Strategy Sheet
1) States CP + disad 

Like many affs on this topic, Indians does not have a very good reason why the States cannot do the plan besides some questionable solvency deficits. Moreover, in the past couple of decades, decentralization has become a trend in tribal/government relations and therefore the CP is more real-world than when read against other AFFs and this potentially can give it more legitimacy in the 50 State Fiat debates. 
Essentially, the  debate will probably come down to a question of whether the solvency deficit to the CP o/w the DA impact. Keep in mind the 1AC impact f/w and how they might leverage their impacts in the 2AR to win that the solvency deficit is worse. 

2)  Kritik 
The kritik in this file needs a lot of work and I would suggest a better alternative, but if you want to go for it, you should keep in mind the principle that the 1AC’s idea of what can solve for cultural deprecation and racism is rooted in non-Indian, hegemonic thought. A good place to set up links from this is in the Cross X of the 1AC—expose the fact that some of their evidence blatantly ignores Native American culture because of the perspective from and the motives with which it is written. 

Later on in the debate, you can use some of the Case Neg evidence to prove the links—if the Seattle Times evidence says that some tribes don’t mind nuclear waste storage, why would the 1AC frame the situation as environmental racism? Because they want to appear as saviors helping the poor to reinforce their own domination.  
1NC Status Quo 
Status quo solves—improvements in Native American policy now

(Tribal Nations Progress Report 11, White House Tribal Nations Conference Progress Report, “Achieving a Brighter Future for Tribal Nations”, 12/2010, http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/2011whtnc_report.pdf) 

Since taking office, President Obama and his Administration have made tremendous progress in addressing the major issues of concern to Indian Country. Underlying this progress is President Obama’s strong  belief that tribal leaders must be part of the solution and have a seat at the table. At both the 2009 and  2010 White House Tribal Nations Conferences, tribal leaders had discussions with the President and Cabinet officials. In addition, at the 2009 Conference, the President signed a memorandum directing  federal agencies to fully implement an Executive Order on tribal consultation. Both actions have led  to greater tribal consultation and feedback that has helped shape the Administration’s policy priorities  for American Indians and Alaska Natives, which have included improving the quality of care offered  by the Indian Health Service, promoting economic development in Indian Country, and making tribal  communities safer.  The following highlights some of the key accomplishments that this Administration has achieved in  support of Native Americans. • Strengthening the Government-to-Government Relationship: In 2009, President Obama  signed a memorandum to signal a new era in the government-to-government relationship with  Indian Tribes, which has improved communication and inclusiveness. The President directed  every agency to develop detailed plans to fully implement Executive Order 13175, “Consultation  and Coordination with Tribal Governments.” Federal agencies have submitted the required plans and progress reports, and consultations are now at historic levels. In addition, the President has hosted two White House Tribal Nations Conferences, inviting tribal leaders from each of the 565  federal recognized tribes to meet with Cabinet secretaries and senior Administration officials. 

• Improving Health Care and Healthy Living: President Obama signed into law the Affordable Care Act, which is improving the quality of health care and make it more accessible and affordable for all Americans, including Native Americans. The law permanently authorized new and  expanded programs and services available to those who use the Indian Health Service, which includes most American Indians and Alaska Natives. In addition, First Lady Michelle Obama launched Let’s Move! in Indian Country, bringing together federal agencies, local communities,  nonprofits, corporate partners, and tribes to end the epidemic of childhood obesity in Indian Country within a generation by creating a healthy start on life for children; ensuring families access to healthy, affordable, traditional foods; and increasing opportunities for physical activity. Promoting Sustainable Economic Development in Indian Country: President Obama has taken significant steps to promote the economic well-being of Native Americans. The Recovery Act provided more than $3 billion to help tribal communities renovate schools on reservations, spur job creation in tribal economies, improve housing and energy efficiency, and support health facilities and policing services. Recognizing that Indian Country faces unique challenges when it comes to sustainable economic development, the White House Rural Council is working across federal agencies to address these challenges and promote economic prosperity and  quality of life in Indian Country and across rural America. The Administration has already made important investments in infrastructure to support economic development in Indian Country. In order to bring high-speed, affordable broadband into tribal communities, both the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Commerce have dedicated programs for this effort and have awarded loans and grants worth over $1.5 billion for projects to benefit tribal areas.  
1NC Waste Dumping
Can’t solve—nuclear facilities aren’t decreased post plan, the government will just shift the burden and bribe other rural poor communities  
It’s not environmental racism—states, not tribes, oppose nuclear storage  

(Seattle Times 02, Rich Vosepka AP, The Seattle Times, “Utah tribe welcomes nuclear waste; state doesn't”, 5/9/2002, http://community.seattletimes.nwsource.com/archive /?date=20020509&slug=goshute09) 

SKULL VALLEY, Utah — For 150 years, the Goshute Indians have scratched a poor living in Utah's West Desert while watching their ancient homeland overrun by white encroachment and industrialization. Now the small, impoverished tribe has found what it thinks is a great way to survive and prosper. Some members want to generate big money by storing much of the nation's spent nuclear-reactor fuel on the reservation for up to 40 years. Utah's non-Indian population is aghast, and the Utah Legislature has passed laws to block the effort. But the sovereignty that federal law provides Indian tribes limits the state's ability to veto the plan. And the tribe has few other economic options. Goshutes traditionally survived in western Utah by ranging over a vast area in small groups, gathering pine nuts, tracking game and making use of virtually everything that grows in the desert. Those skills make for thin soup today. But waste storage could bring as much as $3.1 billion to the 124-member tribe. Even the head of Utah's Indian Affairs office said he isn't sure what else the Skull Valley Goshutes can do with their 18,000-acre reservation if the nuclear-waste dump is killed. "There's a lot that could have been done, but not now that the area's been polluted. They either join in the (pollution) process or they wither away and die," said Forrest Cuch, director of the Utah Division of Indian Affairs. If they succeed, it won't be the first time the tribe has gotten its way, despite the government. In 1864, President Lincoln signed a law ordering all American Indians in Utah to relocate to the Uintah Valley, 170 miles to the east of the Goshutes' turf, in terrain vastly different from their desert hunting and gathering grounds. The Goshutes refused. They stayed in the Skull Valley, about 50 miles southwest of Salt Lake City. The fight between the Goshutes and Utah's government is part of a bigger nuclear debate. In March, President Bush approved a plan that would make Yucca Mountain in Nevada the nation's permanent dump for spent nuclear fuel. The Goshutes and a group of nuclear utilities want to store the nuclear waste in Skull Valley while the Nevada site is built. For up to 40 years, high-level waste would sit in 16-foot-high, concrete-and-steel casks on the reservation. The plan is now undergoing review by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board. The board will make a recommendation to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission this fall. It will be up to NRC to decide on a permit for the storage dump. A lawsuit over the issue is moving through federal court, but it is not expected to slow the NRC's decision. The Goshutes aren't strangers to society's toxic byproducts; disposal and storage facilities are their neighbors. The military stores and destroys chemical weapons nearby at the Tooele Army Depot and incinerator. Dugway Proving Ground tests countermeasures to biological weapons near the reservation. And low-level nuclear waste is already stored at Envirocare, about 20 miles away.

But high-level nuclear waste, which stays deadly for as long as 10,000 years, shouldn't be kept in Utah, Gov. Mike Leavitt says. Besides fears of terrorism or rail accidents, state officials have also suggested that the waste site would be vulnerable to plane crashes. Air Force F-16s frequently fly over the site on the way to a nearby bombing range. The nuclear industry dismisses the fears, saying the casks could withstand nearly any kind of impact. Leavitt already put up a highway sign on the lonely road that leads to the Skull Valley Reservation: "High Level Nuclear Waste Prohibited, Except by Permit."

The sign is largely for show. Spent fuel would reach the reservation via railroad. And issuing permits to nuclear facilities is up to the NRC, not the state. Leavitt is also defending Utah's anti-nuclear laws in federal court after the Goshutes and the utilities sued. No one denies that the Legislature passed these laws to block the plan. But the issue is the extent of Goshute sovereignty.

Indian sovereignty is an evolving legal concept, but it has its roots in the historical status of Indian tribes as separate nations, recognized by Congress, and entitled to nation-to-nation relations with the U.S. government. Today, tribes are not treated as equals by the federal government. But their special status is respected, and they generally are not subject to state taxation or regulation. Sovereignty is the legal concept that allows tribes to operate casinos on their reservations, even in states that forbid gambling.

For gambling, Congress established specific procedures that give state governments some voice. But for nuclear-waste storage, there are no rules specific to tribal lands, said Sue Martin, spokeswoman for Private Fuel Storage, the utilities working with the Goshutes on the plan. Tribal Chairman Leon Bear says the storage deal is an agreement between the tribe, the utilities and federal regulators — the state is not a player.
Can’t solve—tribes want a storage facility, not just waste off of their tribes 

United Business Media 07, PR Newswire, “Minnesota Indian Tribe Calls on Congress to Solve Nuclear Waste Crisis Before Embracing New Era of Nuclear Power”, 2007, http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/minnesota-indian-tribe-calls-on-congress-to-solve-nuclear-waste-crisis-before-embracing-new-era-of-nuclear-power-58984012.html) 

WASHINGTON, Oct. 31 /PRNewswire-USNewswire/ -- A Minnesota Indian tribe today urged a Senate panel to deliver on a promise to move the nation's nuclear waste to a safe, secure facility before allowing the United States to revisit nuclear power as a preferred energy source. The Prairie Island Indian Community offered its comments during the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee's hearing on the Yucca Mountain nuclear waste repository project. The tribe is among the closest communities in the country to a temporary nuclear waste site, located just 600 yards from more than 20 large containment units of highly radioactive spent nuclear fuel. Prairie Island is just one of thousands of communities in 39 different states located in close proximity to a temporary nuclear waste facility. There are presently 121 temporary nuclear waste storage sites scattered across the United States. "The federal government must fulfill its obligation under the National Nuclear Waste Storage Act and subsequent acts of Congress to solve the waste disposal problem and move the nation's nuclear waste to a safe and secure facility," the tribe stated in its testimony. "Developing a safe, permanent storage facility for spent nuclear fuel is critical to the health and welfare of the millions of Americans who currently live near temporary nuclear waste storage sites." Twenty-five years after Congress passed the National Nuclear Waste Storage Act and mandated the establishment of an underground repository, the future of the nation's nuclear waste disposal program remains in doubt. In 2002, Congress approved Yucca Mountain in Nevada as the site for the nation's first permanent repository for high-level nuclear waste but some Congressional leaders are now calling for the project to be abandoned. Meanwhile, despite the uncertainty surrounding the nation's waste disposal program, new nuclear power plants are being proposed throughout the country. "Lost in the debate over Yucca Mountain are the communities that bear the burden of the federal government's inaction and failure to solve the nation's nuclear waste problem," the tribe commented. "The indefinite
 storage of high-level nuclear waste at 121 different locations in 39 states poses a serious threat to national security and puts at risk more than 169 million Americans currently living within 75 miles of these temporary storage facilities." Prairie Island told the committee that storage at Yucca Mountain, a remote, militarily secure site designed to permanently store the nation's high-level nuclear waste is a safer alternative to leaving nuclear waste under varying levels of security at multiple locations, near communities, rivers, and other natural resources. "Until or unless the federal government solves its nuclear waste problem, it is simply irresponsible to allow the construction of new nuclear power plants anywhere in the United States," the tribe stated in its testimony. To date, American ratepayers have contributed more than $28 billion to the national Nuclear Waste Fund to pay for a national storage site. This includes $470 million from Minnesotans.

Given the lack of a proper solution, removal is net worse—tribes prefer the revenue 

(Hebert 06, Josef Hebert, AP, US NBC News, “Store Nuclear Waste on Reservation? Tribe Split.”, 6/27/2006, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/13458867/ns/us_news/t/store-nuclear-waste-reservation-tribe-split/#.UBXnZY73AfE)

The tribe would reap tens of millions of dollars in rent over the next 40 years.

“I’ve been shown there’s no problem. The way they plan to handle it, it’s safe,” the 46-year-old tribal leader insists, escorting a visitor around the reservation in a glistening new pickup truck.

