parties should be carefully evaluated.  Competition should be designed to bring the best and brightest to the table.  Often a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) will draw out the strengths and weaknesses of interested parties. A P3 agreement can include a performance bond.

Natives DA

Facilitating the modernization of the Northern Slope forces indigenous people to abandon their cultures 

Kroh et. Al, 12 -- is the Associate Director for Ocean Communications at the Center for American Progress. Prior to joining American Progress, she served as a media consultant and strategic advisor to Democratic candidates and committees at the federal, state, and municipal levels, including multiple campaigns in coastal states and districts. Past employment also includes working as a member of the executive production team for the 2008 Democratic National Convention and serving as a U.S. Peace Corps volunteer in Ukraine AND Michael Conathan is the Director of Ocean Policy at the Center for American Progress. His work focuses on driving progressive solutions to the multitude of problems facing the world’s oceans. Prior to joining American Progress, Conathan spent five years staffing the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation’s Subcommittee on Oceans, Atmosphere, Fisheries, and Coast Guard. He oversaw enactment of multiple key pieces of ocean legislation, including the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Reauthorization Act, the Integrated Coastal and Ocean Observing Act, the Federal Ocean Acidification Research and Monitoring Act, and the Shark Conservation Act. Emma Huvos is an intern with the Energy team at the Center for American Progress. A political science major at Johns Hopkins University, she completed an Aitchison Public Service Fellowship in Government last year. (Kiley, “Putting a Freeze on Arctic Ocean Drilling: America’s Inability to Respond to an Oil Spill in the Arctic,” The Center for American Progress, February 2012 // JH)
As the Arctic melts at an alarming rate and maritime industries from cruise lines and shipping companies to oil and gas developers and mining operations lick their chops at the opportunity to cash in on the previously-inaccessible Arctic, the Alaska Native communities that have populated the region for centuries are faced with a difficult decision: embrace development for the economic opportunity it may bring or protect their way of life from potentially devastating fallout. 86 Shell’s impending exploration off the North Slope has deeply divided the communities that stand to be impacted the most. In the Native Village of Point Hope, for example, residents are “torn apart between development and sustaining our lifestyle.” Those opposed fear the development threatens their culture and that an oil spill could destroy the already endangered bowhead whale population they depend on. But because the region has yet to discover a viable economic activity on par with oil, many others “think their continued survival will depend on trying to profit from oil.” 87 Whatever the case, the long-term effects of oil spills on public health require significant scientific attention and because certain factors disproportionately impact Alaska Native tribes and villages, should be taken into consideration when weighing Arctic drilling. As the National Commission on the BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill and Offshore Drilling emphasized in its report, “a survey conducted one year after Exxon Valdez found that cleanup workers classified as being subjected to ‘high exposure’ were 3.6 times as likely to have a generalized anxiety disorder and 2.9 times as likely to have post-traumatic stress disorder as members of an unexposed group. Alaska Natives were particularly prone to effects of chemical exposure and, for cultural reasons, less likely to seek mental health services.” 88 In addition, subsistence hunting and fishing remains a significant source of food for these communities. An oil spill could threaten the populations of fish and game that literally sustain these populations. 

This forces Inuit cultural assimilation to Western modernity.

Cook 3/23 – Staffwriter for USARiseUp, addresses issues of Race Relations (Rita, “The Impact of the 2st Century on Alaska’s Inuit Culture”, 3/23/12; http://www.usariseup.com/latest-news/the-impact-of-the-21st-century-on-alaska%E2%80%99s-inuit-culture)//AB

The Alaskan Inuit, also known as the “Eskimo” are one of the indigenous people from the Arctic regions of Alaska as well as Canada, Denmark, and Russia. The word Inuit actually means “the people” in the Inuktitut language. While the Inuit kept some of their culture intact above the Arctic Circle, the 21st century impact has affected this group, particularly those living on the Alaskan North Slope. The search for petroleum in the Alaskan North Slope affected the Inuit culture and by the end of the 20th century, a number of other issues faced the Inuit, including the use of technology, and urban flight by the young, which has only gotten worse in this century. The 21st century also brings  a growing identity struggle with the younger generations, such as, teens changing to a more western diet, healthcare, and how changes in education affects local village life. An Inuit symbol was used in the 2010 Winter Olympics, and many communities continue to feature Inuit sports in their Arctic Winter Games, but today’s worldwide love for Hockey has also crept in. 

Tradeoff DA Link

Plan trades off with other defense programs.

DoD 11 – US Department of Defense (“Report to Congress on Arctic Operations and the Northwest Passage” May 2011; < http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/Tab_A_Arctic_Report_Public.pdf>)//AB

The near-term fiscal and political environment will make it difficult to support significant new U.S. Government investments. This is an assumption, but also serves as a constraint on action. Agencies will only operate in the Arctic to the level to which they are resourced, meaning that new efforts will likely have to be funded through reallocation of existing resources. The Arctic is currently seen as a peripheral interest by much of the national security community, a situation not likely to change significantly in the next decade or more, absent some external forcing event, such as a major environmental or human disaster or activity in the Arctic viewed as threatening U.S. interests in the

Topicality
Affirmative requires maintenance funding. Lack of maintenance trades off with solvency.

Northern Economics 11 – Largest professional economics consulting firm in Alaska; report prepared for Army Corps of Engineers and Alaska Department of Transportation (“Alaska Regional Ports: Planning for Alaska’s Regional Ports and Harbors: Final Report” January 2011; < http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwddes/desports/assets/pdf/regionalports_finalreport0111.pdf>)//AB
While improvements in oil tanker safety and navigation have been realized in recent years through the use of funds from the Exxon Valdez settlement, the majority of Alaska‘s public ports and harbors have steadily deteriorated due to lack of funding for upkeep and improvement (Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 2008). Moreover, as discussed in Section 3.2, shoreside receiving facilities for barge operations are primitive or entirely absent in many rural Alaska communities. Inadequate or poorly maintained port or harbor facilities limit delivery capacities and increase the risk to the carrier, resulting in higher shipping fees and delivery via alternate, more expensive modes. The result is an increased cost of goods for Alaskans (Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 2008). 

Counterplans

Science Diplomacy CP

Text: The United States Federal Government should enter into hydrographic surveying scientific partnerships over the Arctic region with Russia and China.

No risk of an Arctic war now, but counterplan solves relations best anyway.

Titley and St. John 10 – U.S. Navy Rear Admiral and Director of Climate Change Taskforce/Policy Fellow in Office of the Oceanographer of the Navy (David W. and Courtney C., “Arctic Security Considerations and the U.S. Navy’s Roadmap for the Arctic” < http://www.usnwc.edu/getattachment/e0734d9a-386e-4a2c-ba9d-86e7b290c57f/Arctic-Security-Considerations-and-the-U-S--navy-s>)//AB

Currently there are overlapping, unresolved maritime boundary claims between the United States and Canada, Canada and Denmark, Denmark and Norway, and Norway and Russia. At this time, none of these disputed boundary claims pose a threat to global stability. While the United States and Canada disagree on the location of the maritime boundary in and northward of the Beaufort Sea, the United States considers Canada a close ally, and the dispute does not jeopardize this relationship.29 Unfortunately, the United States is the only Arctic nation that has not joined UNCLOS, despite support from President Barack Obama and the Bush and Clinton administrations. Because the Illulissat Declaration recognizes the law of the sea as the framework for deciding issues of Arctic territoriality, the United States will likely find itself at a disadvantage when critical Arctic conversations occur.30 The U.S. Navy is mindful of other international challenges and opportunities in the Arctic. There is some concern in Japan that a renewed Arctic emphasis by the U.S. Navy may lead to a corresponding decrease in western Pacific presence and security. Conversely, there are unique opportunities for the U.S. Navy to develop “soft” partnerships with other nations, such as Russia and China, on research like hydrographic surveys. While present boundary disputes and security concerns pose no major risk to international stability and security, the long-term potential for significant change in the Arctic must be recognized and thoroughly assessed.
Alaska CP

Text: The Alaskan Department of Transportation should fund the development and construction of its deep-water ports.

Alaskan Department of Transportation solves best.