The truck is an example of the largess the tribe already has received from a consortium of eight electric utilities that nine years ago signed a lease with the tribe to put 40,000 tons of reactor waste on the reservation. It’s the kind of deal other tribes have rejected, that most communities would oppose, one that spells “not in my back yard” in the brightest of colors. Utah’s establishment in Salt Lake City, the capital 45 miles away, is enraged. Racism or riches?  Critics, including some within the tribe, call it environmental racism at its rawest. But Bear says it’s the way to riches that will mean new homes, new jobs and better health care for the 118 members of his tribe. Only about two dozen — including children — still live on the 18,000-acre reservation, but this will bring many of the others back, he predicts.

The Interior Department’s Bureau of Indian Affairs approved the lease in 1997. The deal is yet to be consummated amid a mountain of lawsuits, regulatory hurdles and bitter opposition. It’s close, though.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission issued a license for the dump in February. It rejected arguments that its location is unsafe because hundreds of F-16 jet fighters fly over the reservation on the way to bombing runs over nearby government land. The chance of a crash that could result in the release of radiation is one in a million, an adequate risk, the NRC said. Private Fuel Storage LLC of Wisconsin, the consortium that would build and run the dump, has begun looking for nuclear power plant owners to sign up for waste shipments. “We have to store this stuff somewhere,” says PFS Chairman John Parkyn. The utilities “were promised this material would be collected and removed to a central location, and now we have one.”

Waiting for Yucca  If Bear and Parkyn get their way, it will mark a watershed in addressing the thorniest problem facing the nuclear industry: where to put nearly 60,000 tons of highly radioactive reactor waste now stored at power plants in 31 states, and the additional 2,000 tons being generated each year. The government promised to take the waste beginning in 1998, but a planned federal site at Yucca Mountain in Nevada is years behind schedule. Some say it may never be built.

Existential risk o/w-- even if small-scale violence is the root cause of larger impacts, the plan does not eliminate all systemic violence and therefore targeting approximate causes is the best way to address violence  
1NC Isolationism 
Isolation good—if anything, brings tribes closer together helps them retain their culture

Alt causes—Industrialism and capitalism destroys more of Indian culture than isolation does—the foundation of Indian Casinoes proves 

Plan is worse-- kills Native culture through inclusionary power politics 
(Dhamoon 05, Rita Dhamoon, Department of Political Science, University of British Columbia  “Beyond Inclusion Politics: Reconstituting the Political Order”, http://www.cpsa-acsp.ca/papers-2005/Dhamoon.pdf)

Inclusion is generally presented as if it led to the absence of oppression and discrimination. To consider whether this is accurate it is critical to expose the subtext of inclusion, particularly to explore whether inclusion is promoted by those already included as a way to sustain hegemonic arrangements of power. This is important because as Amarpal Dhaliwal states [The politics of inclusion] does not account for the ways inclusion can still oppress or fail to alter structures of domination. The inability of radical democratic inclusion politics to deal with inclusion retaining peripheralization is a key limitation, especially given that, in many liberal democratic societies, many democratic groups have been ‘included’ by being accorded certain formal rights like the right to vote. If inclusionary attempts often reaffirm a hegemonic core to which the margins are added without any significant destabilization of that ‘core’ or continue to valourize the very centre that is problematic to begin with, then it is clear that the motivation to include needs questioning. (1994: 43) The concept of inclusion, according to Dhaliwal, assumes that there is a delimited core to be included into. When this is problematized, it becomes apparent that an inclusive sphere only exists in relation to a sphere of exclusion. As such, the dichotomy of insider/outsider remains stable; there remains an overarching need to define who does and does not belong in the core, and an assumption that those currently included are equally included. This is often without full consideration of the fact that many peoples are sometimes included and other times excluded or sometimes closer to the periphery than the core without entering the periphery. Moreover, the assumption is that there is one legitimate core or centre and yet many of us have our own places of belonging, in which the ‘core’ is not pre-determined. For example, those immigrant women of colour who are marginalized by mainstream society have alternate spaces through work, activism, families, and cultural communities in which we are not on the margins but rather at the centre of political life. In Inclusion and Democracy Young echoes this critique of inclusion. Young states that “a concept of inclusion presupposes some bordered unit into which those excluded can be included. As a concept it thus depends on some continued exclusion” (2000: 12). Drawing from the work of Robert Goodin (1966), Young is particularly interested in the nation-state as an inappropriate exclusive political forum. She contends that The ideal of inclusion presupposes bounded states whose function is as much to exclude some people as to include others. Calls for inclusion rarely question this nation-state form, and merely aim to rectify political and social inequalities among people already dwelling under the jurisdiction of the nation-state. (Young, 2000: 12) Young concludes that the bounded nature of the nation-state is exclusionary because “the scope of relationships across which principles of justice apply is often global” (2000: 249). Whilst Young’s criticism is valid and important to an analysis of inclusion- exclusion in this global era, it is also helpful to focus on the boundaries of the inside/outside within the nation-state in order to consider the subtext of inclusion more locally. In particular, analysis reveals that power arrangements are not fundamentally altered through inclusion. Instead, inclusion can enable dominant agents to reclassify categories of the Othered. In the context of multiculturalism and feminism, Jo-Anne Lee and Linda Cardinal argue that: ..the political strategy of ‘inclusion’ has become another system of race and gender classification. As Foucault might have observed, the political strategy of ‘inclusion’ has been transformed into a technology of disciplinary power....The liberatory potential of multiculturalism and feminism is thus reinscribed within a nationalist framework. (Lee & Cardinal, 1998: 227)

1NC Healthcare
Transportation is a challenging barrier, but not the only barrier - Only a multi-faceted approach can solve.

UMRHRC, 2007 (Upper Midwest Rural Health Research Center, " Health Insurance Coverage and Access to Health Care for American Indian and Alaska Native Elders", http://www.uppermidwestrhrc.org/pdf/policybrief_native_elders.pdf :)

These results indicate that Native elders face low levels of adequate insurance coverage and, as a consequence, less access to needed health care. Relative to the levels of coverage and access for the general population, these results suggest dramatic disparities. Clearly, the lack of health insurance serves as a barrier to accessing health care services but it is not the only barrier. In addition to cost, other reasons cited for not getting health care when it was needed included long waiting times and transportation problems. Transportation is an especially challenging barrier to overcome for rural Native elders because even if they have health insurance, transportation costs are often not covered by health insurance, and reliable, affordable transportation may not be available. Policies are needed that address the fi nancial, geographical, and cultural aspects that negatively impact access to culturally appropriate care. A multi-faceted policy strategy to increase health care access is required if meaningful progress is to be made in eliminating the health disparities experienced by Native elders and the AI/AN population. 

Status quo solves native health care - Obama has been the biggest lobbyist for native health care.

Pam Belluck, 12-9-09 (Staff writer, "New Hopes on Health Care for American Indians" , http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/02/health/02indian.html?pagewanted=all :)

The meeting last month was a watershed: the leaders of 564 American Indian tribes were invited to Washington to talk with cabinet members and President Obama, who called it “the largest and most widely attended gathering of tribal leaders in our history.” Topping the list of their needs was better health care.  “Native Americans die of illnesses like tuberculosis, alcoholism, diabetes, pneumonia and influenza at far higher rates,” Mr. Obama said. “We’re going to have to do more to address disparities in health care delivery.”  The health care overhaul now being debated in Congress appears poised to bring the most significant improvements to the Indian health system in decades. After months of negotiations, provisions under consideration could, over time, direct streams of money to the Indian health care system and give Indians more treatment options.  Some proposals, like exempting Indians from penalties for not obtaining insurance, may meet resistance from lawmakers opposed to expanding benefits for Indians, many of whom receive free medical care.  But advocates say the changes recognize Indians’ unique status and could ease what Senator Byron L. Dorgan, Democrat of North Dakota, calls “full-scale health care rationing going on on Indian reservations.”  “We’ve got the ‘first Americans’ living in third world conditions,” Mr. Dorgan said.  Mr. Obama has emphasized Indian issues more than most presidents. He campaigned on reservations, created a senior policy adviser for Native American affairs and appointed Kimberly Teehee, a Cherokee, to the post, and gave Indians other high-ranking positions.  He has proposed a budget increase of 13 percent for the federal Indian Health Service, which provides free care to 1.9 million Indians who belong to federally recognized tribes, most of whom live on tribally owned land. The service, which had a budget this year of $3.3 billion, has also received $500 million in stimulus money for construction, repairs and equipment.  “This new administration has been much more positive,” said W. Ron Allen, chairman of the Jamestown S’Klallam tribe in Washington State and treasurer of the National Congress of American Indians, adding that the Congressional proposals provide “a very impressive opportunity to close the gap in Indian health care.”  On Thursday, the Senate Indian Affairs Committee is scheduled to discuss other Indian health issues that could end up in the overhaul bill.  Indians could benefit from broader overhaul programs for low-income and uninsured citizens, but they do not want to relinquish the health care they claim as a historical right.  “Indian people have given up a lot,” said Dr. Yvette Roubideaux, director of the Indian Health Service. “They really feel like they have, in a sense, prepaid for this health care with loss of land, natural resources, loss of culture.” 

Can’t solve poverty—education 

Hunt & Harrington 08, Billie Hunt, Director of Academic Resources, UNC Pembroke, Charles F. Harrington, Professor of Economics and Finance, UNC Pembroke, “The Impending Educational Crisis for American Indians: Higher Education at the Crossroads”, Journal of Multicultural, Gender, and Minority Studies, Volume 2, Issue 2,  2008, http://www.scientificjournals.org/journals2008/articles/1393.pdf)

Several reasons are cited in the literature for the reduced numbers of American Indian students in 

college: the lack of high school graduates; the lack of administrative support from college institutions 

where the student attends college; faculty misconceptions and stereotyping; poor student relations with 

the college institution; and the choice of vocational careers and corresponding academic major based on 

the potential for monetary gain.  The paucity of American Indian high school graduates is one logical explanation for the reduced numbers of American Indians in higher education.  Early studies by Jones and Wong (1975) and Birdsell (1984) documented the elevated high school drop out rates among American Indians. They reported that American Indians are under-represented among high school graduates due to educational disparity: (i.e., lack of access to resources, lack of comparable educational funding between Caucasian and minority youths). Their study (based on 1970 Census Data) concluded that America must work toward equal access to education for ethnic groups. The Birdsell study also noted a trend of high non-completion rates among American Indian high school students. These studies have implications for recruitment of American Indian students into the profession. As long as there are fewer students meeting the entrance requirements of colleges, there will be a reduction in the numbers of American Indian practitioners graduating from social work programs. Subsequent studies have pointed to other factors beside the unavailability of students in accounting for the cause of the problem.  The high dropout rates of American Indian students  from higher education may also be exacerbated by other factors identified in the literature. Lack of administrative support, faculty misconception and stereotypes, and defective student relations contributed to the high rate of dropouts in a non-empirical study by Spaights, Dixon, and Nickoli (1985).
***2NC Ext.***
2NC Ext. Squo Solves
Status quo solves—federal funding for Indian tribes 

(New York Times 12, Timothy Williams, New York Times, “U.S. Will Pay a Settlement of $1 Billion to 41 Tribes”, 4/13/2012, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/14/us/us-to-pay-1-billion-settlement-to-indian-tribes.html) 

The Justice Department announced on Wednesday that it had agreed to pay 41 tribes — many in the Western United States — a total of about $1.023 billion because the Interior and Treasury Departments had failed to adequately oversee concessions on Indian lands from companies that exploit a wide variety of resources, including minerals, timber, oil and gas, dating back more than 100 years in some cases. The Interior Department, which manages about 56 million acres for Indian tribes and oversees more than 100,000 leases on those lands, has long been accused by tribes of doing a poor job of keeping track of the tribal funds it maintains and of not being diligent in collecting fees from companies that hold leases on reservations and elsewhere in Indian country. In addition to administering the land leases, the Interior Department manages about 2,500 trust accounts for more than 250 tribes. “These settlements fairly and honorably resolve historical grievances over the accounting and management of tribal trust funds, trust lands and other nonmonetary trust resources that, for far too long, have been a source of conflict between Indian tribes and the United States,” Attorney General Eric H. Holder Jr. said in a statement. The Interior Department says it has developed better accounting systems to avoid future problems. About 60 other similar lawsuits by tribes against the United States have not been settled, the government said. The amount each tribe will receive is based on a formula that takes into account how much land and money the government held in trust, and the value of the concessions. Tribes holding oil and gas concessions, which are usually of far greater value, generally will receive the most from the settlement. The Osage tribe of Oklahoma, for example — because of its extensive oil and gas reserves — will get $380 million. The tribe has about 16,000 members. Among the other 41 tribes receiving money are the Minnesota Chippewa tribe, which has about 40,000 members and will get about $2 million; the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation in Washington State, which has about 10,000 members and will get $193 million; and the Nez Perce tribe, which has 4,000 members on its Idaho reservation, and will receive $34 million. Many tribes say they have not decided how to spend the money. In most cases, tribal councils — the elected governing bodies — will have the ultimate authority. Tribes are variously considering making monthly payments to members, establishing loan programs, financing social service groups, improving infrastructure on reservations and undertaking environmental initiatives.
Funding for tribal infrastructure now 

(Wallbank 09, Derek Wallbank, researcher and reporter with Congressional Quarterly in Washington, D.C., “Minnesota tribes get federal funding for transit”, Minn Post, 12/11/09, http://www.minnpost.com/dc-dispatches/2009/12/minnesota-tribes-get-federal-funding-transit)  

WASHINGTON, D.C. — Four Minnesota tribal transit programs were awarded a total of more than $1.7 million in federal dollars to modernize and expand their transportation systems, Department of Transportation officials announced today. About $942,000 of that money came from stimulus dollars. The rest came from fiscal year 2009 appropriation dollars.  “We want the economic recovery to reach all of America,” said Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood in a statement announcing the funds.  “New and restored transportation infrastructure on tribal lands will help spur and sustain economic growth on those lands.” 

2NC Ext. Waste
(Scientific American 10, Scientific American, “Reservations about Toxic Waste: Native American Tribes Encouraged to Turn Down Lucrative Hazardous Disposal Deals”, 3/31/10, http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=earth-talk-reservations-about-toxic-waste) 
The issue came to a head—and Native advocates hope a turning point—in 2007 when public pressure forced the Skull Valley band of Utah’s Goshute tribe to forego plans to offer their land, which is already tucked between a military test site, a chemical weapons depot and a toxic magnesium production facility, for storing spent nuclear fuel above ground. The facility would have been a key link in the chain of getting nuclear waste to Yucca Mountain, the U.S. government’s proposed permanent storage facility. In February 2009, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) announced intentions to scale back efforts to make Yucca Mountain the nation’s sole repository of radioactive nuclear waste and to look into alternative long-term strategies for dealing with its spent nuclear fuel. The National Congress of American Indians, in representing the various tribes around the region, no doubt breathed a sigh of relief. The issue essentially goes much deeper: As long as we continue to make use of nuclear energy—and many in Congress are looking to expand its role to get away from fossil fuels—the waste and spent nuclear fuel will keep coming and need to be stored somewhere. Groups like Honor the Earth, founded by author and activist Winona LaDuke to promote cooperation between Native Americans and environmentalists, are trying to persuade tribes that availing their land to nuclear power and other toxic industries isn’t worth the potential long-term damage to the health of their citizens. Honor the Earth helped convince the Goshutes to turn down a lucrative deal to store waste on their land, and is working with dozens of other tribes to try to do the same.

2NC Ext. Healthcare
New ruling on Affordable Care Act solves native health care.

Levi Rickert, 6-30-12 (Editor in chief of Native Health, "Supreme Court affirmed the Indian Health Care Improvement Act Too", http://www.nativenewsnetwork.com/supreme-court-affirmed-the-indian-health-care-improvement-act-too.html :)

WASHINGTON – Thursday's US Supreme Court decision on the constitutionality of the Affordable Care Act was the most significant decision since the high court decided the 2000 presidential election. In its affirmation of Affordable Care Act by a 5-4 decision, the Supreme Court also affirmed the Indian Health Care Improvement Act, which passed along with the Affordable Care Act on March 23, 2010.  The National Congress of American Indians President Jefferson Keel issued the following statement after Thursday's decision was announced:      “This is an important step for healthcare in Indian Country; the permanence of the Indian Health Care Improvement Act has been affirmed and NCAI will stay focused on working with all members of Congress to uphold the trust responsibility to tribes. Moving forward, we are focused on improving health care for Indian Country, while ensuring the Indian Health Care Improvement Act remains protected and implemented as enacted.”  The Indian Health Care Improvement Act permanently authorizes daily healthcare delivery to nearly two million American Indians and Alaska Natives served by the Indian Health Service, who are in critical need of improved health care services. A snapshot of health conditions highlights the critical need for improving healthcare in Indian Country; Native people suffer from higher rates of diabetes and related illness, heart disease, and substance abuse than any other group.  The Indian Health Care Improvement Act authorizes new programs within the IHS to ensure the Service is more equipped to meet its mission to raise the health status of American Indians and Alaska Natives to the highest level.  For example, it includes:      Authorities for new and expanded programs for mental and behavioral health treatment and prevention;     Expanded authorities for long term care services, including home healthcare, assisted living and community-based care;     New authorities for development of health professional shortage demonstration programs;     Expanded authorities for funding of patient travel costs;     New authorities for demonstration projects for innovative healthcare facility construction;     New authorities for the provision of dialysis services;     Improvements in the Contract Health Services program, which pays for referrals;     New authorities for facilitation of care for Indian veterans; and     New authorities for urban Indian health programs.  The passage of the Indian Health Care Improvement Act in 2010 represented a fourteen year-long effort by the National Congress of American Indians, tribal leaders, and advocates to make permanent the legislative commitment by the federal government to deliver healthcare for American Indian and Alaska Natives.  The Indian Health Care Improvement Act was originally passed in 1976 and last reauthorized in 2000.  For states, the ruling means they now have to get to work to implementing their obligations under the law - setting up health benefit exchanges.  States face a November 16 deadline to file for federal approval of their health exchanges, which will serve the individual and small group insurance markets.  The decision also means the law's complex framework remains intact.  Employers with 50 workers or more will be required to provide health insurance or pay penalties. Insurers will not be able to discriminate against sick people.  Subsidies to help pay for insurance will be extended to people earning up to 400 percent of the federal poverty level. Insurance companies will be forced to meet standards for how much money they spend on health care as opposed to administrative costs. And the Medicare prescription drug coverage gap known as the doughnut hole will eventually disappear
Education key to solve 

Hunt & Harrington 08, Billie Hunt, Director of Academic Resources, UNC Pembroke, Charles F. Harrington, Professor of Economics and Finance, UNC Pembroke, “The Impending Educational Crisis for American Indians: Higher Education at the Crossroads”, Journal of Multicultural, Gender, and Minority Studies, Volume 2, Issue 2,  2008, http://www.scientificjournals.org/journals2008/articles/1393.pdf)

Education is a broad independent variable and the quintessential social equalizer.  Those with 

greater levels of education are healthier, wealthier, and generally more participative in political and civic life, more cosmopolitan, more content, more supportive of civil liberties, and more appreciative of differences of social, economic, ethnic, and religious ideologies. (Kingston et al.,2003).  Cabrera (1978) noted that “American Indians are victims of a legacy which includes economic exploitation, military conquest, political manipulation, and social disregard” (pg. 18).  Access to education, in particular higher education, has been central to the development of that legacy. (Szasz, 1999).  The  single most significant development in this regard has been the introduction of the tribal college movement, although many public and private non-tribally controlled institutions have made significant strides in recruiting, retaining, and graduating American Indians at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. The education of American Indian students is one answer to moving this segment of American society from the lowest levels of poverty to the realization of self-sufficiency. A college degree provides opportunities for increased earnings for the graduate; thereby reducing the reliance on government (both state and federal) assistance. An individual with a bachelor’s degree or greater has the capability to earn at least four times the annual income of a high school dropout and more than twice the annual income of a high school graduate. Table 1.0 shows that earnings of American Indians, age 25 and older; lag behind the U.S. population average at all various educational categories.  

Politics Links
Plan unpopular—republicans don’t want it 

(Cornell & Kalt 10, Stephen Cornell, Ph.D. Director Professor of Sociology and of Public Administration and Policy at the Native Nations Institute, Joseph P. Kalt, Ford Foundation Professor of International Political Economy  at Harvard, “American Indian Self-Determination

The Political Economy of a Successful Policy”, 2010, http://nni.arizona.edu/pubs/jopna-wp1_cornell&kalt.pdf) 

Self-Determination: The smaller number of Congressional legislative measures concerning tribal self-determination over 1973-2010 (an av- erage of about one per year) makes year-to-year comparisons of rela- tive party support problematic. Thus, in Figure 9 we show aggregate Democratic and Republican support for policies of tribal self-determi- nation over the period, and compare the pattern to the relative aggre- gate support for social spending on American Indian social conditions. There is a clear pattern consistent with the hypothesis that Republicans find self-determination more worthy of support than social spending. While there is slightly more Democratic support relative to Republican support in the case of tribal self-determination, the pattern is consider- ably closer to proportionate to party membership of the U.S. House and Senate. The greater balance in support for self-determination pro- vides at least some explanation for its longevity as the cornerstone of federal Indian policy. 

There is some evidence of a time trend in the patterns of Congres- sional support for both social spending on Indian affairs and tribal self-determination. Consider Figure 8, above. Each year since 1999, the disproportionality of Democratic support for improving Ameri- can Indian social conditions is higher than in any year prior to 1999. Concomitantly, Republican support is disproportionately lower in each year since 1999 than in any prior year. With regard to Republican support for self-determination, in Figure 10 we compare the period prior to 1999 to the period of 1999-2010. While the sample size for the latter period is small, the results are suggestive of a shift in Repub- lican support for self-determination. Despite the fact that, at 49 per- cent, the Republican share of overall Congressional membership was higher during 1999-2010 than over 1973-2010 (42 percent), it has been Democrats that are providing markedly disproportionate support for tribal self-determination. In the earlier period of 1973-1998, Demo- cratic membership outnumbered Republican membership, but support for self-determination was split equally between the two parties: The Republican share of overall Congressional membership over 1973-98 was 42 percent, but fully half of the sponsorships for self-determina- tion came from Republicans. Thus, support for self-determination was disproportionately Republican.
Plan unpopular—social spending for Native Americans is unpopular with republicans 

(Cornell & Kalt 10, Stephen Cornell, Ph.D. Director Professor of Sociology and of Public Administration and Policy at the Native Nations Institute, Joseph P. Kalt, Ford Foundation Professor of International Political Economy  at Harvard, “American Indian Self-Determination

The Political Economy of a Successful Policy”, 2010, http://nni.arizona.edu/pubs/jopna-wp1_cornell&kalt.pdf) 

Social Spending: Focusing first on relative support in Congress for spending on American Indian social conditions, Figure 7 shows the percentages of legislation sponsors coming from the Democratic Party (in blue) and the Republican Party (in red) over 1973-2010. Except for the mid-1990s, there is a clear pattern of considerably more support from Democrats than from Republicans. Over the entire period of 1973-2010, Democrats made up more than a majority of the U.S. House and Senate, accounting for 55.6 percent of the combined membership. Thus, we might expect the share of leg- islation sponsorships by Democrats to outweigh that of Republicans, even if there were no difference between Democrats and Republicans in their support for spending on American Indian social conditions. Such equality of support is not borne out in the data. Figure 8 shows the amount of legislative support coming from Democratic legislators relative to the support expected if sponsorship were proportionate to overall Democratic membership in the House and Senate. Overall, party-proportionate support by Democrats would be 55.6 percent; ac- tual support exceeded this by 18.1 percentage points.

In short, there is strongly disproportionate Democratic support for spending on American Indian social conditions. By the same token, there is disproportionately low support for such spending among Re- publicans.

***Taxes CP***
1NC

Text: The Supreme Court should reverse court decisions that enable States to tax fuel on tribal land. 