Northern Economics 11 – Largest professional economics consulting firm in Alaska; report prepared for Army Corps of Engineers and Alaska Department of Transportation (“Alaska Regional Ports: Planning for Alaska’s Regional Ports and Harbors: Final Report” January 2011; < http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwddes/desports/assets/pdf/regionalports_finalreport0111.pdf>)//AB
Port and harbor projects can be financed at the state level in the form of partnerships, grants, loans, legislative appropriations, or bonds. Funding may come directly from the state or be federal funds that are administered by or channeled through state agencies and programs. The following subsections describe state level funding available in Alaska for the purpose of port and harbor development. The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (ADOT&PF) provides several means of assisting locally-owned port and harbor facilities. ADOT&PF partners with local communities and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the planning, design, and construction of port and harbor facilities and channel navigation improvements, thereby maximizing the federal investment in Alaska‘s marine facilities. This program has allowed the construction of navigation improvement projects that have significant local investment, are economically justified, and are environmentally acceptable (Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 2008). ADOT&PF also supports harbors through a Municipal Harbor Facility grant program established in 2006. Subject to an annual legislative appropriation, this harbor grant program matches local government funds, dollar for dollar, with state general funds up to a limit of $5 million, for municipal port and harbor rehabilitation and improvement projects (Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 2008). The grant program consists of two tiers. Harbor facilities that were transferred from the state to local ownership, especially those in need of major maintenance and repair, are given priority and a Tier I status. All other municipal harbor facility projects are considered Tier II projects. A harbor facility may only receive one Tier I grant, but may apply for multiple Tier II grants (Alaska Department of Transportation 2010). Applications for funding from the Municipal Harbor Facility grant program are scored by committee. Within the annual funding limit, Tier I applications are given priority. Tier I applications receive funding, within the funding limit each year, in descending order of their score. Once adding a Tier I application would bring the total over the appropriated amount, no further Tier I applications are added and the Tier II applications are then added to the request, up to the program’s limit. No partial funding is allowed, so funding is all-or-nothing. Facilities eligible for Tier I status are not obligated to apply under that tier. Due to the ability to choose the tier under which to apply and the method by which projects are selected for funding, communities have developed strategies to try to obtain necessary funding. A funding request, based on the selected applications, is submitted to the legislature. The legislature is not obligated to fund requests, and thus far financial support for the program has been inconsistent. As shown below in Table 19, the program was fully funded in 2008, but in 2009, no projects were funded (Lukshin 2010b). Applications to the Municipal Harbor Facility grant program are due approximately one year before the year in which funding is requested. For fiscal year 2012, applications are due by July 15, 2010, which is the start of the 2011 fiscal year (Lukshin 2010a). ADOT&PF has several entities supporting port and harbor development (Taylor et al 2010). The Coastal Engineering section in Anchorage provides interdepartmental support for coastal transportation projects including roads, airports, dock and harbors, barge landings, and marine transportation. This support group also provides coastal engineering support to other state and federal agencies and local municipalities on issues such as coastal erosion108 The other primary entity within ADOT&PF is the Ports and Harbors program management function, located in Juneau. This includes administration of municipal grants, harbor transfers from state to municipal ownership, managing partnership agreements with municipalities and federal government, and overall management of existing state ports and harbors infrastructure. , shore protection, and preliminary engineering and design of ports and harbors. The Coastal Engineers also act as liaisons and perform in-kind services for the state, coastal communities and other non-federal sponsors, on USACE projects. Additionally, there is a marine design group in department’s Southeast Region that provides design support for the Alaska Marine Highway System, as well as port or inner harbor design work.
Alaskan funding for ports isn’t unprecedented.

Northern Economics 11 – Largest professional economics consulting firm in Alaska; report prepared for Army Corps of Engineers and Alaska Department of Transportation (“Alaska Regional Ports: Planning for Alaska’s Regional Ports and Harbors: Final Report” January 2011; < http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwddes/desports/assets/pdf/regionalports_finalreport0111.pdf>)//AB
Alaskan communities and organizations may receive direct sponsorship for projects by appealing directly to the state legislature. Legislative grants, once awarded and approved by the Governor, are administered by ADCCED (ADCCED 2010b). As discussed in section 3.1.4, legislative funds from the collection of cruise vessel passenger taxes are available specifically for cruise vessel related projects. In the past, legislative appropriations have been used to support the ongoing expansion project at the Port of Anchorage. 

Alaskan AIDEA solves best – overcomes budgetary constraints.