Or 

Text: The Supreme Court should reverse court decisions that enable State and Federal tax on tribal land 
CP solves aff—Fuel tax revenue is key to self-financed infrastructure and creating a platform to combat nuclear waste, isolation, and poverty. 
NCAI 11 (National Congress of American Indians, 9-15-11, SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING, “Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure, and Safety in Native Communities,” http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf)
Faced with a severe inadequacy of funding from federal and state sources, tribal governments have 

looked for other sources of revenue, including levying their own motor fuel taxes. While tribes have 

the same authority as other governments to collect taxes, the ability of tribes to tax fuel on tribal lands has been severely diminished by the Supreme Court. The Court has upheld the authority of the states to reach onto tribal land to collect a state motor fuel tax. The dual taxation that would result if both states and tribes impose a motor fuel tax makes it impractical for tribes to generate revenue through 
motor fuel taxes. Although some tribes and states have been able to negotiate motor fuel tax revenue sharing agreements, those cases are the exception rather than the rule. In most areas, the state 

governments’ collection of motor fuel taxes in  Indian country displaces the ability of tribal 

governments to collect motor fuel taxes.    NCAI encourages this Committee to explore alternate sources of revenue for reservations roads.  Given the dire conditions of reservation roads, it is unconscionable that the IRR program does not  enjoy parity with the amount given to other governments through the Highway Trust Fund. NCAI  feels strongly that this inequity of distribution must be addressed in whatever new system is devised to  fund transportation systems across the nation. In addition, if motor fuel taxes are to remain the  primary source of funding for road construction and maintenance, we urge the Committee to  recommend that Congress clarify authority of Indian tribes to collect this tax on tribal lands. Finally, if  the Committee recommends a dramatic change to the way revenue is raised for transportation costs,  NCAI recommends that any such system be devised in a manner that treats Indian tribal governments  equitably and gives them the same authority as state and local governments to raise revenue to fund  the costs associated with building and maintaining transportation infrastructure. 

The net benefit is tribal sovereignty <Run the first card of the Indians  K as a critical case turn> 

2NC Solvency Ext.

Removing federal and state taxation boundaries is key to challenging colonialist attitudes and generating revenue 

(EagleWoman 08, Angelique EagleWoman, an Associate Professor of Law and James E. Rogers Fellow in American Indian Law at the University of Idaho College of Law, “Tribal Values of Taxation within the Tribalist Economic Theory”, Indigenous Nations Journal, Vol. 6, No. 1, 2008) 
In conclusion, the concept of taxation fits within the values of Tribal Nations as a contribution to serve the tribal community and within the tribalist economic theory. Tribal taxation is a necessary form of revenue generation for tribal government. The greatest obstacle to realizing substantial returns from tribal taxation has been the imposition of U.S. federal and state taxes within the tribal domain. The exemptions that the United States Supreme Court has carved out of the tribal taxing authority leaves Tribal Nations as involuntarily subsidizing the United States. The United States continues to engage in practices carrying out the colonial mentality of depleting the resources of Tribal Nations without contributing back to tribal governments for governmental services and resources provided.
In this vein, the United States is a neighboring nation to Tribal Nations with much to learn. Since the mid-1800s, the United States has used military force and threat to try to subjugate tribal peoples. Two centuries later, Tribal Nations are still crying foul and seeking to remind the United States that the resources being stripped by the U.S. are 29those protected by indigenous nations in prior generations and promised to the future seven generations of native peoples. Within the framework of the tribalist economic theory, Tribal Nations are seeking to right the balance in mid-North America and govern according to traditional values including the value of generosity now embodied in the concept of tribal taxation. As Tribal Nations assert themselves as the exclusive taxing authority within the tribal territory, balance is restored by providing that native people are no longer left to languish in poverty while their homeland resources are drained by a colonizing force. Tribal values are necessary to govern development on this continent as these are the values that allowed this land to flourish and represent an oasis to the newcomers from Europe and elsewhere.
Taxation power key to the economy—investment and healthy business climate 

(Zaferatos 03, Nicholas Christos Zaferatos, PhD, Associate Professor of Urban Planning and Sustainable Development at Huxley College of Environment, “Planning for Sustainable Reservation Economic Development: A Case Study of the Swinomish Marina and Mixed Use Commercial Development”, American Indian Culture and Research Journal AICRJ, Volume 27, no. 3, 2003, http://faculty.wwu.edu/zaferan/ file____C__Documents%2520 and%2520Settings_zaferan_My%2520Documents_html_Zaferatos%2520-%2520AICRJ%25202003.pdf) 
The combination of tribal taxation power and tax immunity can be important components in structuring a revenue system that supports long term reservation economic development. In addition to a tribe’s inherent authority to impose taxation and regulations on economic activities, tribes also possess significant tax immunities. By carefully structuring the formation of a tribal development project, several exemptions from federal income tax and state tax laws can result in [7] important advantages to attract private investment to the reservation.
The development of the reservation economy is advantaged with the application of these tribal taxing structures. The ability to apply exclusive tribal taxation on reservation economic activities also helps to ensure that the activity will result in measurable benefit to the reservation community. Tribes, like other forms of government, rely on raising tax revenues in order to operate their essential governmental services that, in turn, help to provide a safe reservation business climate. These services include tribal courts and agencies that enforce tribal laws, the delivery of reservation services for fire and police protection, social and educational programs to establish a skilled labor force, and the development of reservation infrastructure that is prerequisite for the growth of the reservation economy.

Tribal tax jurisdiction key to the tribal economy – state of economy, sustained investment 

(NCAI 12, National Congress of American Indians, “Taxation”, http://www.ncai.org/policy-issues/tribal-governance/taxation)

“The power to tax transactions occurring on trust lands and significantly involving a tribe or its members is a fundamental attribute of sovereignty.” - Washington v. Confederated Tribes of Colville Indian Reservation, U.S. Supreme Court (1980). In order to fully participate as members of the American family of governments, to build a better future for tribal nations, and positively impact rural and regional economies, tribal governments need tax revenue. Exactly like other governments, tax revenue is essential to sustained tribal investments in education, law enforcement, health care, and other government functions. However, in the area of tribal taxation at the local level, state governments have steadily encroached upon tribal jurisdiction. At the same time, tribes have continually worked to develop new tax models to support their communities (e.g., instituting hotel excise taxes, severance taxes, gasoline taxes, etc. and creating tribal tax codes and tax commissions). Often, these two approaches have come into conflict with one another. Because of this power struggle, Indian tax law is primarily the result of judicial decisions, as well as agreements and/or compacts made at the state and local level. Focusing specifically on these taxation issues, NCAI, in conjunction with a group of tribal leaders and technical experts, has developed a tribal taxation strategy that affirms tribal sovereignty and seeks to place tribes in a more favorable position to pursue economic and community development projects. In general, tribal governments lack parity with states, local governments, and the federal government in exercising taxing authority. For example, tribes are unable to levy property taxes because of the trust status of their land, and they generally do not levy income taxes on tribal members. Most Indian reservations are plagued with disproportionately high levels of unemployment and poverty, not to mention a severe lack of employment opportunities. As a result, tribes are unable to establish a strong tax base structured around the property taxes and income taxes typically found at the local state government level. To the degree that they are able, tribes use sales and excise taxes, but these do not generate enough revenue to support tribal government functions. Compounding tribes’ inability to establish a strong tax base, current federal policy makes it difficult for tribes to utilize tax-exempt financing options generally available to states to fund the construction of government infrastructure. In addition, other federal tax incentives meant to promote economic development projects on tribal lands seem to benefit non-Indian businesses already doing business in Indian country, while doing little to attract new businesses or to benefit tribally owned businesses. These policies negatively impact economic growth in Indian Country and the effect is felt by entire regional economies. 

A2 Perm: State and Tribal Tax

Can’t solve revenue-- double taxation cripples Indian economy

(Cowan 10, Mark J. Cowan, JD, Associate Professor of Accountancy at Boise State teaching Partnership Tax Law, Multistate Taxation, Taxation of Nonprofits, and Survey of Federal Income Taxation, “Anatomy of a State/Tribal Tax Dispute: Legal Formalism, Shifting Incidence, Potatoes, and the Idaho Motor Fuel Tax”, JLTR, Vol. 8, 2010, http://turtletalk.files.wordpress.com/2010 /08/cowan.pdf) 
As the rules summarized above make clear, under current Supreme Court jurisprudence, states and tribes often have the ability to tax the same transactions.53 This overlapping state/ tribal taxing jurisdiction may result in double taxation, a circumstance which is generally not tolerated in multistate or international tax law.54 When it comes to multistate taxation, the Dor- mant Commerce Clause requires that state taxes on interstate commerce be fairly apportioned.55 For income taxes, states generally use an apportionment formula to capture their portion of a multistate company’s income.56 For sales taxes, double taxation is avoided because every state with a sales/use tax generally allows a credit for sales/use taxes validly paid to other states.57 In the international arena, the foreign tax credit and a network of tax treaties with foreign gov- ernments help ameliorate double taxation.58 While approaches to ameliorating double taxation in the multistate and international tax arenas are not always successful, at least there are mech- anisms in place to deal with the double tax problem. These approaches are of no help in the unique tax world of Indian tribes. The possibility of double taxation can have a chilling effect on nonmember investment in Indian country, stifling economic development. Indeed, double taxation is part of what has been dubbed the ‘‘Indian differential’’—a combination of factors that make reservations much less attractive to investment than non-Indian communities.59 For example, a nonmember company extracting oil on an Indian reservation may be subject to both state and tribal severance taxes.60 If that same company had been operating outside of Indian country, only the state tax would apply. All else being equal, the nonmember company would most likely choose to operate on non-Indian land before exploiting the resources within Indian country.61 At first glance, double taxation may not seem like a major factor when it comes to investment decisions in Indian country. The economic impact, however, is often very real. One economic analysis noted, for example, that a double severance tax would reduce on-reservation production, leading not only to a reduction in tax revenue, but a reduction in royalties paid to the tribe and a reduction in on- reservation employment opportunities.62 The economic impact of a double motor fuel tax (the issue here) is less well documented. A double tax, however, would obviously put on-reservation gas stations at a competitive disadvantage compared to off-reservation gas stations.63 Further- more, the specter of double taxation would obviously discourage both tribes and nonmembers from opening gas stations on Indian reservations.
***States CP***
1NC

COUNTER PLAN TEXT: The fifty-states of the United States should fund roads and bridges on American Indian reservations.

Competition: Counterplan avoids politics - federal government spends zero dollars.

Solvency: States will fund investment on American Indian reservations because they benefit state economies.

Cornell and Taylor 2000 Director of the Udall Center for Studies in Public Policy at the University of Arizona and Professor of Sociology and of Public Administration and Policy at the University of Arizona, AND Senior Policy Scholar with the Udall Center, a Research Fellow at the Harvard Project, and a Senior Consultant with Lexecon, Inc. (Stephen and Jonathan, “Sovereignty, Devolution, and the Future of Tribal-State Relations”, 6/26, National Congress of American Indians Mid-Year Session, http://access.minnesota.publicradio.org/civic_j/native_american/tribalstaterelations1.pdf SW) 