Northern Economics 11 – Largest professional economics consulting firm in Alaska; report prepared for Army Corps of Engineers and Alaska Department of Transportation (“Alaska Regional Ports: Planning for Alaska’s Regional Ports and Harbors: Final Report” January 2011; < http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwddes/desports/assets/pdf/regionalports_finalreport0111.pdf>)//AB
As shown in Section 3.1, the Alaska Industrial Development and Export Authority (AIDEA) has played a prominent role in the financing of various port facilities in Alaska, particularly those supporting the state’s mining industry. The mission of the public corporation is to promote, develop, and advance economic growth and diversification in Alaska by providing various means of financing and investment. AIDEA has assisted Alaska business through its ability to develop, own, and operate basic installations and facilities within the state, with the purpose of advancing the prosperity of a region (Alaska Industrial Development and Export Authority undated). AIDEA can provide funding for port and harbor facilities. AIDEA does not provide grants; instead, they finance programs considered commercially viable and able to produce revenues to cover costs (AIDEA 2010a). The public corporation administers three relevant credit programs: the Loan Participation, Development Finance, and Conduit Revenue Bond Programs. AIDEA’s Loan Participation program provides permanent financing to borrowers for the purpose of developing, acquiring, or enhancing Alaska business enterprises. AIDEA does not originate loans, but instead purchases up to 90 percent of a commercial loan (up to a maximum of $20 million) on which it is able to extend the loan term, giving the borrower the benefit of lower scheduled payments (AIDEA 2010b). In 2008, the loan participation program provided assistance to the Ketchikan Dock Company by financing 90 percent of a $13 million business loan to build the infrastructure required to host world class cruise vessels. AIDEA also aids in the development, ownership, and operation of projects within Alaska through the Development Finance program. Ports, roads, and other infrastructure and facilities are eligible for this program if they are economically advantageous to the state and public welfare, contribute to economic growth, and are economically and financially able to produce revenue to repay the amount financed (AIDEA 2010b). AIDEA financed the Delong Mountain Regional Transportation System (DMTS), which connects the Red Dog mine to its port site on the Chukchi Sea, with this program. AIDEA has invested more than $250 million in DMTS, making the development of the mine possible (AIDEA 2010b). A third program resource for port and harbor development funding is the AIDEA Conduit Revenue Bond Program, which assists businesses or nonprofit corporations in issuing tax-exempt and taxable revenue bonds to obtain project financing. In this program, AIDEA assets and credit are not at risk, and the underwriting and placement of the bonds are based on the creditworthiness of the project and borrower strength (AIDEA 2010b). Though the conduit bond program has not yet been used for port or harbor development projects, it is a resource that can be considered going forward (Walker 2010). Outside of these programs, other financing arrangements have been made in the past. As mentioned in Section 3.1.3, the Ballyhoo dock in Unalaska, Alaska was partially financed through AIDEA bonds. Bond issuance and debt financing are discussed further in section 5.2.3.2.

Canada CP

Text: The Dominion of Canada should [build deepwater ports, etc.] in its Northwestern Arctic territories.

Canadian-American military cooperation in the Arctic exists now – Canada can build the facilities.

O’Rourke 6/15 – Specialist in Naval Affairs (Ronald, “Changes in the Arctic: Background and Issues for Congress”, 6/15/12; < http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41153.pdf>)//AB

In December 2009, it was reported that “U.S. and Canadian defense officials are studying emerging gaps in their awareness of Arctic activities, seeking to boost North American Aerospace Defense [NORAD] Command’s maritime-warning mission and crafting a new threat assessment for the region.” The effort would reportedly involve both NORAD and a Canadian-American advisory board called the Permanent Joint Board on Defense.216 In May 2010, it was reported that “American and Canadian defense officials are bolstering collaboration on military exercises, investment plans and technology development related to the Arctic.” The report stated that “U.S. and Canadian intelligence officials have created a classified joint “utilization” assessment for the Arctic looking out to 2020, which will be continuously updated.” It also stated that “American and Canadian defense officials have just started implementing a new five-year work plan that contains specific initiatives and requires concrete deliverables, Stockton said, noting the Arctic received special attention in the plan. The plan also covers defense critical infrastructure protection, defense support to civil agencies and defense cooperation in the Americas.”217
Privatization CP

Text: the United States federal government should:

· Develop Arctic-specific standards for what constitutes adequate response capabilities.

· Require and oversee spill response drills in the Arctic.

· Improve weather and ocean prediction capabilities

· Require and oversee spill response drills in the Arctic

· Engage in developing an international oil spill response agreement

· Appropriate adequate funds for the Coast Guard to carry out its mission in the Arctic

· Increase the liability cap and civil penalties for oil companies in violation of drilling safety rules

· Appropriate additional funds for NOAA research and development to increase oil spill response capacity in the Arctic.