The zero-sum view of tribal-state relationships holds that each party in that relationship gains primarily at the other’s loss. There are grounds for this view in certain situations. For example, a single dollar of gasoline-tax revenue cannot be split without one party’s gain being the other party’s loss. But this zero-sum phenomenon is by no means always present in tribal-state relations. The fact is that capable and sovereign tribal governments advance state goals as well as tribal goals. No state has an incentive to allow the kind of poverty and economic underdevelopment that has characterized Indian reservations for so long to continue to fester within its borders. That said, twelve years of research at the Udall Center and Harvard Project emphasizes that tribal control over tribal affairs is the only policy that works for economic development. We have been unable to find a single reservation where major decisions are controlled by outsiders—the states, the federal government, or special interests—where successful economic development has taken root. In short, if states want Indian poverty and its off-reservation consequences to be adequately addressed, they have to stop insisting that their rules apply to the exclusion of tribes’ rules. The evidence is compelling that where tribes have taken advantage of the federal self-determination policy to gain control of their own resources and of economic and other activity within their borders, and have backed up that control with good governance, they have invigorated their economies and produced positive economic spillovers to states. Gaming is the easiest example to point to. In 1998 we carried out the most comprehensive study yet undertaken of the economic and social impacts—on and off reservations—of Indian gaming. It showed significant contributions to off-reservation economies.3 Some quick examples: First: casino expenditures. In 1997 the HoChunk nation’s casino operations in the state of Wisconsin spent $31.6 million in vendor outlays. An estimated 70% of those expenditures were in-state, the vast majority off the reservation in support of non-Indian businesses. The Oneidas, also in Wisconsin, spent $28 million in vendor outlays, 88% of it in-state. In North Dakota, the Standing Rock Sioux’s gaming operations—not one of your bigger such operations—spent more than $7 million in vendor outlays. Seventy-four percent of that was spent in-state, almost none of it on the reservation. Second: tax payments. In 1997 Ho-Chunk gaming operations were responsible for nearly $16 million in gaming-related payroll tax deductions or withholdings; Oneida was responsible for more than $27 million; Standing Rock for nearly $2 million in North Dakota and more than a third of a million in South Dakota. Third: employment. During the major recession that hit California in the early 1990s, the three gaming tribes in San Diego County—Sycuan, Barona, and Viejas—were among the few bright spots in the county employment picture, employing hundreds of non-Indians and taking people on as other businesses were laying people off. In Arizona, the small Mazatzal Casino operated by the Tonto Apaches provided 280 jobs in 1998, the vast majority of which were filled by non-tribal members. Mazatzal replaced the largest employer in town at the very time it was shut down because of falling lumber prices, and many non-Indians credit the casino with maintaining stability in the local economy through this transition. Fourth: revenue sharing. Many gaming tribes make significant contributions to state coffers from gaming revenues under the terms of tribal-state compacts. The Michigan tribes, for example, contribute 2% of revenues to local government and 8% to the State of Michigan. Finally, there are the investments that Indian nations make with gaming profits. These tend to be diverse and substantial, turning some Indian nations into new sources of investment capital. Some of these investments are pretty interesting, too. In Michigan, to offer just one example, the Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians used some of its gaming profits to buy up a condemned building in the off-reservation town of Traverse City. It cleaned up the building and turned it into a productive economic asset. An editorial in the local newspaper thanked the tribe for helping to solve a city problem and investing in the future of the town. In a second study, commissioned by the Gila River Indian Community, we examined the economic and social impacts of Indian gaming on the state of Arizona. Among the study’s conclusions: “The net economic impact of Indian gaming on Arizona is positive and substantial. Specifically, Indian gaming does not cause the State to lose tax revenues, and a conservative estimate of the contribution of Indian gaming to the Arizona economy is roughly $128 million annually.” In addition, “the one-time construction benefit of Indian casinos to the state of Arizona [has been] nearly $700 million.”4 Another recent study of ours comparing gaming and non-gaming U.S. communities over a 16-year period shows that in rural areas, Indian gaming not only improves on-reservation economic conditions; it boosts off-reservation incomes, increases off-reservation employment; reduces off-reservation welfare dependence; and is associated with reductions in certain types of crime.5 In short, in these cases an oftenrepeated state goal—rural economic development—is vigorously advanced by tribal economic development. Of course some of the gaming impacts are dramatic, but what about reservation economic activity that does not include gaming? Since 1979, the Mississippi Choctaws near Philadelphia, Mississippi have created more than 6,000 jobs on their reservation in an array of industries, including but not limited to gaming. On the Choctaw reservation today, there are far more jobs than there are Choctaws to fill them. The result is that the Choctaws import labor: thousands of Black and white workers who drive onto the reservation every day to take jobs in Choctaw manufacturing and service industries. The tribe is the largest employer in east central Mississippi and one of the ten largest in the state, bringing to one of the poorest regions of the country a dynamic economy and a host of jobs.6 And being successful hasn’t stopped them from being Choctaw: the tribe has one of the highest rates of language retention in all of Indian Country. In Arizona, the Sunrise ski operation run by the White Mountain Apache Tribe has become a major factor in the winter economy of the White Mountains, filling motels in Show Low and Pinetop, pulling in dollars and further stimulating the local recreational and tourism economy. When a federal agency threatened to close down Sunrise under the Endangered Species Act, a busload of off-reservation business and community leaders showed up at public hearings to underscore the economic dependence of the regional economy on the tribe’s resort—and this was before the tribe built its casino. In Washington State, Veronica Tiller and George Chase found in 1998 that 27 federally recognized tribes contribute $1 billion annually to the economy, paid $56.6 million in federal and state employment and payroll-related taxes; and employed 14,000 Washington citizens fulltime. Gaming played a significant role in this, but it was not the whole story.7 There are numerous other examples: the Citizen Potawatomi Nation in Oklahoma, the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation in Oregon, the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation in Montana—these and many others are making significant economic contributions not only to their own societies but to non-Indian communities as well. They illustrate the crucial point: as Indian nations move from welfare-based, transfer economies to productive economies, they reduce the burden on taxpayers, are able to invest in their own infrastructures, contribute to regional economies, and, in many cases, bolster state programs through their own provision of services. In short, state economies and populations benefit from tribal economic success.
A2: No Authority

1. No reason Natives will say no to free money.

2. State governments have a unique relationship with natives and they CAN work directly with tribal governments on transportation infrastructure - GG.

CTC & Associates LLC, 1-27-04 (WisDOT RD&T Program, Transportation Synthesis Reports (TSRs) are brief summaries of currently available information on topics of interest to WisDOT technical staff in highway development, construction and operations. Online and print sources include NCHRP and other TRB programs, AASHTO, the research and practices of other state DOTs, and related academic and industry research, http://wisdotresearch.wi.gov/wp-content/uploads/tsrnativeamerican1.pdf :)
State governments have a unique relationship with the Native American nations within their borders. The federal government has recognized Native American tribes as sovereign nations, and as such, intergovernmental relationships with them must be initiated by a federal agency such as FHWA. However, state DOTs have many reasons to work directly with tribal governments. In January 2001, new regulations mandated by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act took effect, requiring consultation with Native American tribes by any agency planning federally funded improvements that could affect properties with cultural or religious significance to those tribes. State DOTs may also work with Native American governments in areas such as public transit, traffic safety, and construction and improvements to reservation roads and bridges. In addition to participating in federal programs such as the Indian Reservation Roads Program, tribal governments are eligible for other state and federal funding programs just as counties and cities are.
A2: Links to Politics

Separate funding and congress supports it.

NCIA, 2011 (National Congress of American Indians, PRESIDENT Jefferson Keel Chickasaw Nation FIRST VICE-PRESIDENT Juana Majel Dixon Pauma Band – Mission Indians RECORDING SECRETARY Matthew Wesaw Pokagon Band of Potawatomie TREASURER W. Ron Allen Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe REGIONAL VICEPRESIDENTS ALASKA William Martin Central Council Tlingit & Haida EASTERN OKLAHOMA Cara Cowan Watts Cherokee Nation GREAT PLAINS Patricia "Patti" Douville Rosebud Sioux Tribe MIDWEST Marge Anderson Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe NORTHEAST Lance Gumbs Shinnecock Indian Nation NORTHWEST Brian Cladoosby Swinomish Tribal Community PACIFIC Don Arnold Scotts Valley Band of Pomo Indians ROCKY MOUNTAIN Scott Russell Crow Tribe SOUTHEAST Larry Townsend Lumbee Tribe SOUTHERN PLAINS Robert Tippeconnic Comanche Nation SOUTHWEST Joe Garcia Ohkay Owingeh WESTERN Irene Cuch Ute Indian Tribe EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR Jacqueline Johnson Pata Tlingit, " SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING:",  http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf :)

To address tribal specific transportation infrastructure needs, NCAI would like Congress to establish a Tribal Infrastructure Bank with an initial capital investment of $10 million per year for five years. Section 350 of the National Highway System Designation Act of 1995, Public Law 104-59, authorized the U.S. Department of Transportation to establish the State Infrastructure Bank (SIB) Pilot Program. A SIB is a revolving fund mechanism for financing a wide variety of highway and transit projects through loans and credit enhancement. SIBs were designed to complement traditional Federal-aid highway and transit grants by providing States increased flexibility for financing infrastructure investments. Under the initial SIB Pilot Program, ten states were authorized to establish SIBs. In 1996 Congress passed supplemental SIB legislation as part of the DOT Fiscal Year (FY) 1997 Appropriations Act that enabled additional qualified states to participate in the SIB pilot program. This legislation included a $150 million General Fund appropriation for SIB capitalization. Since then, Congress has continued to support the SIB program, and specifically reauthorized it in SAFETEA-LU. The Tribal Infrastructure Bank (TIB) Pilot Program under which Tribes would be eligible to obtain infrastructure funds in the form of capital investments for use on authorized transportation projects. 
Solvency Ext.

States can solve 
(McLawhorn 04, Nina McLawhorn, “State DOTs and Native American Nations”, Transportation Synthesis Report, 1/27/04, http://wisdotresearch.wi.gov/wp-content/uploads/tsrnativeamerican1.pdf)

Request for Report State governments have a unique relationship with the Native American nations within their borders. The federal government has recognized Native American tribes as sovereign nations, and as such, intergovernmental  relationships with them must be initiated by a federal agency such as FHWA. However, state DOTs have many reasons to work directly with tribal governments. In January 2001, new regulations mandated by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act took effect, requiring consultation with Native American tribes by any agency planning federally funded improvements that could affect properties with cultural or religious significance to those tribes. State DOTs may also work with Native American governments in areas such as public transit, traffic safety, and construction and improvements to reservation roads and bridges. In addition to participating in federal programs 

such as the Indian Reservation Roads Program, tribal governments are eligible for other state and federal funding programs just as counties and cities are. We were asked to review state DOT organizational approaches for communicating with Native American nations and provide information on both centralized approaches—for example, coordination of contacts through a single  DOT office—as well as decentralized approaches that rely on division-by-division communications.  Summary For a state DOT, deciding whether to centralize Native American contact, and especially whether to assign  dedicated staff for that purpose, is not simply a matter of best practices—each DOT must establish a system that is  appropriate for the size, distribution and needs of its Native American population and tribal lands. Native American presence varies widely from state to state; at the high end, California has 109 federally recognized tribes and a total  Native American population of over 300,000, and Alaska’s population is 19% Alaska Natives. Indian reservations  make up 28% of Arizona’s land base; by contrast, 16 states have no Indian reservations within their borders. With 11 tribes and a total population of over 47,000, Wisconsin falls somewhere in the middle. The map on page 7 of this Census report shows the Native American population distribution by county for the nation: http://www.census.gov/prod/2002pubs/c2kbr01-15.pdf. Wisconsin is one of four Midwest states with a county  (Menominee) where Native Americans make up the majority of the population; however, Native Americans make  up only 0.9% of Wisconsin’s total population (see page 5 of the Census report).  

USfg inefficient 
NCAI 11 (National Congress of American Indians, 9-15-11, SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS HEARING, “Oversight hearing on tribal transportation: Paving the way for Jobs, Infrastructure, and Safety in Native Communities,” http://www.indian.senate.gov/hearings/upload/Jefferson-Keel-FINAL-testimony.pdf)

Still, conflicting grant conditions and contract requirements arising from other federal transportation 

programs continue to obstruct the efficient and cost-effective transportation infrastructure 

development Congress has envisioned for Indian Country.  Few tribal governments have the staff or 

resources for negotiations to conform these extensive conditions and requirements to tribal-specific 

legal and policy considerations or to establish duplicative administrations for managing disparate 

contract and grant requirements – and they should not have to.  In other agencies, tribal 

implementation of federal programs under the ISDEAA has allowed tribes to adopt uniform and 

more cost-effective accounting, management, procurement and reporting systems.  Under ISDEAA, 

tribes spend less on program administration and more on program services and activities.

***PTC CP***
1NC
Can’t solve—nuclear facilities aren’t decreased post plan, the government will just shift the burden and bribe other rural poor communities  

COUNTER PLAN TEXT: The United States federal government should establish a tradable Production Tax Credit system for Native American tribes in the United States. The United States federal government should change the current non-assignable status of tax credits and allow tribes to trade their tax credits to business partners with tax liabilities in return for cash, equity, or other consideration equal to the value of the credits minus any transaction costs. The United States federal government should make the Production Tax Credit system permanent.

Counter plan solves waste dumping - making native americans the leader in alternative energy allows them to be an independent economy.