Counterplan solves better than the aff, only increasing federal in addition to infrastructure can solve

Kroh et. Al, 12 -- is the Associate Director for Ocean Communications at the Center for American Progress. Prior to joining American Progress, she served as a media consultant and strategic advisor to Democratic candidates and committees at the federal, state, and municipal levels, including multiple campaigns in coastal states and districts. Past employment also includes working as a member of the executive production team for the 2008 Democratic National Convention and serving as a U.S. Peace Corps volunteer in Ukraine AND Michael Conathan is the Director of Ocean Policy at the Center for American Progress. His work focuses on driving progressive solutions to the multitude of problems facing the world’s oceans. Prior to joining American Progress, Conathan spent five years staffing the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation’s Subcommittee on Oceans, Atmosphere, Fisheries, and Coast Guard. He oversaw enactment of multiple key pieces of ocean legislation, including the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Reauthorization Act, the Integrated Coastal and Ocean Observing Act, the Federal Ocean Acidification Research and Monitoring Act, and the Shark Conservation Act. Emma Huvos is an intern with the Energy team at the Center for American Progress. A political science major at Johns Hopkins University, she completed an Aitchison Public Service Fellowship in Government last year. (Kiley, “Putting a Freeze on Arctic Ocean Drilling: America’s Inability to Respond to an Oil Spill in the Arctic,” The Center for American Progress, February 2012 // JH)
Develop a credible worst-case scenario. Any company preparing to drill in the Arctic must describe a real worst-case blowout and demonstrate an ability to respond to such a disaster in the increasingly harsh and unpredictable conditions that follow the final day of the prescribed drilling season. Additionally, the process and methodology for developing the worst-case estimates should be transparent. • Demonstrate that a blowout can be contained. Any company intending to drill in the Arctic should be required to have redundant emergency shut-off systems that meet all new post-Deepwater Horizon requirements and have been tested and inspected. The National Academy of Engineering and National Research Council “called for major changes to the way emergency equipment known as blowout preventers are designed and used to help control surges of oil and gas at wells.” 103 Acoustic triggers are remote-controlled and, in the case of an uncontrollable blowout, can be used to collapse and kill the gushing well if access to the blowout preventer is compromised, as was the case in the Macondo well blowout. 104, 105 • Build and prove the effectiveness of proposed capping and containment system. At a recent public hearing in Kotzebue, residents expressed concern that Shell’s proposed cap and containment system has not been built or tested. Tommy Beaudreau, BOEM Director, responded that “You have to have a capping system online and you have to demonstrate it works. It is a concern to me that this system hasn’t been built yet. I told them every time I met with them that they aren’t going to drill until they do so.” 106 • Ensure all required response capabilities are in place before operations commence. These requirements should be developed by the federal government. For the federal government • Develop Arctic-specific standards for what constitutes adequate response capabilities. No permits should be issued for additional Arctic exploration until the Department of Interior, in consultation with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and the U.S. Coast Guard, promulgates regulations stipulating the minimum response capabilities that must be in place before drilling operations can commence. Such standards must account for the fierce environmental conditions detailed in this report and include response capabilities proven to be feasible throughout the entirety of the drilling season and approved for any given permit. • Require and oversee spill response drills in the Arctic. As the National Ocean Policy Draft Implementation Plan identified, “research, development, and testing of oil spill response and containment in Arctic conditions is another area in need of attention.” 107 The Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement must oversee drills carried out by Shell in the Arctic that prove the assertions made in the drilling plan and identify potential gaps in response that must be addressed prior to plan approval. • Improve weather and ocean prediction capabilities. The fine scale tools needed to monitor and predict weather to ensure a safe and effective oil spill response in the Arctic (scientific instruments, models) are not available. This is especially true for a late-season or over-winter spill. This capacity could also be increased by improving sharing of data between oil spill responders, industry, and the U.S. government. • Engage in developing an international oil spill response agreement. With the rush to drill in the Arctic Ocean, it is critical to note that an oil spill anywhere could quickly become catastrophic for the entire region. At the most recent 28 center for American Progress | Putting a Freeze on Arctic drilling Arctic Council Ministerial Meeting, the eight Arctic States (Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Russia, Sweden and the United States) agreed to their first legally binding agreement to set up a protocol for search and rescue missions, but did not establish a contingency plan to manage the onslaught of drilling in the Arctic Ocean, despite the support of Secretary of State Hillary Clinton for such action. 108 For Congress • Appropriate adequate funds for the Coast Guard to carry out its mission in the Arctic. 109 The acceleration of human activity in the region means “increased risk of maritime accidents, oil spills, illegal fishing and harvesting of other natural resources from U.S. waters, and threats to U.S. sovereignty”—new concerns that will require facilities, equipment, and personnel, especially in the North Slope where today they have nothing. • Increase the liability cap and civil penalties for oil companies in violation of drilling safety rules. Held at an absurdly low $75 million, many have argued the cap on economic damages caused by oil companies is not a sufficient deterrent. 110 Additionally, at an October hearing before the House Natural Resources Committee, then-BSEE Director Michael Bromwich said, “I don’t think the current civil penalty authorization is a deterrent. I don’t even think it’s close.” 111 • Appropriate additional funds for NOAA research and development to increase oil spill response capacity in the Arctic. NOAA is the only federal agency with oil spill preparedness, response, and restoration responsibilities under the Oil Pollution Act that does not receive an appropriation from the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund to support oil spill preparedness, including research and development. It is also important to note that BP restoration funds from the Deepwater Horizon spill do not support improving oil spill response capacity.

CP solves better than the case – Coast Guard

Kroh et. Al, 12 -- is the Associate Director for Ocean Communications at the Center for American Progress. Prior to joining American Progress, she served as a media consultant and strategic advisor to Democratic candidates and committees at the federal, state, and municipal levels, including multiple campaigns in coastal states and districts. Past employment also includes working as a member of the executive production team for the 2008 Democratic National Convention and serving as a U.S. Peace Corps volunteer in Ukraine AND Michael Conathan is the Director of Ocean Policy at the Center for American Progress. His work focuses on driving progressive solutions to the multitude of problems facing the world’s oceans. Prior to joining American Progress, Conathan spent five years staffing the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation’s Subcommittee on Oceans, Atmosphere, Fisheries, and Coast Guard. He oversaw enactment of multiple key pieces of ocean legislation, including the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Reauthorization Act, the Integrated Coastal and Ocean Observing Act, the Federal Ocean Acidification Research and Monitoring Act, and the Shark Conservation Act. Emma Huvos is an intern with the Energy team at the Center for American Progress. A political science major at Johns Hopkins University, she completed an Aitchison Public Service Fellowship in Government last year. (Kiley, “Putting a Freeze on Arctic Ocean Drilling: America’s Inability to Respond to an Oil Spill in the Arctic,” The Center for American Progress, February 2012 // JH)

In terms of response equipment on hand, the Coast Guard has exercised the Vessel of Opportunity Skimming System, or VOSS, a portable side-skimming oil recovery system, and the Spilled Oil Recovery System, or SORS, a single ship recovery system designed to be used on a Coast Guard buoy tender, but as Admiral Papp testified in December, “These systems have limited capacity and are only effective in ice-free conditions.” 74, 75 The Coast Guard also has three Strike Teams, one each in the Atlantic, Gulf, and Pacific regions. These mobile units (see sidebar) can be mobilized to areas of need, but none exists in the Arctic. Another matter of serious concern for the Coast Guard, and one referenced repeatedly by the agency’s top officials, is the nation’s inadequate fleet of icebreaking vessels. The Coast Guard has two heavy-duty polar icebreakers currently located in Seattle, roughly 2,000 miles from Barrow, and as Admiral Papp outlined in his July testimony, they “are not operational. The 34 yearold Polar Sea has been out of commission due to a major engineering casualty, and is now in the process of being decommissioned. The 35 year-old Polar Star, which has been in a caretaker status since 2006, is currently undergoing a major reactivation project… and is expected to be ready for operations in 2013.” 78 The only working icebreaker is the medium-duty Healy, which is mainly deployed on scientific missions and can only break through thinner ice. By comparison, Russia currently operates 20 icebreakers, including seven nuclear-powered vessels, and China is in the process of building its second icebreaker. 79, 80, 81 In an era of budgetary woes, the cost of updating our icebreaking capabilities will be difficult to swallow. A recent GAO analysis found that, “Given the challenges that “You never know the full spectrum of things that can go wrong… And if the Coast Guard has no resources, we have no backup, we have no way to execute a plan. So we’ve got to have some infrastructure up there.” 76 — U.S. Coast Guard Commandant Robert Papp “We are trying to be there ahead of the issue, but there’s no infrastructure… We have to develop the infrastructure so we can respond.” 77 — Captain Adam Shaw, Chief of Prevention for the Coast Guard in Alaska20 center for American Progress | Putting a Freeze on Arctic drilling the Coast Guard already faces in funding its Deepwater acquisition program, it is unlikely that the agency’s budget could accommodate the level of additional funding (estimated by the High Latitude Study to range from $4.14 billion to $6.9 billion) needed to acquire new icebreakers or reconstruct existing ones.” 82 Even though Shell announced plans to construct its own customized icebreaking ship, icebreaking capacity in the Arctic would still be well below the amount recommended by the 2010 High Latitude Study, which projects that the Coast Guard needs three heavy and three medium icebreaking vessels in order to fulfill its statutory mission requirements in the Arctic.