Peter Asmus, Senior Associate at the AHC Group (consulting firm specializing in environmental strategy), Winter, ‘98
(Landscapes of Power, The Amicus Journal, Volume 19, Issue 4, p. Proquest) [Bozman]
When Peterson Zah, president and chairman of the Navajo Nation throughout the 1980s and early 1990s, spoke these words several years ago, he was lamenting the effects of several coal and uranium strip mines and coal-fired power plants on Navajo (and Hopi) land. Those developments, including the infamous Black Mesa mine of the Peabody Western Coal Company-one of the largest coal strip mines in the United Stateswere approved in tribal council decisions that were and remain controversial among tribe members. Over the years, the mines have ripped up land that is deeply sacred to both tribes, brought health damage to mine workers and radioactive contamination to a local river, and, some tribal members suspect, been the cause of gross deformities in newborn sheep and even of mysterious deaths.  Yet these mines are only some of the more egregious of the many destructive energy projects that corporate America has brought to Indian Country. Many tribes have faced the painful dilemma of choosing to accept or reject mining or drilling deals that would bring both environmental damage and desperately needed income. Unemployment hovers around 35 percent on the Navajo Reservation, but it is less severe than on many other reservations-on some, it can reach 90 percent-and energy development is a large part of the reason. Some 70 percent of the work forces of the mines and power plants are Navajo, and they provide about half of the tribe's revenues.  In the past few years, a few Native Americans, as well as some nonNative environmentalists, have begun looking to renewable energy sources as a possible way out of this Hobson's choice. Reservations in the West were typically created on land that European Americans did not want, whether because the soil was too poor, the water too scarce, or the elements too harsh-such as fierce sun and relentless wind. Could solar and wind power help tribes change the rules of the energy game on their lands, allowing them to develop economically while honoring a spiritual tradition that holds the earth to be a living, sacred entity?  A task force of Native Americans, environmentalists, renewable-energy companies, and federal government officials has been created to look into the possibilities and recommend steps toward realizing them. A small Department of Energy (DOE) program started disbursing grants to tribes for renewable energy and energy efficiency in 1994; according to a paper by DOE's Stephen Sargent and Ernest Chabot, the program funded thirty-three projects in its first two years. And, most importantly, many Native Americans are enthusiastic about the idea. "Now is the perfect opportunity to shift gears and take a new direction," argued Zah at a 1993 conference on the topic, sponsored by the nonprofit Center for Resource Management (CRM). "We have the space, the people, the land. What we are now doing [by depending on coal] is going to be our downfall."  For some, small-scale renewables offer a way to redress the fact that many Native Americans, whose lands bring electric power to millions of other Americans, have no electricity in their own homes. Notes Navajo energy consultant Harris Arthur, "some 25,000 Navajo, and another 25,000 other Native Americans, do not currently have electricity."  Remote Indian homes and villages can be miles and miles away from transmission lines. The distance is cultural, as well; some traditional Hopi, for instance, revere the spiritual power of the earth so greatly that they refuse to allow infrastructure such as power lines to scar their land. Photovoltaic (PV) panels offer a solution that satisfies both ancient cultural practices and future needs: small-scale solar energy systems that can be installed directly onto homes without the need for power lines or for imported, polluting fuels. The few traditional Hopi who currently enjoy solar electricity are enthusiastic about it, offering prayer feathers for the power of the sun that electrifies their homes as they do for the gifts of crops, the rivers, and the land.  Harris Arthur has been preaching what he calls "the gospel of renewable energy" for more than a decade, and now finally sees some light at the end of the tunnel. This past September, he met with officials in DOE and the Environmental Protection Agency, and with key federal legislators, to push a program of rural PV systems for the Navajo. Arthur argues that the program would be a natural part of President Clinton's "Million Solar Roofs" initiative. If his efforts for federal funding fall through, however, he intends to revive a bill "which was filibustered to death" in the New Mexico legislature earlier this year-but has wide bipartisan support.  For others, the harnessing of solar and wind power represents primarily a business opportunity for the reservations, one of the few such opportunities that are compatible with the tribes' heritage of self-determination, sovereignty, and environmental values. A few tribes are using renewables to bolster their existing businesses; the Ute Mountain Utes of Colorado, for instance, are using PV-powered pumps for watering livestock. And Paul Parker of CRM points out that the upheavals now taking place in the national energy system are creating another possibility-that Native American tribes could develop their energy resources and sell power to others. Recent actions by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission will open up the transmission highways used to move bulk power throughout the country for use by anyone who wishes to buy or sell. Corresponding state regulations and legislation will allow customers to choose new power suppliers just as we now choose telecommunications companies.    In these circumstances, Parker says, tribes could emerge as suppliers of clean, renewable energy to Indians and non-Indians alike. On the one hand, some Native American lands feature the best solar and wind energy sites in the country. As renewables technology advances, renewable energy is becoming ever more costeffective, and nowhere more so than at sites like these. On the other, tribal sovereignty laws create legal powers on reservations that other government entities lack. "At the institutional level, Native Americans have more control over permits and can use tax-exempt financing if power projects are compatible with their culture and goals," says Parker. According to a CRM report published in early 1997, tribes have the legal authority to build power plants and transmission lines and to deliver electricity at the retail level.  No other government entity has as many options for energy management.  Parker 
envisions Native American tribes becoming critical players in a national strategy to encourage widespread reliance on renewable energy. Starting in 1998, electricity customers in California will have the choice of buying their power from environmentally sound suppliers. (See "Living Green," page 45.) Other states should be extending the option to their citizens in the not-so-distant future. Says Parker, "If people are willing to pay more for green power, they might be even more interested in purchasing green power from Indian tribes. If tribes were focused on the issue of renewables, they could become charismatic leaders for the entire nation, bringing their moral and historical weight behind a national effort to choose clean power."  The theory sounds good, but as even Parker admits, putting it into practice is another thing. If Native Americans are to reap the benefits of any kind of development on their lands, they will have to take the lead in bringing it about. On many reservations, however, the pattern has far more often been one of exploitation by outside forces. "In the past, tribes have been passive," says Parker. "They need to be aggressive in order to take advantage of the limited window of opportunity that exists with deregulation" of the electricity industry.  Marty Wilde is still more direct about the potential difficulties. Wilde, an engineer by training, teaches math and science at the Blackfeet Community College near Browning, Montana. He points out that, for any people beset by extreme povertyand 45 percent of all Native Americans have living standards below the level the federal government defines as destitution-there are tremendous obstacles in the way of mustering the political will and financial clout for home-grown economic development.  Nevertheless, with the aid of a DOE grant, the Blackfeet have erected what Wilde claims is the first wind turbine put up on tribal lands. The pilot project was partly a kind of public relations effort, aimed both at building alliances with outside powers, such as universities, regional utilities, and state and federal government, and at getting the Blackfeet themselves interested in the prospects for larger-scale wind power development. "It sits right dab in the middle of the best wind site in the lower forty-eight," says Wilde of the 100kilowatt turbine, which was completed in May 1996. While some locations have higher average wind speeds, no other location boasts so large a potential wind development area, notes Wilde. It is projected that 10,000 megawatts of wind power could be developed here, enough electricity to serve the needs of more than a handfull of states.  But Wilde makes it clear that one of the driving motivations behind the installation of the turbine was for the Blackfeet to undertake a development project on their own, rather than have outsiders do it for them-and quite possibly take advantage of them or mismanage the project, as has often been the case. The installation is "a glowing example of how local people took the initiative," he says. "Historically, hustlers have promised the world to these tribes, only to let them down time and time again. This project could be a major moral boost that will allow the Blackfeet tribes to determine their own destiny."  The Spirit Lake Sioux of North Dakota have now also installed a wind turbine, to power their casino. By 1996, DOE had given grants toward four other wind projects. And there have been other promising developments. The Jicarilla Apache tribe, for example, is looking to establish a tribal utility authority. Ideally, they hope to integrate the functions of generating, transmitting, and distributing power, in order to serve the needs of isolated customers scattered throughout the tribe's vast land holdings-almost 1 million acres near the New Mexico-Colorado border. A mix of small wind-turbine and photovoltaic plants, as well as state-of-the-art hydroelectric and clean-burning natural-gas plants, could reduce nuclear and coal consumption in the region.  According to Wyatt Rogers, a consultant to the Denver, Coloradobased Council of Energy Resource Tribes, one of the bright spots for wind developers in Western reservations is that "the fastest-growing U.S. power markets are near by"-Seattle and the rest of the Pacific Northwest. The Council has worked primarily with traditional power sources such as coal, but Rogers, himself a Native American, is trying to prod it to explore renewables as well. They "fit in with our traditional philosophy," he says. "Sources of natural energy that can be regenerated are definitely preferred over sources that must be wasted."  All told, the federal government recognizes the sovereignty of over 500 different American Indian tribes and Native Alaskan groups. Nearly all have long-established land holdings, independent tribal governments, and a growing demand for more energy to fuel emerging economies. Today, tribal memberships are growing at an average annual rate of more than 3 percent, which makes them the fastest-growing demographic group in the United States after immigrant populations.  Will tribes be able to use the sun and wind to contribute to the worldwide effort to build societies more in harmony with nature? The task force on Native American renewables believes it will take more efforts by tribes to set up energy authorities like the one planned by the Jicarilla Apache, more work by renewable energy companies to form partnerships with tribes, and more funding and technical assistance from the federal government. But the rewards could be great. The damage fossil-fuel development has wreaked on tribal lands underscores the poverty of this country's energy and natural resource policies. Renewable energy represents a way for tribes to join the power of their traditional beliefs with the power of advanced technology.
Only the counter plan solves, lack of tax credit systems mean that existing incentives functions as deterrents.

Capriccioso 4/11/08
(Rob, Staff Writer, Indian Country Today [newspaper], 4/11/08 “Tribes look for federal wind energy incentives,” 

http://www.indiancountry.com/content.cfm?id=1096417026)

WASHINGTON - As growing numbers of tribes pursue wind energy projects, tribal energy advocates are cautiously hoping that new developments in Congress could eventually lead to tax credits and incentives to aid tribal economies. ''We're not really holding our breath for Congress to step in with funding,'' said Bruce Renville, a wind energy planner with the Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux Tribe. ''But certainly, grants or other incentives would be helpful.'' In recent weeks, Sen. John Thune, R-S.D., co-sponsored the bipartisan Clean Energy Tax Stimulus Act of 2008, which would extend the renewable energy production tax credit for one year. The current production tax credit incentive of 2 cents per kilowatt-hour is scheduled to expire in December. Thune's proposed production tax credit would only benefit entities that already have profits from wind energy production, but the legislation also includes bond funding that tribes could apply for to help establish wind energy projects. Thune and other wind energy proponents in the Senate say they want to extend the production tax credit so that wind energy developers have certainty when it comes to future projects. Whether their mission includes certainty for tribal entities remains to be seen. Few, if any, tribes have been able to take advantage of the production tax credits offered to date because many tribes that have been able to create wind energy projects have relied on non-Native developers to help them get projects off the ground. Under current law, tribes are not entitled to the tax credits provided to non-Native developers for renewable energy production because tribes have a tax-exempt status. Tribal energy experts say it's important for tribes to be reaching out to Congress regarding the tax-exempt issue, since it likely discourages non-Native developers from wanting to work with tribes. Thune's office seems amenable. ''As a general matter, we know tribes are very supportive of wind energy,'' said Jon Lauck, a senior adviser to Thune. ''They know this is an area that could jump-start their economies, and we'd like to help them.'' Recent legislative developments have also made it challenging for tribes to obtain federal wind energy seed funding. In 2007, Thune proposed the Wind Energy Development Act, which included $2.25 billion in funding for Clean Renewable Energy Bonds that tribes could have used to fund pilot wind energy programs. Under Thune's plan, 20 percent of this bonding would have been specifically set aside for tribes; however, the set-aside did not make it into the current version of the wind energy tax credit legislation, and it was not in the energy bill that passed last December. Some tribal energy advocates believe supporting new legislation that promotes Clean Renewable Energy Bonds may be the best hope for tribes that want to receive federal funding to begin wind energy development. Thune's current legislation proposes $400 million in funding for the bonds, which energy experts say tribes should be eligible to apply for via the IRS. ''Seed monies would be helpful,'' Renville said. ''But we haven't factored those into our current projects.'' As the Senate and House consider extensions of the renewable energy tax credit, the Intertribal Council on Utility Policy, which represents 10 tribes, is pushing for legislation that would support tribal wind projects. Officials with the group note that none of the federal incentives currently in place involving wind energy were designed expressly for tribes, which they say is ironic since tribes are the only group that the federal government has an explicit trust responsibility to assist in economic development. ''The federal renewable energy incentives, as designed, are problematic for tribes, in that they are both insufficient and inappropriate as drivers of tribal development as presently configured,'' the group noted in a recent policy paper. ''The presently formulated federal incentives have actually worked as disincentives in the unique context of tribal renewable energy development.'' Sen. Tim Johnson, D-S.D., and Rep. Raul Grijalva, D-Ariz., have both introduced bills that would allow tribes to be principal owners of renewable energy projects and would provide their non-Indian partners with full tax credits. The wind energy setbacks in Congress have been especially disappointing to some tribes, since their lands often have some of the highest wind resource potential in the nation.
***Kritik***
1NC

Modern acts of political generosity are rooted in colonialist desires—domination is justified through the prescription of solutions that underline that “the natives must be saved from themselves” 