CP solves better than the case – Weather

Kroh et. Al, 12 -- is the Associate Director for Ocean Communications at the Center for American Progress. Prior to joining American Progress, she served as a media consultant and strategic advisor to Democratic candidates and committees at the federal, state, and municipal levels, including multiple campaigns in coastal states and districts. Past employment also includes working as a member of the executive production team for the 2008 Democratic National Convention and serving as a U.S. Peace Corps volunteer in Ukraine AND Michael Conathan is the Director of Ocean Policy at the Center for American Progress. His work focuses on driving progressive solutions to the multitude of problems facing the world’s oceans. Prior to joining American Progress, Conathan spent five years staffing the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation’s Subcommittee on Oceans, Atmosphere, Fisheries, and Coast Guard. He oversaw enactment of multiple key pieces of ocean legislation, including the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Reauthorization Act, the Integrated Coastal and Ocean Observing Act, the Federal Ocean Acidification Research and Monitoring Act, and the Shark Conservation Act. Emma Huvos is an intern with the Energy team at the Center for American Progress. A political science major at Johns Hopkins University, she completed an Aitchison Public Service Fellowship in Government last year. (Kiley, “Putting a Freeze on Arctic Ocean Drilling: America’s Inability to Respond to an Oil Spill in the Arctic,” The Center for American Progress, February 2012 // JH)
Weather conditions have a dramatic effect on the tools and tactics available for oil spill response and cleanup, determining what types of recovery methods and equipment can be used and their effectiveness. Temperate weather can greatly expedite oil spill response, while cold, storms, and ice can contribute to a range of problems such as equipment failure and human injury that can greatly prolong the cleanup process and result in increased costs and environmental damage. The Deepwater Horizon oil spill occurred in weather conditions that were ideal for cleanup and recovery. During May 2010, the first full month of the oil spill, NOAA weather data for the region shows balmy conditions, with an average temperature of 80.2 °F and an average wind speed of 7.8 miles per hour. 32 Responders were also fortunate that the prevailing wind direction helped push surface oil away from the shore, and that a lucky bend in the Gulf’s Loop Current prevented the oil from being carried into the fragile ecosystems of the Florida Keys. Obviously the Beaufort Sea and Chukchi Sea—located on the edge of the Arctic Ocean—are home to weather conditions that differ dramatically from the Gulf of Mexico. As the commission’s final report illustrated, “The Alaskan Arctic is characterized by extreme cold, extended seasons of darkness, hurricane-strength storms, and pervasive fog—all affecting access and working conditions. The Chukchi and Beaufort Seas are covered by varying forms of ice for eight to nine months a year. These conditions limit exploratory drilling and many other activities to the summer months. The icy conditions during the rest of the year pose severe challenges for oil and gas operations and scientific research. And oil spill response efforts are complicated year-round by the remote location and the presence of ice, at all phases of exploration and possible production.” 37 Making matters worse, Shell submitted an exploration plan that includes a drilling season running through October 31, yet describes as its “worst case scenario,” a spill occurring in August. As shown in the chart on page 12, the weather conditions are significantly worse in October than August, with dramatically colder temperatures, higher wind, and nearly 75 percent fewer hours of daylight. Clearly a spill in August would be anything but a “worst-case scenario.” The colder temperatures, stronger winds, darkness, snow, and ice characteristic of Arctic climates can greatly inhibit the containment and recovery equipment necessary for successful oil spill response. 38 A major component of any containment effort is the deployment of floating barriers called booms used to limit the spread of oil. Once collected, as much of the oil as possible is either recovered from the surface of the water using devices called skimmers, or when it collects in extremely high concentrations, it can be burned off using a process known as in-situ burning. Throughout the course of the Deepwater Horizon response, nearly 900 skimmers and 13.5 million feet of boom were used as part of the mechanical recovery process, and the Coast Guard conducted 411 in-situ burns. 39, 40 Cold temperatures can cause skimmers, boom, and pumps to freeze, hindering mechanical recovery. Additionally, nearly 2 million gallons of the dispersant Corexit were injected directly into the Macondo wellhead to help break up the oil as it gushed out so less of it would rise to the surface and reach the shore. Dispersants are not preapproved for use in Arctic conditions and likely wouldn’t be a feasible option even if they were, as they’ve shown reduced effectiveness in cold waters. 41 High winds like those found at times in the Arctic can also make it unsafe for response vessels to operate and prevent aircraft from flying, impeding clean up techniques and delivery of supplies. Vessel and aircraft responses are also limited by darkness. During the month of October there is less than half the amount of daylight in the Arctic than there was in the Gulf of Mexico in May during the Deepwater Horizon cleanup. Snow can further diminish response capabilities by interfering with onshore mobilization efforts. As temperatures drop, the potential for hypothermia among responders rises and they must limit the length of their shifts, decreasing the efficiency of response operations. As Rob Powell of the World Wildlife Fund explains, this is especially significant because “if a major spill were to occur in Arctic waters, cleanup crews would have to spend, on average, three to five days of each week simply standing by, watching helplessly as the blowout or spill continued to foul fragile Arctic ecosystems.” 42 All these environmental challenges would make responding to an oil spill deeply challenging in the best of times—never mind during frequent storms. (see sidebar)

Privatized ports solve; the rest of the world proves.

Northern Economics 11 – Largest professional economics consulting firm in Alaska; report prepared for Army Corps of Engineers and Alaska Department of Transportation (“Alaska Regional Ports: Planning for Alaska’s Regional Ports and Harbors: Final Report” January 2011; < http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwddes/desports/assets/pdf/regionalports_finalreport0111.pdf>)//AB

Originally, most port facilities were owned or controlled by governments, municipalities, and other public parties. By the end of the 1980s, public sector operators of ports were no longer able to keep up with the developments in international business and the growing demand for their facilities. To raise investments and professionalize operations, many of these public terminals were offered to private parties to improve and operate them. In some cases, whole ports- including land- were sold on a freehold basis to private sector interests (The World Bank undated). While a number of port authorities have responded to competitive pressures by turning over port ownership and management to the private sector, U.S. ports have largely watched the port privatization trend from the sidelines (Stubbs 2007). Smaller, special-purpose ports, often handling just one type of bulk cargo such as minerals, forest products, or oil, are more commonly found in private hands, but large general cargo seaports have remained largely in public hands (Fawcett 2006). On the other hand, although most U.S. ports are not private, they are not altogether public either. The more or less standard port model in the United States is the “landlord” port, which is operated such that the majority of its facilities and services are leased to private vendors through various types of contractual arrangements. Furthermore the public owners of these ports compete aggressively with neighboring ports to secure market share, market their services like private companies, borrow capital, fund major infrastructure development, and manage themselves in a manner resembling private companies (Fawcett 2006). At the same time, port owners must be cognizant of their responsibility as public entities to protect the public interest with respect to community development (including local employment), environmental quality, recreation, etc. (Fawcett 2006).

Privatization solves best – incentivizes economically viable development.

Northern Economics 11 – Largest professional economics consulting firm in Alaska; report prepared for Army Corps of Engineers and Alaska Department of Transportation (“Alaska Regional Ports: Planning for Alaska’s Regional Ports and Harbors: Final Report” January 2011; < http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwddes/desports/assets/pdf/regionalports_finalreport0111.pdf>)//AB
Over the last twenty years there has been a trend toward the commercialization and privatization of ports and port services. It has been widely accepted that free market incentives encourage port operators and service providers to implement a more efficient and self-sustaining business model. Increased private sector involvement is associated with improved external trade competitiveness through more cost-effective port operations and services, reduced port costs, lower prices for consumer goods, and a reduction in the national financial burden, among others (World Bank 2007). In contrast, centralized government-run models have been criticized for being costly to operate and slow to respond to market demands.