RAJAGOPAL 06, BALAKRISHNAN RAJAGOPAL, Associate Professor of Law and Development and Director of the Program on Human Rights and Justice at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. He has been a member of the Executive Council and Executive Committee of the American Society of International Law, and is currently on the Asia Advisory Board of Human Rights Watch, the International Advisory Committee of the Robert F. Kennedy Memorial Center for Human Rights and the International Rights Advocates,  “Counter-hegemonic International Law: rethinking human rights and development as a Third World strategy”, Third World Quarterly, Vol. 27, No. 5, 2006) 

A counter-hegemonic international law, one would think, starts from the human rights discourse, the pre-eminent global moral discourse of our time. Instead, human rights—or to be accurate, a broad language of ‘freedom’— has become the foundation for a hegemonic international law. To begin with, the arguments put forward by empire-mongers such as Ignatieff and Ferguson19 have been produced in one form or another by liberal political thinkers in England during the heyday of classical liberalism and empire, the late 18th and 19th centuries.20 Then, as now, thinkers such as James Mill, John Stuart Mill, Jeremy Bentham, Sir Henry Maine, Lord Thomas Macaulay, Sir James Fitzjames Stephen and others argued in various ways that the empire—especially British dominion over India—was morally and politically justified. This startling fact, that apostles of ideals such as political equality and pluralism would defend the legitimacy of a political order that rested on a negation of their very principles, is still not fully grappled with. But it is now undeniable, as Uday Mehta21 has convincingly shown, that the liberals justified the British empire—as current liberals have done in supporting the global wars since the end of the Cold War and since 9/11. And they did so not for partisan or ideological reasons, but for universal principles of civilisational progress. The well-known remark of Marlow in Joseph Conrad’s Heart of Darkness captures this well, while addressing the ‘conquest of the earth, which mostly means the taking it away from those who have a different complexion or slightly flatter noses than ourselves’: ‘What redeems it is the idea only. An idea at the back of it; not sentimental pretense, but an idea; and an unselfish belief in the idea—something you can set up, bow down before, and offer sacrifice to.’22 The liberals could believe in this idea for the following reasons. First, they believed themselves to be superior—in knowledge, in morals, in political organisation, in military might and in science. Second, because they could have such a belief in superiority, they could judge the rest of the world as deficient, their life forms as provisional. Third, they could decide on a teleological direction that these deficient life forms should take in order to become universal, and that is by following the liberal model. Whether it is education, health, or establishing a police force, the liberals thought they knew what to do and that it was superior to other ways. The discourse of human rights, with the attendant discourses of good governance and development, offers techniques, goals and methods for realising this vision.

When we look at the rhetoric of the US-led coalition towards Iraq, the parallels are striking. After trying and failing to sell the war on various grounds—that Iraq was behind the 9/11 attacks, that Iraq was about to develop weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) and use them or share them with al-Qaeda—the only ground that has remained intact and that remains the basis for the hegemonic intervention in Iraq is the human rights one— that the world and the people of Iraq are better off because Saddam Hussein is gone. Thus it was of no surprise that the Iraq war was termed ‘Operation enduring freedom’ or that President Bush has talked incessantly of spreading freedom.

But it is also the key argument underlying those of human rights academics and groups, that, because of the horrendous nature of the Saddam Hussein regime, intervention was justified—or at least tolerable when considering the alternative. Thus, as indicated already, Ignatieff has argued that an ‘empire lite’ may be a good idea from a human rights standpoint. This is based, as far as I can see from his published writings, on three arguments: that the natives must be saved from themselves; that multilateral approaches to ensure human rights do not work; and that the USA can be trusted because of qualities that can be defined as American exceptionalism in a Tocquevillian sense—positive qualities that spring from its deeply democratic and decentralised character which make it unlikely to be a bad imperialist, unlike other countries who cannot be similarly trusted. In several ways, the first argument is remarkably close to the 19th century argument about why the West needed to establish colonialism in the interest of civilisation; it is therefore on the wrong side of history. The second argument about the failure of multilateral solutions seems unfair when it is often because of US intransigence that the multilateral institutions were, and are paralysed. The third argument that the USA can be trusted—or at least more than other countries such as China—is also very close to the British liberal opinion in the 19th century, an immaculate conception of the self that runs through hegemonic interventions in the non-western world.

In retrospect, it is quite astonishing that the signs of an intensification of hegemonic international law were not taken seriously and acted on by human rights activists and proponents. Indeed, the consolidation of a hegemonic international law could be clearly seen in the changing nature of US security, economic and humanitarian policies, and the intensification of a unilateral, a` la carte approach to international law by the USA, even before the attacks of 9/11. This could be seen in the US Senate’s reservations to the League of Nations Covenant, which demanded, inter alia, that the US Monroe doctrine be exempt from the provisions of the League Covenant, and—in a foretaste of hegemonic international law to come later—that the US be the sole legal authority to interpret the meaning of ‘domestic jurisdiction’, and that the US not be bound by any decision of the League or its organs taken through voting. As Cecil Hurst, the then legal advisor to the British Foreign Office remarked, ‘To accept now the reservations desired by the United States Senate would inevitably give rise to the impression among the other signatories of the Treaty of Peace, and more especially among the smaller Powers, that there is to be one rule for the United States and one rule for rest of the World’.23 The USA ended up not ratifying the Covenant. The infamous Connally amendment excluded from the USA’s acceptance of the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice, matters within its domestic jurisdiction, ‘as determined’ by the USA, thus effectively gutting the substance of compulsory jurisdiction. Twenty years after the UN Charter Dean Acheson told the American Society of International Law that no legal issue arises when the USA responds to a challenge to its power, position and prestige. The record of the US war in Indo-China during the 1960s and 1970s shows an eerie similarity with the Iraq war, raising questions about the ability of the international community to learn from its mistakes when the culprits are hegemonic states. Some striking similarities include: a manufactured casus belli (attack by North Vietnam); a broad resolution of the Congress authoring all necessary force (Gulf of Tonkin resolution); the use of excessive and disproportionate force; the justification of a blatantly illegal war (the bombing of Cambodia) using broad arguments about commander-in-chief authority; the elbowing aside of the UN; and the total impunity of all of the eaders for the conduct of the war.24 Before launching the Iraq war, the Secretary of State Colin Powell said as much at the World Economic Forum in Davos: ‘when we feel strongly about something, we will lead’. In other words, the idea that there is one rule for the USA and one rule for the rest of the world, the pattern of hegemony, is deeply ingrained.

The oppression of Indians is a historically significant turning point. The only way to solve is to reject the affirmative in pursuit of a policy of decolonization. Only once we assert these policies can we reconceptualize our relationship with native cultures and abandon the colonialist mindset.  
(Churchill 96, Ward Churchill, former Professor of Ethnic Studies at the University of Colorado, “From Native Son, pg.85-90, 1996)  Churchill 1996 
The question which inevitably arises with regard to indigenous land claims, especially in the United States, is whether they are “realistic.” The answer, of course is, “No, they aren’t.” Further, no form of decolonization has ever been realistic when viewed within the construct of a colonialist paradigm. It wasn’t realistic at the time to expect George Washington’s rag-tag militia to defeat the British military during the American Revolution. Just ask the British. It wasn’t realistic, as the French could tell you, that the Vietnamese should be able to defeat U.S.-backed France in 1954, or that the Algerians would shortly be able to follow in their footsteps. Surely, it wasn’t reasonable to predict that Fidel Castro’s pitiful handful of guerillas would overcome Batista’s regime in Cuba, another U.S. client, after only a few years in the mountains. And the Sandinistas, to be sure, had no prayer of attaining victory over Somoza 20 years later. Henry Kissinger, among others, knew that for a fact. The point is that in each case, in order to begin their struggles at all, anti-colonial fighters around the world have had to abandon orthodox realism in favor of what they knew to be right. To paraphrase Bendit, they accepted as their agenda, a redefinition of reality in terms deemed quite impossible within the conventional wisdom of their oppressors. And in each case, they succeeded in their immediate quest for liberation. The fact that all but one (Cuba) of the examples used subsequently turned out to hold colonizing pretensions of its own does not alter the truth of this—or alter the appropriateness of their efforts to decolonize themselves—in the least. It simply means that decolonization has yet to run its course, that much remains to be done. The battles waged by native nations in North America to free themselves, and the lands upon which they depend for ongoing existence as discernible peoples, from the grip of U.S. (and Canadian) internal colonialism are plainly part of this process of liberation. Given that their very survival depends upon their perseverance in the face of all apparent odds, American Indians have no real alternative but to carry on. They must struggle, and where there is struggle here is always hope. Moreover, the unrealistic or “romantic” dimensions of our aspiration to quite literally dismantle the territorial corpus of the U.S. state begin to erode when one considers that federal domination of Native North America is utterly contingent upon maintenance of a perceived confluence of interests between prevailing governmental/corporate elites and common non-Indian citizens. Herein lies the prospect of long-term success. It is entirely possibly that the consensus of opinion concerning non-Indian “rights” to exploit the land and resources of indigenous nations can be eroded, and that large numbers of non-Indians will join in the struggle to decolonize Native North America. Few non-Indians wish to identify with or defend the naziesque characteristics of US history. To the contrary most seek to deny it in rather vociferous fashion. All things being equal, they are uncomfortable with many of the resulting attributes of federal postures and actively oppose one or more of these, so long as such politics do not intrude into a certain range of closely guarded self-interests. This is where the crunch comes in the realm of Indian rights issues. Most non-Indians (of all races and ethnicities, and both genders) have been indoctrinated to believe the officially contrived notion that, in the event “the Indians get their land back,” or even if the extent of present federal domination is relaxed, native people will do unto their occupiers exactly as has been done to them; mass dispossession and eviction of non-Indians, especially Euro-Americans is expected to ensue. Hence even progressives who are most eloquently inclined to condemn US imperialism abroad and/or the functions of racism and sexism at home tend to deliver a blank stare or profess open “disinterest” when indigenous land rights are mentioned. Instead of attempting to come to grips with this most fundamental of all issues the more sophisticated among them seek to divert discussions into “higher priority” or “more important” topics like “issues of class and gender equality” in which “justice” becomes synonymous with a redistribution of power and loot deriving from the occupation of Native North America even while occupation continues. Sometimes, Indians are even slated to receive “their fair share” in the division of spoils accruing from expropriation of their resources. Always, such things are couched in terms of some “greater good” than decolonizing the .6 percent of the U.S. population which is indigenous. Some Marxist and environmentalist groups have taken the argument so far as to deny that Indians possess any rights distinguishable from those of their conquerors. AIM leader Russell Means snapped the picture into sharp focus when he observed n 1987 that: so-called progressives in the United States claiming that Indians are obligated to give up their rights because a much larger group of non-Indians “need” their resources is exactly the same as Ronald Reagan and Elliot Abrams asserting that the rights of 250 million North Americans outweigh the rights of a couple million Nicaraguans Leaving aside the pronounced and pervasive hypocrisy permeating these positions, which add up to a phenomenon elsewhere described as “settler state colonialism,” the fact is that the specter driving even most radical non-Indians into lockstep with the federal government on questions of native land rights is largely illusory. The alternative reality posed by native liberation struggles is actually much different: While government propagandists are wont to trumpet—as they did during the Maine and Black Hills land disputes of the 1970s—that an Indian win would mean individual non-Indian property owners losing everything, the native position has always been the exact opposite. Overwhelmingly, the lands sought for actual recovery have been governmentally and corporately held. Eviction of small land owners has been pursued only in instances where they have banded together—as they have during certain of the Iroquois claims cases—to prevent Indians from recovering any land at all, and to otherwise deny native rights. Official sources contend this is inconsistent with the fact that all non-Indian title to any portion of North America could be called into question. Once “the dike is breached,” they argue, it’s just a matter of time before “everybody has to start swimming back to Europe, or Africa or wherever.” Although there is considerable technical accuracy to admissions that all non-Indian title to North America is illegitimate, Indians have by and large indicated they would be content to honor the cession agreements entered into by their ancestors, even though the United States has long since defaulted. This would leave somewhere close to two-thirds of the continental United States in non-Indian hands, with the real rather than pretended consent of native people. The remaining one-third, the areas delineated in Map II to which the United States never acquired title at all would be recovered by its rightful owners. The government holds that even at that there is no longer sufficient land available for unceded lands, or their equivalent, to be returned. In fact, the government itself still directly controls more than one-third of the total U.S. land area, about 770 million acres. Each of the states also “owns” large tracts, totaling about 78 million acres. It is thus quite possible—and always has been—for all native claims to be met in full without the loss to non-Indians of a single acre of privately held land. When it is considered that 250 million-odd acres of the “privately” held total are now in the hands of major corporate entities, the real dimension of the “threat” to small land holders (or more accurately, lack of it) stands revealed. Government spokespersons have pointed out that the disposition of public lands does not always conform to treaty areas. While this is true, it in no way precludes some process of negotiated land exchange wherein the boundaries of indigenous nations are redrawn by mutual consent to an exact, or at least a much closer conformity. All that is needed is an honest, open, and binding forum—such as a new bilateral treaty process—with which to proceed. In fact, numerous native peoples have, for a long time, repeatedly and in a variety of ways, expressed a desire to participate in just such a process. Nonetheless, it is argued, there will still be at least some non-Indians “trapped” within such restored areas. Actually, they would not be trapped at all. The federally imposed genetic criteria of “Indian –ness” discussed elsewhere in this book notwithstanding, indigenous nations have the same rights as any other to define citizenry by allegiance (naturalization) rather than by race. Non-Indians could apply for citizenship, or for some form of landed alien status which would allow them to retain their property until they die. In the event they could not reconcile themselves to living under any jurisdiction other than that of the United States, they would obviously have the right to leace, and they should have the right to compensation from their own government (which got them into the mess in the first place). Finally, and one suspects this is the real crux of things from the government/corporate perspective, any such restoration of land and attendant sovereign prerogatives to native nations would result in a truly massive loss of “domestic” resources to the United States, thereby impairing the country’s economic and military capacities (see “Radioactive Colonialism” essay for details). For everyone who queued up to wave flags and tie on yellow ribbons during the United States’ recent imperial adventure in the Persian Gulf, this prospect may induce a certain psychic trauma. But, for progressives at least, it should be precisely the point. When you think about these issues in this way, the great mass of non-Indians in North America really have much to gain and almost nothing to lose, from the success of native people in struggles to reclaim the land which is rightfully ours. The tangible diminishment of US material power which is integral to our victories in this sphere stands to pave the way for realization of most other agendas from anti-imperialism to environmentalism, from African American liberation to feminism, from gay rights to the ending of class privilege – pursued by progressive on this continent. Conversely, succeeding with any or even all of these other agendas would still represent an inherently oppressive situation in their realization is contingent upon an ongoing occupation of Native North America without the consent of Indian people. Any North American revolution which failed to free indigenous territory from non-Indian domination would be simply a continuation of colonialism in another form. Regardless of the angle from which you view the matter, the liberation of Native North America, liberation of the land first and foremost, is the key to fundamental and positive social changes of many other sorts. One thing they say, leads to another. The question has always been, of course, which “thing” is to the first in the sequence. A preliminary formulation for those serious about achieving radical change in the United States might be “First Priority to First Americans” Put another way this would mean, “US out of Indian Country.” Inevitably, the logic leads to what we’ve all been so desperately seeking: The United States – at least what we’ve come to know it – out of North America altogether. From there it can be permanently banished from the planet. In its stead, surely we can join hands to create something new and infinitely better. That’s our vision of “impossible realism.” Isn’t it time we all worked on attaining it? 
A2: Perm
Perm still links—we will always replicate the “savior victim” dichotomy in status quo human rights approaches 

Perm can’t solve—Churchill says that only when we reject the status quo colonialist attitudes entirely and begin a process of decolonization can we change our relations to Indians and solve. Decolonization forces us to embrace our worst fears of power decline and exposes us to alternative ways of living that address prejudiced beliefs.  
2NC Link Ext.
Human rights is a product of cultural bias that spreads the savior-victim dichotomy and universalizes American norms 

(Mutua 02, Makau Mutua, former associate director of the Harvard Human Rights Program, Dean of the University at Buffalo Law School, and member of the Council on Foreign Relations, “Terrorism and Human Rights: Power Culture, and Subordination”, Buffalo Human Rights Law Review, 2002) 

The international law of human rights, arguably the most benign of all the areas of international law, seeks the universalization of European cultural, philosophical, and political norms and social structures. It is largely a culturally specific doctrine which is expressed in the idiom of the  [*5] same culture. The human rights corpus is driven -- normatively and descriptively --by what I have called the savage-victim-savior metaphor, in which human rights is a grand narrative of an epochal contest that pits savages against victims and saviors. 5 In this script of human rights, democracy and western liberalism are internationalized to redeem savage non-Western cultures from themselves, and to alleviate the suffering of victims, who are generally non-western and non-European. The images of the savage Taliban, the Afghan victims mired in pre-modernity, and the American saviors put the metaphor in sharp relief. In the human rights idiom, North America and the European West --acting generally under the guise of the United Nations and other multilateral agencies -- are the saviors of hapless victims whose salvation lies only in the transformation of their savage cultures through the imposition of human rights. The human rights corpus is presented as a settled normative edifice, as a glimpse of an eternal, inflexible truth. As a result, attempts to question or reformulate a truly universal regime of rights, one that reflects the complexity and the diversity of all cultures, have generally been viewed with indifference or hostility by the official guardians of human rights. This refusal to create a culturally complex and diverse human rights corpus is all the more perplexing because the view that the human rights doctrine is an ideology with deep roots in liberalism and democratic forms of government is beyond question. In fact, an increasing number of scholars now realize that the cultural biases of the human rights corpus can only be properly situated within liberal theory and philosophy. Understood from this position, human rights are an ideology with a specific cultural and ethnographic fingerprint. The human rights corpus expresses a cultural bias, and its chastening of a state is therefore a cultural project. If culture is not defined as some discrete, exotic, and peculiar practice which is frozen in time but rather as the dynamic totality of ideas, forms, practices, and structures of any given society, then human rights is an expression of a particular European-American culture. The advocacy of human rights across cultural borders is then an attempt to displace the local non-Western culture with the "universal" culture of human rights. Human rights therefore become the universal culture. It is in this sense that the "other" culture, that which is non-European, is the savage in the human rights corpus and its discourse. 

Inclusion legitimates domination-- those included will be always be obliged to those including. Decentralization is the only way to solve—justifications of empowerment are only another way to reinforce nation-state power.  

(Williams and Arrigo 04, Christopher R. Williams, Ph.D., Forensic Psychology, California School of Professional Psychology, Bruce A. Arrigo, PhD, Dr. Bruce Arrigo is a social theorist and research scientist who teaches a range of courses in Critical/Philosophical Criminology; Crime, Law, and Psychology; Deviant and Criminal Behavior; and Social Justice Policy at the graduate and undergraduate levels “Theory, Justice, and Social Change”, pg. 107-108, 2004) 

The impediments to establishing democratic justice in contemporary American society have caused a national paralysis; one that has recklessly spawned an aporetic1 existence for minorities.2 The entrenched ideological complexities afflicting under- and nonrepresented groups (e.g., poverty, unemployment, illiteracy, crime) at the hands of political, legal, cultural, and economic power elites have produced counterfeit, perhaps even fraudulent, efforts at reform: Discrimination and inequality in opportunity prevail (e.g., Lynch & Patterson, 1996). The misguided and futile initiatives of the state, in pursuit of transcending this public affairs crisis, have fostered a reification, that is, a reinforcement of divisiveness. This time, however, minority groups compete with one another for recognition, affirmation, and identity in the national collective psyche (Rosenfeld, 1993). What ensues by way of state effort, though, is a contemporaneous sense of equality for all and a near imperceptible endorsement of inequality; a silent conviction that the majority still retains power. The “gift” of equality, procured through state legislative enactments as an emblem of democratic justice, embodies true (legitimated) power that remains nervously secure in the hands of the majority.5 The ostensible empowerment of minority groups is a facade; it is the ruse of the majority gift. What exists, in fact, is a simulacrum (Baudrillard, 1981, 1983) of equality (and by extension, democratic justice): a pseudo-sign image (a hypertext or simulation) of real sociopolitical progress. For the future relationship between equality and the social to more fully embrace minority sensibilities, calculated legal reform efforts in the name of equality must be displaced and the rule and authority of the status quo must be decentered. Imaginable, calculable equality is self-limiting and self-referential. Ultimately, it is always (at least) one step removed from true equality and, therefore, true justice.6 The ruse of the majority gift currently operates under the assumption of a presumed empowerment, which it confers on minority populations. Yet, the presented power is itself circumscribed by the stifling horizons of majority rule with their effects. Thus, the gift can only be construed as falsely eudemonic: An avaricious, although insatiable, pursuit of narcissistic legitimacy supporting majority directives. The commission (bestowal) of power to minority groups or citizens through prevailing state reformatory efforts underscores a polemic with implications for public affairs and civic life. We contend that the avenir (i.e., the “to come”) of equality as an (in)calculable, (un)recognizable destination in search of democratic justice is needed. However, we argue that this displacement of equality is unattainable if prevailing juridico-ethico- political conditions (and societal consciousness pertaining to them) remain fixed, stagnant, and immutable.
Policy Failure
Refusal to break down the cultural barricade tanks solvency – our ideas of what Indians need will never fit in with their cultures and ideals. 
 (Hoxie ’79, Frederick E. Hoxie, Professor of History, specializing in Native American history, at University of Illinois, “Red Man’s Burden”, http://pao.chadwyck.com/PDF/1343176055871.pdf) 

Those of us who teach and write about native Americans often overestimate the importance ofwhat we do. We assume that pre-senting a fuller, more accurate picture of the Indians and their history will somehow foster humane government policies and more enlightened public attitudes. Our assumption has some basis in fact, since historians and anthropologists have been important in recent land claims decisions and in some innovative federal

programs. But skewed perceptions of native Americans and cruel govern-ment policies are not simply a function of ignorance. They also derive from the cultural outlook of the non-Indian majority. Our ideas about Indians and what they “need” do not vary with how much we know about them, for the meaning of what we know is always affected by our values and beliefs. For the most part, our culture acts as a prism through which we pass information to separate data that reinforce our point of view from those that do not. For example, the current idea that the red man was the nation's first conservationist has grown popular despite our knowledge of the impact of the fur trade on North America's beaver population. We choose either to ignore the inconsistency or to assume that the beaver hunters were tragic victims of European manipulation. What we believe about racial equality and the western Euro-pean idea of progress has often most importantly determined our imag of the native American. National attitudes in these areas have been projected regularly onto Indian people. As the public becomes more sanguine about the possibility of racial harmony, for example, their picture ofthe Indians grows more benign. The reverse, ofcourse, has also been true; it is only in this century that signiﬁcant portions of the American public have committed themselves to making our society both multiracial and egalitarian. As a result, the hope that Indians might be fully integrated

into national life is also relatively recent.
Alt Solves Ext.
Land is the center of Indian culture—embracing decolonization is the only way to break the victim-savior bond and replace it with one of mutual understanding. 

 (Babcock 05, Hope Babcock, Co-Director and Professor of Law at Georgetown University, “A Civic-Republican Vision of  ‘Domestic Dependent Nations’ in the Twenty-First Century: Tribal Sovereignty Re-envisioned, Reinvigorated, and Re-empowered”, 2005)  
 But it is said, that they are averse to society and a social life. Can anything be more inapplicable than this to a people who always live in towns or clans? Or can they be said to have no "republique," who conduct all their affairs in national councils, who pride themselves in their national character, who consider an insult or injury done to an individual by a stranger as done to the whole, and who resent it accordingly. In short, this picture is not applicable to any nation of Indians I have ever known or heard of in North America. n418 [*537] The republican principle of having a place within which to practice the art of being a good citizen is (and always has been) central to tribal society. Indian tribes have always had a concept of territory and boundaries. Most tribes assigned hunting territories to villages or lineages, which other tribes and tribal members knew of and respected. n419 Tribes also recognized (and still recognize) territory through mythical or sacred claims, and the burial sites of lineages and clans marked territory for most, if not all tribes. n420 Today, a tribe's traditional homeland is the "centerpiece of contemporary Indian life." n421 Tribal lands and their resources are not only sustaining for the tribe, but are the tribe's cultural and spiritual base - where ancestors are buried, and spirits live - and the very topography can provide cleansing and rebirth. n422 You cannot understand how the Indian thinks of himself in relation to the world around him unless you understand his conception of what is appropriate; particularly what is morally appropriate within the context of that relationship. The native American ethic with respect to the physical world is a matter of reciprocal appropriation: appropriations in which man invests himself in the landscape, and at the same time incorporates the landscape into his own most fundamental experience. n423 

